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Liam Gogan is arriving late, and Patrick Flynn will alternate until he arrives.  
Mike Orcutt will leave the meeting for a short period and Justin Alvarez will alternate during that time. 
BP: For March 2025 as you all are probably aware, this going to be a virtual only meeting.  In part due to the loss of the contract we have with the notetakers Chloeta.  In order to capture the discussion that goes on and to capture individuals who are who are speaking, we have enabled the transcript and recording of this meeting. So, by attending this meeting, you are therefore consenting to being transcribed and recorded. Thank you for your understanding on that point and we do have quorum.  We will go ahead and get started.  I want to ask Mike if there's any housekeeping things you want to start with before we do introductions.

MD: I don't think so.  I'll just follow onto what you said when you introduced the virtual meeting, Bill.  My hope is that, while I can only speak for our bureau, we are easing up a little bit on travel when it can be justified now. So, if were able to travel and have a meeting in person, we can designate a note taker.  I think that would be much better in the long run than meeting virtually.  This is just a stopgap solution because we have the unfortunate union of losing our note taker and travel restrictions at the same time.  Sounds like we're starting to move past that, but I'll hand it back to you, Bill.

Introductions (Bill Pinnix, Chair)

Welcome and Introductions

BP: Alrighty, thank you.  Well, I will begin the round of introductions. I'm Bill Pinnix. I'm the Fish and Aquatic Conservation Program lead with the US Fish and Wildlife Service out of Arcada, California.  I'm going to, my participant list is a little out of order here, but I'm going to hand it off to Justin.

JLy: Good morning, folks.  Justin Ly NOAA Fisheries out of Arcata.

BP: Radley?

RO: Yes. Good morning, everybody. Radley, with State of California representing DWR.

BP: Elizabeth?

EH: Hi, good morning. Elizabeth Hadley with Reclamation.

BP: Kelly?

KM: Good morning. Keli McElroy with US Forest Service.

BP: Awesome. Mike Orcutt?

MO: Good morning, Mike Orcutt, Hoopa Valley Tribe.

BP: I can't recall for the Yurok Tribe, who was your alternate?

SQ: Shane Quinn, Yurok Tribe

BP: Awesome. And Trinity County? Do we not have?

PF: Bill, this is Patrick Flynn.  I did talk to Liam, and he is aware it's a virtual meeting, so he should be on. But I’m not sure where he is right now.

BP: Thank you.  Did I miss anyone of the Trinity Management Council representatives? Apologies if I did, I’m still trying to get used to the layout of teams. It seems like every time I open it, they've changed something.  We'll just then go through introductions of the rest of the folks, and I'll just call it off as they appear on my list here. So, Kiana?

KA: Good morning, everyone.  I'm Kiana Abel, the Public Affairs Specialist for the Trinity River Restoration Program.

BP: Anna Rubio?

JA: She's with Hoopa. I don't know if she can or what's up with the microphone, but that’s who she’s with. 

AR: Did the microphone work now?

BP: OK. Thank you, Emelia?

AR: Hi.

EB: Morning Emelia Barnum. I'm with Bureau Reclamation. I'm alternate.

BP: Todd?

TB: Todd Buxton Hydrologist TRRP.

BP: Chris Laskodi?

CL: Chris Laskodi, Fish Biologist for the Yurok Tribe and Fish Ecologist for the restoration program.

BP: Mike?

MD:  Mike Dixon, Executive Director, TRRP.

BP: Francisco?

FM: Francisco with the Trinity Journal.

BP: Steve?

SGough: Good morning, Steve Gough, Fish Biologist at the Arcada Fish Wildlife Office. Population Assessments Division.

BP: Justin?

JA: Morning Justin Alvarez, Fish Biologist with Hoopa Tribe and TMC alternate.

BP: And we already got Justin Ly. Brett?

BK: Morning, everybody. Brett Kormos, California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

BP: James?

JLee: Good morning, everybody. James Lee, Implementation Branch Chief Trinity River restoration program.

BP: Ken?

KL: Hey, good morning, Ken Lindke with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

BP: Brad? 

BN: Good morning, everyone.  Brad Nissen with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and I'm the 
Riparian and Aquatic Ecology Workgroup Coordinator.

BP: Awesome, Natalie?

NO: Natalie Okun, US Fish and Wildlife Service in Arcata.

BP: Patrick?  I guess you introduce yourself in there.

PF: Good morning, folks.  Yes, it's Patrick Flynn with Trinity County.  I'm also the Flow Work Group Coordinator. Thank you.

BP: Eric?

EP Good morning, Eric Peterson, Science Coordinator for the Trinity River Restoration Program.

BP: Oliver?

OR Thanks, Bill. Oliver Rogers, Civil Engineer with the Trinity River Restoration Program.

BP: Roman?

RP Hey, Roman Pittman, Biologist with NOAA Fisheries out of Arcata.

BP: Elliot?

ES: Morning, Elliot Sarnacki, Civil Engineering Technician in the Trinity River Restoration Program office Weaverville.

BP: Seth?

SN: Seth Naman. I'm a Biologist with National Marine Fisheries Service and TMC alternate.

BP: Ty?

TW: Morning everyone. Ty Wallin, Fish Biologist U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Science Liaison to TRRP.

BP: Zack?

ZR: Zack Reinstein, Fisheries Biologist, Yurok Tribe.

BP: And Heidi?

HCH: Heidi Carpenter-Harris, Trinity County Board of Supervisors, District 4.

BP: Great. And Heidi, are you the alternate?

HCH: Yes, Sir.

BP: Welcome. Thank you. 

HCH: Thank you.

Approval of Agenda (Bill Pinnix, Chair)

BP: Looks like we have all partners represented on the TMC, and is there anyone else? I think I got everyone on the list, but if I missed someone, please speak up. Great. Well welcome everyone. Our first order of business is to approve the agenda for this meeting that we are in. I'm assuming that all participants have a copy of the meeting agenda, and we are sharing it on the screen now. Do we have the motion to approve the agenda? 

EH: So move from Reclamation.

BP: Awesome. And Justin?

JLy:  I'll second.

BP: Alrighty. All those in favor of approving the agenda? Raise your hand.

EH: Hand raised from Elizabeth.

BP: OK. Keli and looking for Trinity County?

LG Trinity County says yes.

BP: Welcome, Liam. Awesome.

LG: Good morning. How are you guys? Sorry about the delay there.

BP: OK, hanging in there. I believe that that is a unanimous approval of the agenda for this meeting so.

LG: Yes.

Approval of December meeting minutes (Bill Pinnix, Chair)

BP: Away we go. Next, orders to approve the September meeting minutes.

MD: That's my bad, I don't know how I managed to do this so often, but that should be 
December meeting minutes. Sorry about that, Bill.

BP: Oh, we already approved the agenda too.

MD: Well, we can approve both.

BP: Mike. You're on mute Mike Orcutt.

KA: I think that was an old hand.

BP: Do we have a motion to approve the December meeting minutes? As I believe this September meeting minutes have already been approved.

KM: Motion to approve.

BP: Thank you, Kelly.

RO I'll Second.

BP: All right. Thanks, Radley. All those in favor of approving the December meeting minutes.

LG Trinity County says aye.

EH: Reclamation Yes.

BP: Fish and Wildlife Service, yes. That looks like we do have a unanimous approval. Let me just double check. Yes. OK, we've got a unanimous approval of the December meeting minutes. So, thank you all. We'll roll into, pardon me, little stuffed up, so we have comments on non-agenda items. Mike, you're listed as the lead for this. And apologies, still getting my feet under me as to how this rolls forward.

MD: Yes, that could just as easily be your topic, Bill. Yes, go ahead and field it.

BP: OK. So, are there any comments on anything that's not on the agenda? Yes, Mike Orcutt, we're not hearing you. It does look like you're unmuted on our end.

Comments on Non-Agenda Items (Mike Dixon)

Public Commentes 
No public comments received.  

Reports and comments of TRRP entities 

MO: Can you hear me now?

BP: Yes.

MO: OK. I'm having trouble with my headphones. I'm sorry. The item I wanted to not necessarily add to the agenda, but I think we should be aware of and that is a prior, we've made several presentations on a number of things including integrated fish population management. Anyway, I don't get too windy about it, but the one immediate thing that I wanted to have some awareness of, if nothing else, and that is the whole salmon season setting process, has started with the Pacific Fishery Management Council.  We had some of our staff attend the meeting in Vancouver and it's related to the PFMC Dam removal work group process and I would note that there is a letter from the regional director expressing some desire to participate in that work group and I don't want to get, like I said, too windy, but the linkage to it is there's out of that process this year because of a number of things happening, the allowable harvest is, I think it's 2700. I just saw the number 2713 adult Klamath fall Chinook and by applicable federal law and court precedence, the tribal fisheries are allocated half of that and so that's a pretty grim year if you look at for our reservation the regular PFMC harvest control rules and the overlay with other factors, that's about 280 fall Chinook for harvest on the Hoopa Valley Reservation. And so, I just wanted to highlight that in anticipation of today's meeting by the June meeting, the next meeting all of that will be set in place. The regulatory process PFMC will have taken action in the state of California for nontribal terminal recreational fisheries that will also have taken action. So, I do want to take note of that because it's not very that's back to an area of 2017 or 2018 era, when there was really, really low numbers. And I just wanted to say that because one of our tasks is to restore   dependent tribal and non-tribal fisheries and  to pre dam levels of fish populations. Thank you.

BP: Yes. Thank you, Mike. Yes, it's unfortunate situation we find ourselves in. Brett?

BK: Thanks. Mike provided a really good overview of the situation, so I don't have much to add, but if folks are interested in discussing further and getting additional insights from the state's perspective, I'd be happy to provide that.
So if there's questions or an interest in a discussion. Just let me know. But Mike did a great job of describing where we're at with the Klamath specifically. It's not good.

BP: And I have a just a quick follow up question is that it's also applying to Sacramento River stocks as well. Is that correct?

BK: Yes, the target stocks in California are both significantly depressed this year. The forecast of abundance for Sacramento River fall Chinook is almost identical to what it was in 2023, and tens of thousands of fish less than it was in 2024 when ocean fisheries and river fisheries were also closed. So, things have not improved and in some respects they've gotten worse. In particular, the Klamath numbers have continued to decline over those three years. So, it's Yes. It's not a rosy picture right now.

BP: Yes, thanks for that. Yes, Mike Dixon?

MD: Yes. So I we unfortunately were not able to get travel approved to go to the meeting in Vancouver, but I did virtually attend that PFMC meeting and one of the things that I noted both from the CDFW salmon update that they held prior, and then their briefing at PFMC, was that they had requested that one of the alternatives consider an ocean season that would close salmon fishing south of Cape Falcon, but it doesn't appear that one of those alternatives advanced. Am I correct in that Brett, or did I misunderstand?

BK: That's correct. Oregon declined to heed our request, unfortunately. That's the quick answer. There's more underneath, but yes, you're right.

MD: That's unfortunate.

BP: Brett, I'll just point you to the chat Francisco was hoping to get your contact information.

BK: Yes, will do. I'll put that in there.

BP: Great. Are there any comments from the public regarding this topic or other topics?

LG: Yes, Trinity County here. Liam Gogan. I just had a question.

BP: Hello.

LG: Go ahead.

BP: No. Go ahead, Liam.
LG: It's not so much this topic where you just mentioned it about not going up to the PFMC meeting and you know the form that we're on now and what we may have to do in, in the future. How much of our effectiveness do you think we're losing? I know it's new to all of us but doing this virtually for an indefinite period of time. Because I feel like, you know, being at the PFMC meetings in person, being us in person, I know the restrictions that you're under now, you know, seems to be that we will be certain degrees less than a full percent of effectiveness.

BP: Yes, I appreciate the perspective there. You know, I think it's that's just difficult to quantify.

LG: Understandable.

BP: You know, I think most would prefer to meet in person, myself included. And it does look like from the department interior side that they’re slowly inching back the restrictions that we've had on travel. So, we do now have a new process by which we, at least in the Fish and Wildlife Service, request travel, but for us, at this point, it's still kind of related to mission critical and public safety, law enforcement type of travel. But things have been moving fast and change day-to-day, so fingers crossed we'll return to some more effective meetings in the future, we'll see.

LG: Bill, thanks for your insight on that. I know we're all new to this, but it was just something I thought I might share with you. And do you get any,
I know Mike was out looking at new buildings to rent instead of the current location that you're at for TMC. Do you just give that portion of money that you say you're spending a couple $100? Say you get it down to 100. Do you get to keep that, or they just take that 100 away from you? If you know Mike?

MD: Yes. I was going to give you an update during the ED report on where we're at with buildings, but yes, I can dive into that now. Right now, I'll back up and give a more holistic overview, if that's OK, Bill, or do you want me to wait?

BP: No, no, that's fine. Go for it. We're on the topic now, so.

MD: OK. So, our lease was not renewed. We're looking at multiple alternatives right now in relative order of, from lower to higher disruption; first is that our acting regional director who has submitted a justification for an extension or new lease in Weaverville. We have not heard anything back since that justification was submitted. Because our lease was terminated without that justification being approved, we're not actually looking at other buildings to rent. So, what I was out doing yesterday wasn't looking at other potential facilities to rent. We're looking at alternatives to place modular office trailers on Reclamation owned land, either above the Trinity Dam, or above Lewiston Dam up above Trinity River hatchery in the lay down yard for the work that's been going on for Clear Creek tunnel repairs. The second location that may work is very close to Trinity Power plant. In either case, that second alternative would be procuring modular office trailers and plopping them on to government owned land under the assumption that we're not getting approved to seek a new lease. Alternative three would be dispersing our staff to multiple offices; the Natural Resources Conservation Service in Weaverville has offered up space for potentially 3 people; we might be able to put three people in some vacant space at Trinity River hatchery, and then the balance would probably distribute it to Keswick or Shasta Lake. The long-term solution that we're pursuing, regardless of whether we go with alternative 1,2. or 3 is we're pursuing additional office space into the hatchery administration building as part of the Hatchery modernization contract. So, the most likely outcome is that some, many years in the future like 2028-2030, we would be consolidating our Trinity operations into the Reclamation owned facility at Trinity River Hatchery.  There's just some uncertainty about where we're going to be in between.

LG: When was the request put in that you spoke of earlier, Michael?

MD: Oh, to get a new lease. Elizabeth, was it two or three weeks 2 weeks ago?

LG: Yes, to just stay in your current lease contract.

EH: As soon as we got the notification that it was not being renewed.

MD: It was the Friday of that week, I just can't for the life of me remember how long ago that was because there's been so many things going on like rapid fire.

EH: But as Mike alluded to, we're not the only federal agency dealing with this, and we're not hearing any response from GSA, and I don't know if that's because they don't have staff to respond now, or they've just made their decision. I don't know. But we've made a justification request or exemption request and have heard nothing. So, we're obviously trying to look for alternatives, as Mike said, because got to have an option, right?

MD: And then to the second part of your question, Liam, was what becomes of the disposition of funds? Our lease is a transfer of funds from Reclamation to GSA to the lessor. If we no longer have a lease with GSA, we retain those funds. The obverse side of that is if we are pivoting to modular office space as an interim solution, before you know, leading up to the hatchery work being completed, that the leasing of those office buildings would come out of our budget in the same way that our Weaverville office lease comes out of our budget, and I don't honestly know what that looks like right now we've done very little market research, so I couldn't tell you if that's going to cost us more or less than we're spending right now.

BP: Mike Orcutt, do you have your hand up.

MO: I wanted to ask under this agenda item non agenda. If there would be an update at all on the status of the funding for the modernization of Trinity River Hatchery, if there's going to be information somewhere in the meeting shared upon the status of that because we talked about it a couple times.

EH: Yes, Mike, it's on my list of things to talk about when we get to the Central Valley operations update. Yes.

MO: Thank you. Appreciate it. Thank you.

BP: Yes. And Liam, I should have circled back with you to see if you had any follow up questions.

LG: I, you know, like you guys, it's concerning to me, you know, as far as effectiveness, you know this group and you know, TRRP in general and I hope the best outcome for all you guys, I don't think splitting up a group going to Keswick or anywhere else is effective. Not quite sure what's going on the federal government right now. Hey, I'm sure there's some help and there's some loss there, but I see a certain amount of loss, a big amount of loss here in, in the way things are being handled there. And I imagine we're just one of multiple agencies that are feeling, you know, whatever's going on at the is definitely hitting us all the way down here and that's, you know. I'll be outspoken, but I don't think it's good at all. Maybe a bunch of people in the room think it is, but I just see it. In this situation. From here, between us and TMC and TRRP and getting things from the scientists to the desk to the to the river, not being a very productive way by going about things. My opinion only. Thank you.

BP: Your opinion is valid and appreciated. Thank you.

LG: No worries. Thank you. I'll try to raise my hand next time I forgot all about that.

BP: Yes. No, that's all right. All right. Any other non-agenda items that that either the public or any of the partners want to bring up? On to program updates.
Program Updates (Mike Dixon)

MD: All right. Thanks Bill. Before I jump into the ED report, I want to do a couple quick things. One is just to check in on the pulse of the river. We've had a pretty wet year. It is pretty remarkable to be getting three wet years in a row, so I just wanted to share this figure. I know we've shared this before, this a neat little widget that Eric has on our website, but you can see in grey with the full natural flow at Lewiston would be. So that's, that's the winter without the dam. The red is what our flows are supposed to look like, so you can see the synchronized storm peak and how well that tied into that series of storms at the end of December and beginning of January.  Then you can see where our elevated base flows for a normal February B 120 and a wet March B 120 have started. We’ll transition to that as soon as we get through the safety of dam release that's shown in blue and that, I believe happens on Friday, I think, OK. Yes. I guess the change order is out already. But you know, as we've discussed before, we're trying to do the best that we can underneath the safety of dam releases. We're tracking the volume that was supposed to be moved into the winter period for winter base flow increases that will be shifted out of the spring hydrograph and that's sort of that would then tie into what we're going to hear about later from Patrick. But anyway, I just wanted to show you we're having a pretty good winter from both geomorphic and fish habitat standpoint. It's incredibly productive out there. We've seen some really interesting patterns, I don't know if Eric Peterson was planning to talk about that all later, but really neat patterns in periphyton colonization of areas that have been inundated, you know, for since our synchronization peak and then with the safety of dam flows. It's been a really interesting, like, real-time demonstration of the process of colonization of floodplains by different species. 

EP: Yes. Thanks. Thanks Mike. I was not going to talk about that, but I've got a couple photos from out in the field at sawmill where you can really see the 1500 CFS line in the development of periphyton the riverbed because that was inundated much longer than the more recent areas that have been inundated at 3500 CFS and you can see that there are successful stages that happen on the riverbed at particular durations after they become inundated. It's really quite visible, strikingly so out there right now, because of the way that safety of dams release has that step increase makes it more visible than it might naturally be. But yes, it's quite a pattern. Thanks.

MD: Actually, while we're on flows, since I do try to acknowledge staff who are, you know, doing exceptional work. I know that we’ve recognized him multiple times and I've coined him internally at our TRRP staff meeting for some of his work. But I do want to again commend Patrick on his hard work. He's really rocking it as our flow work group coordinator. He started out figuring out how to be a work group coordinator and he’s really hitting his stride now. The time since he took over as flow coordinator has been the most interesting time, probably in the existence of that work group. So, I just wanted to say hats off to Patrick again. Thanks for the hard work.

LG: Trinity County wholly believes in that. We think he's doing a great job, and you know, between myself, and Trinity County, I think things are working well. And Patrick, thank you very much.

PF: Thanks guys.

MD: Mike, I see you have your hand up.

MO: Yes, I guess we're taking questions as we go forward here. I would want to note a word of caution a little bit with the discussion about the water year, this year and say that under safety of dams the TMC had taken a vote before about that. And anyway, one of the things that we have been concerned about and we voiced that in the 13 areas of concern that the tribe discussed in the G2G with Karl Stock back in December, and it's still being refined some of that, but the caution I would have here is under safety of dams, we assume that just because it's over the top of all the flow modifications under winter flow variability that it's positive. And I would say that we should take that with the word of caution. This the first time in 25 or more than that years, even before the recorded decision on January 1, went to 1500. On February 7th, went to 3500, we're in a ramp down as the Hydrograph on the screen shows, so I just think that we should take some caution and saying, there are specific times when too much flow might be detrimental to the fishery, and so just saying safety of dams and the requirements and sensitivity to all of that, I understand that, but we should, if there is opportunity and if there's some additional evaluation, I just think we should, as scientists, kind of take a look back at it in retrospect and then and then also maybe it's never going to happen again, but, Carr Power being shut down at the same time was really also a real anomaly that I understand that as well, but we should, seems like anymore the anomalies are becoming the normal at sometimes. So anyway, I just think we should take the science, and our workgroup should take conservative, cautious, look at it in retrospect, when we evaluate what happened, this water year. Thank you.

MD: Yes. No, those are great observations, Mike. While we're on the safety of dams before I pivot to the ED report, I do want to acknowledge that, like Mike said, the TMC had actually passed a motion to send guidance to CVO about how we could implement safety of dams several years ago now, and that did not get a lot of traction at the time, but we currently have a really good working relationship with CVO. And that's why when you see that bench, that prolonged bench that we had at 1500, that was them accommodating our request that what is the least amount of flow that they thought could safely vacate storage given current hydrology and forecasts because we were really trying to get them to work with us on minimizing impacts to in-river fisheries. Unfortunately, they reached a point, and you can see very clearly when we had that, it was like a 16,000 CFS instantaneous peak where the inflow was just too high and it was encroaching too close to the next safety of dams threshold, where they had to bump it up to 3500, but they did really try to work with us to minimize their impacts on our biological objectives under the winter flow project, but also to minimize impacts on the community. They tried to hold that as long as they can, but obviously the safety of the infrastructure and downstream communities, if that infrastructure were compromised, does take precedence. But yes, there'll be some interesting disentangling of what happened with safety of dams, good and bad this year, since we're doing things like benthic macroinvertebrate monitoring at the same time.

Executive Director’s Report (Mike Dixon)

MD: All right, I'm going to jump over to the Executive Director's report and again, I apologize, I sent out an e-mail this morning asking people to update it if you're looking at it on your own download on your screen so that you can make it as large as you need to, but I’ll share this here. I'm going to see if I can get this just a little bit bigger though, for those who are only following on the screen.  So, we've been for this time of year, we've actually been pretty busy this quarter on the channel rehab front. We were able to get out since there's a lot of out of channel excavation work that needs to happen,  and we've done a lot of work out of channel at the R2 floodplain feature at Upper Connor Creek. And similarly, we've been doing a little bit of gravel processing at Sawmill and as of this week, they're doing some vegetation clearing on the right bank of the river in anticipation of getting in and repairing that side channel this summer. So, busy time for channel rehab at a time of year when we're not typically doing channel rehab. We just talked about the flows and how that was, how that interacted with our need for storage management at the dam. But yes, it's been a really interesting quarter in contrast to the previous quarter where I think I said in the report that it was a largely quiescent quarter. 

Moving on to staffing and organizational stuff, we’re quite lucky, I think we sort of dodged a bullet, but we didn't have any of our staff that accepted the deferred resignation opportunity that was offered, nor did we lose any staff during their probationary periods, which was surprising. Other program partners did lose staff and Reclamation in our area office did lose other staff. Some of those staff have returned and my understanding is as of this week, all of the probationary staff that were terminated across the department are going to be unterminated, which is a word that I learned this week that is apparently a real word because Microsoft Word recognizes unterminated as an actual word.  I think someone made it up, but in any event that's, you know, a little bit of glimmer of good news right now. Due to a judge's order all of those people are coming back. During this last couple months, we did welcome Samantha Maier to be our secretary. She's doing great work for us, it's really nice to have somebody in that seat. She's super enthusiastic and was able to hit the ground running quickly because she lives right here in Weaverville and knew something of what we do and what we're about. So, we're very happy to have somebody on board and particularly that it's Samantha. On the less positive news front, and I think I've conveyed this through previous monthly updates, but we had made an offer for our data steward position. This was the vice Eric Peterson position, but unfortunately because of the timing of when the hiring freeze went down, that offer had to be rescinded. So that position is going to remain vacant for the foreseeable future. We are pursuing the possibility now that Reclamation has eased up on lateral transfers, we may look at whether or not we can lateral somebody into that position noncompetitively. But at least on the competitive front, we aren't going to be able to advertise that position. And in the same vein, we had just gone through the process of reclassifying our Interdisciplinary Physical Scientist position into a straight hydrologist. But that is now hung up in the hiring freeze for the time being. Since the last TMC meeting, Simone Groves has started working out of our office. So, we're again really happy to have someone not just on board but working with us on our team here in Weaverville. She was here last week, I don't know that she's working out of here this week, but we're being pretty fluid with her work locations right now because, oh go ahead, Simone.

SGroves: I am in the office, and I am working out of the office.

MD: Are you physically here?

SGroves: I'm physically in the office at Weaverville and I'm going to be here Wednesday, Thursday, Friday and that is my foreseeable schedule into the future and feel free to reach out anytime.

MD: Good to have you, Simone. We've already talked about the lease, so I'm going to skip past that topic in the Executive Director's report other than highlight that what Elizabeth said is true and as most of you know, it's not just us who lost our lease. The National Marine Fisheries Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service, also on this call, lost the lease to their Arcada building. Everybody right now is going through this period of uncertainty, and I will certainly keep you posted as opportunities develop. I agree wholeheartedly with Liam that it would be not just like subpar or suboptimal, but wholly unsatisfactory to have to distribute our office’s staff to multiple offices. Particularly given how far Keswick and Shasta Lake City are from our day-to-day work, stuff that we do for monitoring and channel rehabilitation work, it would just be incredibly inefficient. So, fingers crossed that we come up with a better outcome there. 

I posted the ED report on Friday right before Congress did half of their job for the year and at least passed a continuing resolution since they couldn't pass an actual suite of appropriations bills. So, we do have a CR for the rest of the year now. I have been told that while we have what was requested for the President's budget for FY26 and in principle could start planning, we should plan for the fact that we may not get what was in the budget request for FY26. So more to come on that as we get more clarity on what our budget's going to look like next year. As always, I'll be communicating with the TMC reps individually for one-on-one meetings to talk through what we feel our budget priorities are for the coming fiscal year and to be able to possibly come up with alternatives if our planning budget ends up being more than our appropriated budget. But that's it's all speculative right now, we've just been told don't be too optimistic that you're going to get what was in the president's budget for FY26. I mentioned here that there's been a lot of data calls, and I think all of us in all of our federal agencies have been going through a lot of this. All of our grants and agreements we've had to provide justifications on why these agreements are necessary for our mission we've had in separate data calls had to make justifications or assign narratives describing whether or not these are mandatory or discretionary agreements.  There's a lot of information that is getting fed upward right now through the bureaus to the department and up in the executive branch, we're not getting a lot of feedback down other than our Chloeta contract being terminated as Bill already mentioned. But right now, our working guidance is that any contractor agreement over $50,000 including any modifications to add funding to existing agreements has to go through DOGE review before we even do any policy review or anything like that. All of our funding that was supposed to go to partner agencies this year has gone up. Procurement request packages have been submitted. Last Friday, we submitted justifications to DOGE for both of our annual funding agreements and we have as yet heard nothing back down yet.  Again, lots of information going up, not much communication back down and I'll just have to keep an open line of communication with you guys. As information starts to trickle back down from DC in terms of how it impacts our operations. With that, are there any questions before I jump to the budget spreadsheet? Yes, go for it, Justin.

JLy:  Yes, I’m just curious how many years was that contract for our note taker?

MD: It was a five-year contract, and we were in the second year, and I will not opine how I feel about this, but I will just say numerically we had already spent $11,000 of the $20,000 for the second option year and the negotiated termination cost for the contract was $32,000. So, we basically paid for another year and a half's worth of work so that we didn't have to do another year and a half worth of work, and I’ll let you fill in the blanks on what I think about how efficient that was.

JLy: Yes, thank you, I figured.

MD: All right, I'm going to scroll down. Don't get motion sickness.
So I put the budget at the very end. All right, so not a lot of changes since our last TMC meeting. There's been some minor updates, and I'll run through those, but we're running pretty lean, and I don't anticipate us having much of a budget surplus this year unless DOGE kicks back some of our agreements and we're left unable to fund them. So right now, we’re pretty well on track to spend out our budget. This shows that we have $130,000 of free board between the funding that we have available and where the funds are going. We're actually very close to a $0.00 difference, because when these numbers were run a couple weeks ago, I thought were going to lose our secretary and our salary numbers reflected that position being vacant for the remainder of the year, and it is thankfully not vacant, so her fully encumbered costs would actually eat any of the difference in this. and we're pretty well flat with what were supposed to, what were appropriated for this year. As far as the individual budget pages. I’ve highlighted where there were significant changes in yellow and I should have highlighted the Program Office personnel one, but that ends up not being as much of a change, so we'll ignore that because I just mentioned that.  Office operations is down for this year because we anticipate far less travel and with our purchasing as locked down as it is, the projections on how much we're going to spend on travel and purchases is far lower than in the previous fiscal year, so that was a significant reduction. I mentioned the cost to terminate the Chloeta contract, so that’s a change from what we had forecasted, slightly higher. That's it on program administration. On the implementation front, we have a new contract that was ready for award. The bid reviews were done, and a selection of a contractor had been made to Ironwood, who is our current environmental support services contractor. That the justification for that contract again went up to DOGE, and we haven't heard anything back down, so the contract has not actually been awarded in spite of the fact that we internally made the selection of a contractor. For a variety of reason, their new contract is substantially higher than their old contract.  You can see the difference in dollar cost there and that's that did eat a little bit of our funding that gave us flexibility for the year. Same thing with revegetation supply, which is an optional task in that environmental support services contract.  It's a little bit higher than it was the previous year. And then the other thing to note on this sheet is, as we have for the last couple years now, the construction costs was the balancer for our budget because our projects are large enough that they're scalable because they end up being multiyear projects. This no longer a balancer because that number now reflects the sum of the funding that is going to the Yurok tribe for the Sawmill side channel repair and the funding that is going to the Hoopa Valley tribe to complete re-veg work at Upper Connor Creek. That is the sum of the dollar amounts that are in the initial AFAs that are pending award following review so that is a that is a fixed number and not a balancer at this point. Which is why I'm pretty confident that we're fairly well spent out because there's no more flexibility in in the construction cost. And then finally, the only other change is science. There was a decrease in salary costs because of the positions that we had initially projected to be filled that are now projected to be vacant for the remainder of the fiscal year. So any questions on the budget update? Going to scroll back up. Hey, Mike?

MO: That first one you had those three, I saw the sources of the funding you had the water and related resources. And then probably restoration CVP restoration fund. What was that third one there on? There was oh, wait. Yes, I which two? IIJA, that one there. What is that?
MD: IIJA. That is the legislation formerly known as BIL. We're not allowed to call it BIL anymore. We call it IIJA house, so that was the previous two fiscal years we got.

MO: Outside funding under other sources, that's what, OK.

MD: Yep, it was through a specific ecosystem restoration work group that was managed by Reclamation out of Denver and we managed to get money out of them in 2023 for Oregon Gulch and in 2024 for Upper Connor Creek. We were able to spend that money for Upper Connor Creek with the exception of about a quarter million so far that was for revegetation at Upper Connor Creek that it appears that we lost. And some invasive weed treatments for the Trinity River watershed, and that was money that we had that Veronica Yates had worked on to get through. BIL, or IIJA, and we've also lost that money, but fortunately, were able to spend the majority of the external funding that we got.

MO: Thank you.

MD: Yep. Alright, I'm going to scroll back up then and hand it off. I think to James. There are far more pictures in our ED report than they used to, I think it's more fun now. All right. Take it away, James.

Implementation Update (James Lee)

JLee: All right. Thanks Mike. OK, so implementation update. I'll go over the channel rehab projects. Sky Ranch is still the project that we would like to implement next, but the land transfer to BLM still hasn't happened. And I'm getting, you know, by the day less and less confident that it will be a FY26 site, and I guess that that's still a possibility, but not if the transfer doesn't conclude soon. Then we won't be able to do that next year. No movement there. Still waiting on the land transfer. For Evans Bar, we had a meeting with the adjacent landowners to the project; the landowners that live across the river and we would need to access their properties by crossing the river at the Evan’s Bar project site. So, we met with them last month to discuss design concepts. It wasn't that productive of a conversation. Some of them are, or at least one of them is, very supportive of the program and at least one of them is not happy with anything that we propose. And then the rest of them are sort of in the middle kind of just, I think still uncertain. But yes, but we had a meeting with them. We got some input on the conceptual designs that have that have been kind of kicked around a little bit and we're using that input. Actually, the designers Yurok tribe and state of California are going to put together a 30% design here real soon so that we can do complete a scheduled value engineering study this summer. So, things are moving along there with Evans Bar. 

Sawmill, you know this sort of a revisit because we've implemented a project there back around 2009, but this project is largely to satisfy the conditions of the free use permit that we have from the BLM to excavate and process gravel on that site in order to close that out. It's essentially a mine, there needs to be some rehabilitation done. But you know, because it's our whole purpose to restore the river, we're not just doing the bare minimum there, but we’re doing some meaningful work and it's going to be likely a 2-year project this year and next year. The work that'll be done this year is repairing a breach in the cemetery side channel on river right. It’s really high-quality rearing habitat, but it breached, and it goes dry much of the year, particularly when we want to see juveniles using it. That's going to be the focus of the work this year. The remaining funds will be used to get started on some floodplain lowering on the left river side.  But the focus will be on river right, and the Yurok Tribe Construction Corporation has already actually started. They started clearing vegetation yesterday on the river right side so that when this summer, when they're ready to start excavating, they don't have to worry about birds nesting in the vegetation. So, they're already starting now, but the remainder of the work will be funded through the annual funding agreement, which is in review right now. And after they finish clearing vegetation, they're going to pause there until the funding is secured. And also, we need one more permit from the Corps of Engineers for them to do in stream work. That’s happening right now. 

At Upper Connor Creek, Yurok tribe and the Hoopa Valley tribe started working on that last month doing excavation of the R2 feature, which is directly across 299 from the Junction City boat ramp. It's the big high and dry terrace that people drive across to watch boats. If you've been out there, you know, you can probably envision that it's just like a desert in the summer. It's just barren and dry and they've been lowering that surface to the extent that they can, considering they're not authorized to work in the water right now. So, there's some set back from the river in that feature, but they got a lot of material excavated there. Then completed what they could as far as excavation this year and they're going to pause until the river drops and they can start working again. They're moving gravel that they would like from river left, the Smith Pit side that they worked on last year, they're moving it over to that R2 area right now, but it's just 1 truck. You know it's not a big whole lot of work going on. That’s all that's happening right now. So, like I said, they're going to get started back again later. Probably early summer after the river drops and finish up Upper Connor Creek this year. That's the plan. We're still, they have all their funding to actually do that project, the civil part, but we’re waiting for AFA funds to come into the Hoopa Valley tribe to finish the revegetation and that is in review right now, but fingers crossed, we're going to get that.  

For EA development, we just have one EA going on. You've heard plenty about it. The watershed restoration EA, and it's really hard for us to manage the schedule. We're working with partners, and they have their own timelines. They have other work that they're working this into and so we're just trying to communicate with them what our intention is for opening up the public comment period. When I wrote this, I was thinking it would be Friday that it would be released, but it's probably, hopefully it's going to be on Monday. So, the BLM is doing their final review. They're going to spend all day tomorrow looking at it, and then they also want to spend a little more time on the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Appendix for the EA. They may or may not do that during the public comment period, but that's kind of what we're waiting on right now. But we can see the light at the end of the tunnel with this EA. Then it'll be not that long after the one-month public review period that it'll be signed, so, looking forward to that. 
[image: ]
Just a few other details of what the implementation branch is working on. Still doing the remaining sites prioritization and scoping and the design team is continuing to work on that preparing draft reports. So far, we have upper and lower Rush Creek, and the hatchery reach from the Yurok tribe were submitted to the program office. I just wanted to keep a placeholder here for the Reading Creek site. That project constructed in 2010 left a lot of work on the river left bank just upstream from the Reading Creek confluence was undone because landowners didn't give us permission to work there. We sense that that's changing, but it's not in the bag yet. There's the landowners still need to come around, and they've got some things that they need to work through before that happens. But we've talked about this at the design team, and it seems like a good thing to have in our back pocket. Be ready to complete that you know if, say, Sky Ranch gets delayed for another year or something like that, it is a ROD site. It wasn't done completely, and for reasons that now appear to be changing. So just wanted to keep that on your radar. 

And then, you know, we have several active watershed projects going on, there are 5. We have Weaver Creek, that’s really close to the office here. Just right down the road from us and the Yurok tribe is planning on working on that, and right now Reclamation and the Yurok tribe are working on a funding agreement to do that.  I don't have a timeline for that project yet, but as soon as the funds are secured by the Yurok tribe, I'm sure they're going to have a schedule for that. East Branch East Weaver Creek culvert removal, that's a 5 C's project. It's funded and the schedule is uncertain, they're waiting on cultural clearance, and the intention is to complete that this summer. So, removing a culvert barrier to fish passage on the East Branch of East Weaver Creek. For East Weaver Creek Dam removal, the dam is removed, there was a plan to do some wood placement around the old dam site and I know some woods out there, but there's work, there's funds, additional funds available for that. And the 5C's are proposing the withdraw from that work and then those funds would be reallocated potentially to the Salt Creek project at the Watershed Research and Training Center's doing. Or possibly the 5C's are interested in doing work on Connor Creek, which flows through a tunnel, and much of the year the velocities are too high for fish to move up that stream and spawn upstream. So, that's an idea. Still working on that. Salt Creek Channel rehabilitation project, that's the Watershed Research and Training Center, and that’s funded. And the project recently received a boost from unspent funds related to the Oregon Gulch Culvert Replacement Project. They're not currently implementing that project, they're working on a scour analysis on the Salt Creek Bridge, which must be done before earthwork can commence. And then the last one, upper Hayfork Creek watershed assessment. So, watershed research and training center project and that's funded, and work is ongoing. So that's my implementation update if you guys have any questions, I see one hand up from Liam.

LG: Yes, James, thank you very much. I wanted to go back to the Evans Bar thing. Those guys have been contacting me as a supervisor fairly regularly.  I have not really gotten back to them until I got both sides of the story. So, I know their side of the story, I've known it for a while. Would you rather talk on this forum and or in person about their opinions and your opinions?

JLee: You know; it might be more productive if we did something and also brought in Justin Lanier and the other designers to hear about that. But, but yes, I'm interested in hearing what you're hearing.

LG: Well, bring them by the store anytime.

JLee: OK, will do. Thanks, Liam. 

LG: You got it. Thank you.

MD: All right. There are no more questions for James. Kiana is up. Nope. We do have one more hand from Liam.

LG: That's an old hand. My fault. I'm sorry.

Public Outreach (Kiana Abel)
Publications and Educational Materials:
· Three newsletters were published: January, February, and March.
· March newsletter was released early this week; links to it will be available soon.
· The Trinity River Restoration Program ED report for 2024 includes watershed project details, funding amounts, and maps.
· Acknowledgment to Chris for providing the "bug of the month" feature since October, enhancing bug knowledge related to the Trinity River.
Social Media:
· Facebook followers increased to 1,147.
· Most popular post in the last 90 days was the synchronized storm pulse period notification starting December 15.
Public Events and Environmental Education:
· Science on Tap Presentation (January 22):
· Attendance: 95 people.
· Presentation by Mike Belchik on Klamath Dam removal.
· Birding Days (Mid-February):
· Total attendance: 52 people over two days.
· Organized by RCD as a citizen science event.
· Three events held; RCD participated in two.
· Noted as one of the most popular birding events ever.
· Open House and Mardi Gras Parade (March 1):
· Attendance: 105 participants in the photo contest.
· Information booth included:
· CDFW discussion on invasive golden mussel threat.
· Environmental compliance information.
· Annual report from 2023.
· Yurok Construction Corporation table discussing Upper Corner Creek projects.
· Macroinvertebrate table set up by Chris.
· February Science on Tap:
· Attendance: 55 people.
· Presentation by Todd Buxton on fine sediments in the Trinity River.
Landowner and Stakeholder Notifications:
· Several notifications sent out regarding implementation projects and flow changes.
· synchronized flow event
· Junction City neighborhood regarding Phase 2 Upper Corner Creek restoration starting in January.
· Temporary closure of launch access for construction safety.
· Mailers sent to Lewiston area regarding vegetation removal at the Sawmill site.
Upcoming Events
· Science on Tap: Zac Reinstein will discuss the Remote Stream Incubation program.
· Invasive Scotch and Spanish Broom Pull: Scheduled at Junction City Campground on March 29.
· Earth Day Events: Numerous activities planned for April.
Trinity River Survey Results
· Survey conducted from January 7 to February 7.
· Increased participation: 165 respondents this year compared to 147 last year.
· Notable demographic shifts observed, with more respondents holding high school diplomas, associate degrees, and technical certificates.
· Word-of-mouth as a primary source of information increased significantly, raising concerns about the effectiveness of communication.
· Desire to improve "strongly agree" and "agree" responses while reducing "neutral," "disagree," and "strongly disagree" responses.
· Factors influencing survey results include demographic changes, increased word-of-mouth marketing, and recent administrative changes.
6. Questions and Discussion
· KA opened the floor for questions.
· MD noted the need to adjust the director's report time slot due to busy agendas.

LG: How much does the federal cutbacks cut back on this program, the public outreach type, things that I see in front of me.

KA: I think I'll let Mike answer that question. I think we just we don't have a lot of information right now. The budget that goes to the RCD is one of those budgets that's in review and we haven't heard back yet. 

MD: I can add that, the last year of the RCD agreement starts in July and the request to add funding was already submitted and was in review. Kelly Sheen and I were talking, and they actually got an inquiry this week from Reclamation’s grant folks, following up on status of their grant, so it looks like that's moving. I don't know if it's moving in a good direction or in a bad direction, but that's actually the only agreement that I've recently heard anything about. And I heard it indirectly through the manager of the RCD. So, for what that's worth.

KA: I did just hear from the RCD that they have secured funding from TCOE to be able provide funding to the Weaverville Summer Day Camp, a program that's funded mostly by us through Duncan's time. That's one positive that I've heard so far from them.


MD: All right, you're up. Eric and I will kick you in the pants and ask that we speed up. I had iteratively over the last several agendas, cut down the director's report time slot, and it seems that we've been busy enough that I need to add more back in because we are we are over our time.

Science Update (Eric Peterson)

EP: Yes, I'll focus on the meat of the science report and maybe for the work group reports, we can just refer to everyone to read there, because going around to all the different work group leaders would take some time.  First off, I'll note that I have not added nice graphs and photos as Mike pointed out earlier. But hey, this science, it's going to be exciting anyway. Starting off with the four first bulls here, one that I probably should have added, but left off because it's a topic later today is the spring flow scheduling and how that fits in with the winter flow variability that we've been doing and the safety of dams releases. Mike has already talked about that a fair bit. And you will be hearing a whole lot about their that more this afternoon. I probably should have noted it as a science update, but since we're getting hearing about it elsewhere, I had not listed it here. 

For the limiting factors analysis, IDT had a really great meeting with the contractor on that Cramer Fish Sciences back on the 5th of March. We really drilled into what kind of data that they are going to need from the program to build the limiting factors analysis model and what that model's going to be looking like.  They've got a lot of pieces of the prototype at this point. We've drilled into the data there's probably somewhere around 10 different topics of data then a number of parameters within each of those that they're going to be looking for and it's really on us to pull those data sets together. The partners who oversee each of those data sets are expected to be providing that in a quality control fashioned to the contractor over the next few months. So, if your organization overseas one of these datasets you can expect that somebody's going to need to pull that together so we can bring all of this together for the contractor and have a good limiting factors analysis. I'd also like to note that the SAB has become pretty engaged on this topic now and has given some really good feedback to the contractor after this last meeting. 

Next bullet there is the fiscal year 26 science priorities. This a year long process for putting together some topics to propose to TMC at the budget meeting in June. We're on track. We've got the RFP went out in January and we got 2 proposals. We had set up for having three topics for to request proposals on but one of those was omitted, the look at how sedimentation from tributaries impacts the riverbed did not have a proposal put together for it.  But we do have a proposal for the food module for S3 and one looking at the biological response to thermal diversity with a focus on northwestern pond turtles, because they are basically biosensors that sit there in that thermal diversity habitat that we want to know more about. Two topics coming along those are being reviewed by the workgroups and SAB right now and we'll have a revision process coming up and then bring that to the TMC at the June meeting. 

Next bullet is objectives, targets, monitoring and decision support. So, over the last quarter, there's not been a lot of change to the objectives and targets, although there has been some further work on the fish ones and fish targets and 1 turtle repair aquatic ecology target.  Most of the focus has been on conducting the reviews of our monitoring projects and decision supports in light of those objectives and targets. And work groups are all actively working on this right now. We've got a few that have been completed, but there's a whole bunch of things that are being drafted right now and over the next few months. Hope is that we will have these pulled together by the end of summer into a consolidated document that the SAB will review, and then it will be bringing them to you. And it will be available to inform future funding decisions as of at least FY 27. 

Last topic here is environmental flow evaluation. This basically the winter flows and an evaluation following AEAM Edaptive Management Concepts. The IDT has begun discussing how to go about this. I probably should note that this going under various names right now. Environmental flow evaluation, winter flow evaluation, and functional flow evaluation. I have a feeling that we might start leaning more towards functional flow evaluation in the future. So those are all the same topic, just different titles for it and we'll see where we exactly where we land as this forms. But the IDT has been discussing a very rough study plan outline at this point. And recognize that there is an awful lot of topics that we really love to cover much more than we possibly could. And so, there's a focus on trying to figure out how to prioritize which topics we will be addressing in this evaluation. We're going to have another meeting coming up in the near future to nail down that process of prioritizing what topics. And then how to have the workgroups develop really bulletproof kind of hypothesis for us to test. There was a lot of anticipated outcomes listed in the in the EA that we wrote on winter flows and but those need to be translated into testable hypotheses. And so, there's going to be a little bit of effort to do that. And Bill, you have a question.

BP: Oh, I was going to note that we are our past time. We are at 10:31 and we have a break schedule for 10:30. And so I was just a time check as well.

EP: OK. I will give a very quick summary of the last parts of this. You can see that there are some reports that are in final edits or review. There is one report that has been posted, a fresh report recently. We still have some synthesis reports being developed. And I'll let all of you read through these more specifically yourselves, and don't hesitate to pop a question over to me later on if you if you have any. 

The last thing I’ll note is there is an appendix for each of the technical workgroup summaries for the quarter. And then after that is another appendix that is the report and data tracker. This gives you an idea of where we're at on all of our monitoring projects in terms of getting data and reporting out you saw the debut of this table at the last meeting, which I was unfortunately unable to attend. But note that several of you did see some things in there that you thought might be out of date, and we have worked together to bring the deliverables that we have available here in our office up to date better. And so hopefully this a more accurately, up to date standing of where all of these projects are. And with that, I'll say thank you.

MD: All right, Bill l, did you want to power through the CVO update or break and then do Elizabeth's topic after the break?

BP: Let's take a quick break. I've been trying make it a 7-minute break and be back here at 10:40 if that works well for people?

MD: You’re awesome. All right, our next presenter is going to run next door and get tea. So, I'm going to ask for like 8 minutes.

BP: Ok, we will attempt to be back at 10:41. 

MD: See you shortly.

BREAK

Central Valley Operations Update (Elizabeth Hadley)

BP: If people could raise their hands when they're back at their workstation. All right. Looks like we have enough of folks back to get going again. Elizabeth, I'll hand it off to you.

EH: All right. Good morning. Well, glad to be here and Weaverville with the lights on. We had an outage last night to the WAPA line going out. So, everybody was, I think up late dealing with the power outage, but we got things back on. So great to have the power back. A couple of things to bring to your attention. We don't have the March forecast from CVO put together yet, I'm told that should be available within the next week at the latest, maybe by the end of this week. So, I will e-mail that to the group when we have that as the 50-90%. I'm being told that it looks like the lake's going to get almost completely full but unless we get some pretty significant storms, I don't think we’ll spill through the glory hole. But looking like May and June, close to between three and five feet from the top, which is awesome and similar projections at Shasta. So, it's going to be a beautiful year for reservoirs. As far as the Carr tunnel outage, we kind of touched on that a little bit, but I'll just let everybody know. It's scheduled to be complete next week. They're getting ready to water the tunnel back up. I believe on Monday. And after that we'll be able to start pulling water over at some point when it's needed. We do have a unit out at the Carr power plant, but that's also supposed to be completed by the end of the month. And I know Mike Orcutt mentioned, just talking about how things change and the unexpected events that happen just for everybody's awareness. We do inspections of the Carr tunnel every six years. This year was a little bit of an anomaly in that we actually did the inspection in, I believe it was 2017 and found some issues. We did go back in 2020 to further identify the issues were supposed to start the repair work last year. I think at the end of 2023, and it just kept getting delayed and delayed for various reasons so that's part of what you've seen in the last couple of years but with the extensive repairs that we're doing right now that are almost done, we shouldn't need another outage for the Carr tunnel. Obviously, you never know, but as far as just the typical inspection work, we shouldn't need that for another six years after that. So hopefully that that helps with some planning. 

Mike already talked about the challenges we're having with budgets. That's not just to the Restoration program. That’s everywhere at Reclamation with approvals needed for any purchase over 50,000 and that’s a lot of our purchases so it's slowing down our budgeting and acquisitions time. While the TRRP staff was very lucky and didn’t lose anybody and the recent rounds of cuts to probationary employees or the deferred resignation program, the rest of the NCAO office did see some losses. We lost six people, 6 probationary employees initially we got five of them back two weeks ago and then we just heard on what was, yesterday, or two days ago Monday that we're getting our 6th person back, which is due to the sweeping ruling that is bringing everybody back. So that's helpful to us. We did lose 11 people through the deferred resignation program. We aren't getting those people back because they are retiring and then we're expecting to have up to probably 10 more employees take the voluntary early retirement that just opened this week. So significant losses for NCAO most of those are being felt in our operations and maintenance side. Some pretty big losses in supervisors and we're losing our O&M manager, so we're doing some juggling and some restructuring to accommodate that. Let's see. 

I'll let Emelia talk about the modernization update, but before we get to that, just wanted to give everybody an update on the value planning study that we had talked about doing for the Trinity Dam for other options for pulling cold water through the dam, were expecting to have that value planning study started in March that has been delayed due to staffing challenges at the regional office in Denver and so we're looking at possibly in May. However, we cannot the funding that were going to be using for that has been still frozen. So, we're looking for other ways to find money. Unfortunately, we can't get the folks that are planning to do the study, we can't get on their schedule until we have that funding identified because we have to develop an agreement with TSC. And it takes what I'm being told is once we get that agreement in place, we're looking at about six-month lag time so if were to get the money in place today, it may be pushed out even further than May. We haven't forgotten about it. It's a high priority to try and work through. It's just not coming together as quickly and as efficiently as we once thought it was going to happen because of all of the changes happening within interior. I will now turn it over to Emelia to give you all an update on the modernization project.

EB: Hi, good morning. For the modernization Trinity River Hatchery modernization project. So, you're aware we have a service contract for environmental compliance and permitting and recently, the two tasks were removed from that contract that were associated with environmental justice so that we can comply with the executive order 14173, ending illegal discrimination and restoring merit-based opportunity. So that revoked the executive order from 1994 that addressed environmental justice for minority populations and low-income populations. For the overall modernization schedule the award of the design build contract is estimated to be in October 2025. Completion of the extraordinary maintenance reporting requirement by quarter four of FY26. NEPA requirements to be completed by October 2026. Constructions to commence in the first quarter of FY27 and completed by the end of 2028 and then the complete and close out and transfer back to O&M by the end of 2029. So, thanks.

EH: All right. That's all I had. Any questions? Mike Orcutt, yes?

MO: Yes, this is Mike Orcutt. I’ve got to leave at 11, but I put that in the chat. But I did have two foundational questions here. I believe one of them is the what I call a temperature control device. Is it too early to make?  I appreciate that Reclamation is still moving that along. I think that's a long-term benefit. And my question though is, is it too early to determine if there's mutual benefits from the if you're cooling water down the river or controlling water temperature downriver for fish production. Does that have a corresponding benefit when it's diverted? That's my one question. There, it seems like it does intuitively. But is it too early to because that really, kind of ups the ante as far as the justification for the actual construction of it at some point.

EH: I don't have an answer on that, Mike. I'm sure that that'll be something that's looked at when we do the value planning.

MO: OK. And then the other than on the hatchery, that was pretty much to navigate through there. So, what I would get out of the report to Emily just gave, the consultant work for the environmental Justice, the one that's been reported, highly reported in the news. The $5000 something contract that was removed, is that the with that underlying it of her report was or not?

EH: The contract is still moving forward the I believe it's $569,000 contract the environmental justice portion of the contract that the contractors were going to explore, that part has been removed. But every other aspect of the NEPA contract is moving forward.

MO: And then finally, what she did. Oh, sorry.

EH: I was just going to say the way it was reported in various channels. Was that the contract had been cancelled. That's not entirely accurate. Just the environmental justice portion of the contract has been cancelled. The remaining part of the contract is moving forward.

MO: OK. And the last part of that is, I would assume from a report on that as a design build and all of that, that those the actual $66 million is online to be awarded so the construction could be in at some point. Is that true?

EH: Correct.

MO: And the final one is I'm going to throw you a curve here. Is that a reimbursable under CVPIA and or other authorities activity?

EH: It’s BIL, right? Yes, I don't think so because it's IIJA, but I but there is a part that might be. I don't know the answer to that, Mike, but I can certainly look into that, I don't remember.

MO: But we recently, as you're well aware, we had recently had a meeting on the 6th and the answer to that it was. So that's anyway future follow up for other people in the Reclamation and thank you. Thank you for the report. I'll be back at I don't when the lunch break is, but whatever. Afternoon at some point. Thank you.

EH: Thank you, Justin. I see you hand up. 

JA: Yes. Thanks. I had just a quick question that was semi related to the things you're reporting on regarding like contracts and where they were at and frozen funding and such. So, the one that I was wondering about is the FARs analysis that was contracted and then never got a contractor and then it's being re-flown. Could you have a status update on that?

EH: Let me defer to Emelia.

EB: Yes, the solicitation went out and we're been working through technical evaluations and so that's moving through the process.

JA: Ok, thank you.

EH: Any other questions? All right. Thanks, Bill. Back to you.

Post-TAMWG public outreach options (Ty Wallen)

BP: Awesome. Thanks for those updates. So, the next item on the agenda is Ty Wallin going to give us some information about Public Outreach Options.

TW; Yes. Thanks, Bill. Good morning, everyone. Great job, Elizabeth, on making up some of our scheduling loss there. Let me see if I can get us shared. OK should be seeing a slideshow now. So, this has been a topic with TMC for a little over a year now. Discussing public outreach opportunities, specifically in regard to the Federal Advisory Committee Act and trying to fill the void left in our public outreach and public input channel since the abolishment of the Trinity Adaptive Management workgroup. So today I'm going to run through a little bit just to make sure everyone's on the same page, a little bit of the background of what TAMWG was. What the Federal Advisory Committee Act or FACA, is and what the limitations and restrictions are for federal agencies working with the public and then moving forward into how we can navigate those requirements to have some other alternative outreach opportunities to get public views and input into the program.

Backing up just a little bit, the Trinity Adaptive Management Work Group or TAMWG was the previous iteration of a FACA committee in Trinity. This group had representatives from a whole bunch of different interested parties across the entire basin that did a, you know, a really good job of incorporating lots of different viewpoints, coming together meeting to provide consensus advice to the operations of the trainer of restoration program. Unfortunately, this group was terminated by the 1st during the first term of the Trump administration back in 2019. So, since then, we've been looking for a solution of how to reinstate something similar or another FACA committee. 

So, what is a FACA committee? What does it require? Just a quick refresher here, an advisory committee. Is it necessarily? Does it have to be titled with Advisory Committee? It could be committee Board, Commission, Council, Conference panel, task force, basically any name you can call a group of people coming together. It's going to be required to abide by the FACA rules if it's established or utilized by one or more agencies. So that would be in this case, Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife Service would be establishing this as cosponsors of the program. And there has to be interest of obtaining advice or recommendations by one of these agencies, or even just a federal official or officer. The only way to get around this or not necessarily get around but to stay compliant with this something like the TMC. Everyone in this group that is giving recommendations to the Department of Interior is a government officer, official employee or contractor.  Someone who is specifically hired by a government entity, whether it be tribal, state, county or federal to provide that advice. 
When does this exactly apply? Is there a group?  I think for us moving forward, our idea for trying to engage the community, there's definitely going to be groups or, maybe a group or multiple groups of people coming together. So, the answer to that is yes, there's no way around having a group of people come together to provide advice unless we decide to have lots and lots of one-on-one conversations with public members. Does the group provide collective advice? This is where I think we have the best possibility of moving forward, maintaining compliance with FACA but also providing or obtaining really good insight from the public we don't necessarily need to collect a consensus advice. This could be personal viewpoints, personal concerns, questions, things like that. This is one of those where we might be able to say FACA does not apply to this group because we're not collecting consensus advice. Who does this group advise?  This is another interesting area where we have a little bit of flexibility, I think.  If the group were providing advice directly to TRRP as a program of the federal government or to a Reclamation staff member, a NOAA Fisheries staff Member, Fish and Wildlife Service staff member, Forest Service that would trigger FACA compliance.

However, we have lots of other folks on these calls. We have other partners in this group that aren't federal who can receive advice and represent specific interest in their constituencies or communities during these meetings? So, by who the group is communicating with or providing their input to that is one way that we can bring more public outreach and public concern into these conversations by utilizing either the state, county, or tribal channels of communication workgroup members. So, like I said, if everyone is a member or a representative of a government, then we don't have to worry about the Federal Advisory Committee Act. However, that is obviously not the target audience we're trying to reach. This where we could maybe have some flexibility still if there's not a standing set of members of a specific group, say these are more informal opportunities where we invite an entire neighborhood or all residents of the county or everyone that lives you know, in a certain stretch of the river that's not an established membership so that would give us a little more leeway as well with not having an established role for certain individuals. 

The next one is who established the group. So, any group that's established as you know, standing members by a federal agency is going to have to comply with FACA. Now, as I said before, we also have lots of other folks. We have the RCD, we have, the nonfederal partners in the program that could establish groups and provide an outlet for public outreach and input that wouldn't violate the FACA compliance. And then similarly, who manages and controls the group activities as long as it's not anyone that's a federal employee controlling the agenda when the meetings are scheduled, who's invited to the meetings as long as it's not a federal entity doing that, then FACA would not apply as well. 

Kind of covered both sides in one there, but just as a summarization group's not subject to Federal Advisory Committee Act, the TMC falls under this first bullet. Fully comprised of federal government employees or other government representatives or officers. This next one kind of summarizes what I was saying earlier where there doesn't have to be collective advice. You know TAMWG they had an action tracker for all the recommendations they provided to TMC. A lot of times that became, it seems the area of dispute or conversations or tension between TAMWG and TMC because not all of the actions that were recommended fit within what was covered with permitting or even feasible when it came from TAMWG. So going forward, maybe collective advice or recommendations isn't what we're seeking as a group. More public input on what the public is thinking of restoration sites or what their concerns are, or what they're seeking for their educational opportunities. 

Which leads into this next one information exchange and fact gathering. So, if you meet and you're not talking about recommendations or what we should be doing, but just general topics on river ecosystems, macro invertebrate communities, fisheries, the process of how the harvest is set. That's information exchange and fact gathering we can ask folks as well, what they're seeing in the river or how the restoration sites or construction projects have affected their day-to-day travel or lives. That's all completely free and clear. It's not recommendations, it's just an exchange of information and views. And then I think the strongest tool that we have in our toolbox here are meetings initiated by a group to express their views. So, this falls back to that who is controlling or managing the group if it is a community organization, you know could be something as simple as like the Rotary Club or the RCD and they request and initiate a meeting with the program. Maybe it's specific scientists. Maybe it's some of the engineers designing the projects. If they request that we are free to go and provide, we kind of as federal employees have an obligation to provide that information to the public. So, this was a really strong tool that we have for engaging with the public and remaining compliant with FACA. 

How can we move forward within these set of guidelines? Like I said this in group-initiated meetings I think is probably our easiest form of moving forward. So, there's been some folks on the TMC and other members of the program that have been reaching out and looking at groups that exist that could be the initiators of these meetings, so. Something like the Trinity County Collaborative, the Resource Conservation District, RCD, pick one acronym or name. Even though Board of Supervisors meetings or tribal council meetings, we could have folks invited to come get presentations and discussions about topics that are pertinent to the current climate around the program. And then community organizations or clubs, like I mentioned, could be as simple as the Rotary Club or the Chamber of Commerce, businesses that are being affected or have concerns about the actions and activities of the program. They request a presentation or an opportunity exchange views, that is totally free and clear of FACA. So, the benefits of this, like I said, not subject to FACA, so, we don't have to deal with limitations of having, you know, membership approved by Congress. We don't have to post the agenda and meeting times in the Federal Register three months in advance. These could be done, you know, in response to current activities happening. Current concerns developing as they develop in the community. We can be more responsive to real time events instead of having to wait and delay. We're engaging interested groups about their requested topics, so instead of having something planned months in advance, we can develop presentations and meeting opportunities based on what the current issues are, which I think will, in turn, create a better connection with the community when we can actually meet the needs that they're requesting. And it's adaptable, so we don't have to have a set membership. If there's a specific group that you know, maybe it's just landowners around next year's restoration site that they want to just go over the design and what the time frame is. We can meet and have that that meeting in exchange of information with that audience. Maybe it's folks downriver that are seeing the effects of the restoration sites downriver that we can meet with and talk about what we're seeing there. It doesn't have to be the same people in the room every time we get more viewpoints, we can get more input from throughout the basin. And another one I think is going to be strengthening partnerships. So, this going to rely pretty heavily on the exchange of technical experts and the sharing of the opinions of the different constituencies of the different groups that we represent from all eight different partners. If there's a need down in Hoopa for someone from, you know, the restoration program to come and give a talk at the Tribal Council meeting, that'll open up new communication paths. If Liam has someone come into the shop that wants to know about why we did what we did at a certain stretch of the river? We can open up that communication pathway as well. So, I think it'll build more partnerships and more collaboration amongst the different agencies that are represented in the partnership. But this all sounds like a lot, I know, and it's not necessarily going to be as clean cut and easy. You know FACA is very structured and comes with like rules and steps and nice clean ways of moving forward. This going to be a little more Wild West type communication maybe when compared to something as structured as FACA. The next topic on our agenda is actually a communications work group. So, we're already starting to build, hopefully, with this proposed work group, some structure and a set of resources as these requests come in from the public or as we attend more meetings of different partners and leadership positions throughout the basin. We're going to have a group that's dedicated to having a consistent message. Connecting folks from the public or other partners with the correct technical experts in the program and planning how we can do this throughout a whole year. So, that's basically kind of the whole gist of where were, what rules we have to play by and some ideas for moving forward. Yes. So, with that, I guess we can open it up to more discussion. I was hoping we could have a little bit more of a talk about what folks think and some possible options. I see Liam's got his hand up. Got ahead, Liam.

LG: Ty, thank you very much. I appreciate your presentation. Couple things that I like to ask for. I did speak with Kelly Sheen from RCD yesterday and he is willing to help get together a group, this advisory group. As far as the members of the advisory group, you said can’t just leave it open to whoever you know. Let's get as many people in as possible. Yes, I'm not sure if that's the best way of doing things. Then you have a real, you know, scattered amount of people in there. I think you'd like to keep it to, you know, people that are focused on it, and let's just split up the likeness of TRRP.  Say we got 33% who don't like TRRP, 33% who are kind of in that neutral ground, and 33% who love it. I would be looking for the first people that don't like it, for the people that are totally not anti, that fringe group you know on the edge of that 33%. Some people out of that middle 33% that are open to have information and have some knowledge but are open to communication and have an open mind to what we're trying to do here. And then when you get into people that do like it a lot, I would take the lower end of that then maybe they can have some sway in what they think. I don't think we want the top 15-20% of any of those groups. You're not going to sway the guy who hates me, you're not going to sway the guy that loves me, and you're not going to sway a little bit of those guys, but those middle guys you may be able to kind of move their opinion around a little bit and I think that's what we'd like to accomplish here. I think Kelly is the perfect person to work with, he's been around a long time. There's a lot of people I'd be more than happy to help him with that and get that going, we'd like it sooner than later, here we are. And kind of mentioned it a little bit earlier the word-of-mouth thing, you know that spreads in Trinity County because it’s a small county. An example of what happens with a word of mouth about having a group is, I'll just give you an example, I own a store in Douglas City. I'll be in there trying to explain to somebody about why the river's so high, or we're in a safety of damn releases, and I'm talking to a guy, pretty sensible guy, but then I get busy. And another guy comes in and you know, he starts talking to him. I can hear he's not saying what's right and he's not getting the right answer, he's getting that guy's opinion. He's not overly informed about really what control TMC has, TRRP has, the safety dam releases. He has no idea, but the guy doesn't know anything. He's taking him as valid and I heard some things go on that were just, “why can't you change that, Liam? You're the supervisor?” Well, you can't. Sorry. But sometimes you don't always get that “in” even as a supervisor. You know, you don't. And now we're talking about the public coming in, and I think it would be wise for us to lean on, maybe myself, and certainly Kelly from RCD to coordinate this group as quick as possible, because we do have a lot of things coming up here with the winter variable flows and the new hydrograph that we've been talking about. So, those are those are my opinions to kind of keep it honest level and kind of concise. We can figure out a time to meet, when to meet, but I think just saying, hey, come one, come all. It's going to throw out some crazies in there, from either end. And I see both of those all the time and they're not easy to deal with. So, I just wanted to mention that, and I really like this idea going forward. You know I do all I can to help, and you know you've been doing a good job. We just kind of need to get this thing going and you know, obviously the fog of things off the table with the administration that we have now and uncertainty about this administration. So those are my comments if anybody else wants to comment and I can answer, that'd be great. But thank you for doing a great job. I appreciate that.

TW: Yes, thanks for your comments, Liam. I completely agree with the perspective that we have kind of the thirds of people. If we divide them up and targeting the middle 3rd that's kind of in the could go either way of in their support is definitely a great strategy that's been proven across lots of different disciplines. So, I agree with that. What you were mentioning with Kelly and the RCD, or the Trinity County Collaborative kind of owning the group and facilitating that would work really well, kind of under this framework. You could find folks and invite them and then we can schedule presentations and a way of exchanging information with that that group. Just no federal entity can be the one that organizes and does the inviting of folks. We're more than happy and completely allowed to present and interact in that way.

LG: Well, thank you if anybody else has some hands might be raised.

TW: Yes, Mike's got his hand up. Mike Dixon.

MD: I appreciate Liam's perspective on the people we should target with our communications. I recall from a training that I did once, the Receptivity Continuum is what they call it. There's a veto line of people who you're never going to move, and then there's the people up top who are your cheerleaders. That training really focused on how do you reach those people in the middle? So that's like Ty said, that's a really important concept, and we often target our effort to the extremes, which isn't productive. 

I wanted to mention and maybe this is why Keli has her hand up so she can correct me if I misstate. One of the things that I talked about with Kelly Sheen yesterday, and that I saw that Bobbie had shared with some of us earlier this week, is the collaborative has on their agenda a discussion for their standing monthly meeting on this coming Friday to consider, integration of discussion of aquatic restoration, actions of Trinity River Restoration Program into collaborative general meetings is a standing topic.  Kelly as the facilitator actually at the request of the Forest Service had put that on their agenda for this coming Friday. So, we'll probably have something to report out on that depending upon how that goes. But that's all I got.

TW: Great. Thanks, Mike. Go ahead, Kelly.

KM: Hi thanks Mike. I agree with that, and I do think that the collaborative having perhaps a working group. They have got several work groups associated with the collaborative is a good way to reach folks. I guess my concern with having an invitation only advisory group is it sounds a lot like a FACA committee to me if it's not more open, what are your thoughts on that Ty?

TW: Yes, I would say if you called it an invitation only advisory group, then it definitely would be in violation of FACA. But if it was not a standing committee, maybe it was a one-off kind of event, or a regular event that is open to the public, but we specifically reach out to people and say we'd really appreciate you being there. That would be totally in compliance. The topics would have to be well vetted. It couldn't be seeking advice or recommendations, it has to be really focused on the input of viewpoints, concerns, sharing of whether it be technical, scientific information or just overview of the goals and objectives and the tools that the restoration program uses. I don't think it's not feasible to have invitees come to a meeting and have people regularly in targeted audience. I think we'd have to be a little more careful about the topics and the flow of the discussion to make sure that it didn't cross into the FACA line.

KM: OK, that sounds good. I know it's a fine line to walk and I don't want us to cross that line too far. 

TW: Exactly. But the working group with the collaborative sounds like it would be a great option if they're coming together in a meeting to discuss the actions of the program and seeking advice or they're seeking information or input or an avenue to share. That sounds like a really great option.

KM: They need to discuss actions on Forest Service and BLM. So, the other management agency in in Trinity County is really, it seems to fit in really well with the mission here. So anyway, that's my two cents. Thanks.

TW: Yes, I agree, and just like Justin said in the chat, as long as the group isn't offering collective advice to the TMC, then it should be fine. I saw Liam. Your hand went back up.

LG: Yes, I just read Justin's chat there and that's exactly what we're looking for. This group will have no teeth. They are there mostly to be advised by us, or at least to see how this process works, how things go, how fast they go, how slow they go, how long it takes to get together. I understand exactly what Keli was saying, too. I do think Kelly is the work around that, so we're not in that federal area, and it's a fine line like she said. I understand that you were all here kind of pretty good with working with the fine line I think. But I would say this sentiment that I guess I would hold on to is the more you invite out of side of the whatever you want this to be. 12-14 people, whatever you decide to do, the crazier it gets. You know you're going to get a core group of people, 12-14 people. They're going to be interested, semi knowledgeable, persuasible. And then if you go, hey, come one come all kind of besides those guys, we get into the crazies. And that's the part that we're trying to keep out of this group. I don't mean to say crazies if anybody's sensitive out there, but you know that's what happens. You know you end up having five topics and you know you're there for 3 1/2 hours. You got about 35 minutes of good talk in there and absolutely no; input would be good, but they can't, and I'm reading Justin's saying that maybe some clarification from him is as long as the group doesn't offer collective advice.  I understand that, so maybe Justin can chip in on this. We're not going to have them tell us what to do. They may have overall advice, but does that mean collective also? That's kind of what I'm looking for. I don't want this group of 14 people to go, hey, you should do this. It's more like, hey, this what we're doing. They're going to see, and they can pass that along to their friends. As Kiana said earlier, the word of mouth isn't as we're not playing telephone as much as we as we used to. And that's kind of where we're trying to get out here and by no means do I think this is a group that would have any voting stance, or really any input to how things change, move. It's just a group that gets to see what we do, how it takes, what it cost, and why we're doing it. And they may have some individual choice to it or input. But you know, they need to know up front that their input is more of just being part of this than actually having a vote or stance in this. I think we'll find enough good members of that in our community. And I do mean all reaches of the community from Lewiston down to as far downriver as we can go, being inclusive as possible with all those people. Long stretch of people, long stretch of river, a lot of different opinions depending on where you are in the river. So, I think Kelly would be a good person to reach out to. I've known him for a long time. You saw a guy and if this all works out, I think we should stick with him in the collaborative and go from there.

TW: Sounds good.

LG: Thank you.

TW: I agree with all that. And Heidi, I saw your hand up. We are a couple minutes over, but I think we started a little late, so we had time for you as well.

HCH: Thank you. I just want to respectfully submit that if we're seeking people whose minds we can bend through giving them information, we want them to know it, nothing more than why are we having a group? I also think that it is important to have some of the people who vehemently disagree or don't understand, because inside of the minds of those people we may find answers to questions we didn't even know we needed ask. So, I think that the meeting management helps control the quote, unquote, crazies, if you will. But I just really have a hard time with the formulation of groups of the same people who offer the same voices within the same confines, it’s like a friend party, really, if that's what we're doing. I think that part of the angst and some of the “strongly disagrees” that you find is, it's not so much that people don't want the river to be improved. It's that people don't feel like they've been invited into the process, and it's not necessarily based on understanding, it's based on different value systems. And when different value systems are breached, unheard, then you have “strongly disagreeing” public and it's just important to recognize that although these processes are rooted in science, there also needs to be aware of and take into consideration the value of the people who live along the river and who have for many, many years. I just struggle with another meeting of the same people who have the same voices or the folks that kind of, always show up. Then why are we having a meeting? It seems to me that if we're really looking for information, we need to reach outside of those parameters in which we are comfortable. Thank you.

TW: Yes, thank you. It's really great insight and its really good points. Go ahead, Liam.

LG: Yes, I understand. First of all, Heidi's a great board person for Trinity County. I think the world of her and her insight is great. I appreciate it all. But I do think we're trying to collect a little bit of all those people. I do want some of those people that are anti restoration. Some of those people that are pro restoration but when you get to the unchangeable end of both those spectrums, it is what it is; it is unchangeable. It doesn't matter what you say, they are there. If you're prejudice, biased before you show up to the meeting, you're probably not going to sway those hard-core people on all that 15% of both ends and those really aren't the people I want to sway or are we going to sway.  All due respect to Heidi, she's a phenomenal good friend, great supervisor, love being with her. I think we're trying to gather that same kind of group that Heidi's talking about and give them some, I want to say a look, just a peek into what we do. And boy, you know the friends on anything is never going to be swayable. I have a hard time, and I know we're here, we are with a fine line and here we start with gathering the people in the collaborative and Kelly and all. And you know that's going to be tough as it goes, but even tougher would be swaying the people that are just unswayable. And I don't want to spend a lot of time trying to change the mind of a person whose mind won't be changed. Thank you.

TW: Thank you both.  I saw Radley's hand. Bill, are we OK for a couple more minutes?

BP: That will be fine. Couple minutes.

TW: Yes.

RO: Yes, guys, this a great conversation, I think it it's super important. I guess Ty, thanks for the presentation, well done. I think when we're thinking about having these groups or these meetings, is it invitation only or is it going to be open to the public? That's a question for Ty.

TW: Yes, I don't see a problem with both. If there's a work group with the collaborative that wants to invite us to come, and that's a regular just the work group members, then that would be kind of their standing thing, they invite us for informational topics. It could be more structured things, kind of like Science on Tap, but a little more structured with targeted outreach with how we advertise it. It could be open to the public, but if you only put Flyers in a certain part of town or only post in certain areas. 

RO: I mean, I'll put in my two cents here. I really do appreciate Heidi's comments, and I understand what Liam's talking about too, right? But I have to be ultimately transparent and have an open invitation. There's a ton of value in being open and giving people the opportunity, right? If you exclude, man, then I think you're really going to be painting yourself into a corner, and the program into a corner. So, I'm glad to hear that it. I think there's opportunities where you have a group of folks that want to have a presentation that's fine, but we need to have a venue that is open to the public and it's an open platform to have a lot of those divisive conversations, it's uncomfortable and it's difficult. Then you may not sway a lot of minds, but the fact that you're having an open invitation for those folks to come means a lot, right? I mean that ultimate transparency in the program is really important. I think that's what the program probably needs a little bit of. So anyway, I know we're short on time, but it's a good conversation.

TW: I appreciate that. 

BP: And then finally, I would like to include some research material for you. I want to really point out this first. Awesome. Thank you. That's what we're going to use for discussion, I think. You know, this gives us some   good information to digest, yes.

RO: Hey, Bill. Hey, Bill. Hey, hang on. I think Heidi was trying to talk, but her voice was really, really mute. I don't want her to think you were cutting her off. But Heidi, if you're trying to talk, I think your voice was really quiet.

BP: Oh.

HCH: No, Sir, it was not me.

Communications Workgroup charter (Kiana Abel)

BP: All right. Well, thank you all. Our next topic is the consideration of a Communications Workgroup Charter. We had had some discussion in previous TMC meetings about coordinating our messaging to the public and other groups. Kiana, if you could come on and discuss that. and just to note that that this listed as a decision item. So, we're hoping to take a vote later in on this topic.


KA: All right. Ty’s presentation is a really good segue to the communications work group presentation and intentionally so.. 
Discussion on the perception of outreach efforts by the program office versus program partners/TMC. Establishment will emphasize strengthening partnership roles and communication. Mention of FACA committee development and community-based presentation methods as additional tools to be able to communicate with the public. The communication workgroup is aimed at enhancing collaboration among partner agencies.
TRRP office staff developed the initial framework and invited partner agencies to nominate one or two people to participate in the charter development as representatives of their organization. Representatives from Hoopa, Yurok, FWS, Trinity County, NOAA, State of California all got together to define the group further and develop the charter and objectives.

Purpose developed by the group:
The Communications Work Group will foster development of the annual communications plan by providing a collaborative forum to discuss communications issues, meet needs and develop the framework for public relations with the media, the public and other key audiences. 
The Communications Work Group provides expert communications recommendations regarding Trinity River Restoration Program activities in support of Program objectives, policy, science, and data through multi-media products that establish a consistent brand, targeted messaging, and collaboration with stakeholders around the watershed.

Objectives developed by the group:
1. Develop recommendations to effectively communicate science and restoration activities associated with the Program;
2. Annually evaluate and identify key messages, assets, target audience gaps and opportunities;
3. Contribute to the creation of an Annual Communications Plan that includes partner participation and addresses the geographic span of the Trinity River Watershed. The plan will be presented annually through the IDT to the TMC;
4. Collaborate and support technical experts across other work groups to ensure clear and consistent science communication;
5. Assist in the development of content for various communication assets outlined in the Annual Communications Plan, including the Program newsletter, annual report, articles and digital materials.

Annual Work Plan Draft
· Suggested to meet four times a year to prepare for IDT and TMC quarterly meetings.
· Focus on calendar development, communication tactics, and performance indicators.
· Wrap up the year with a SWOT analysis and potential training on communication standards.

JLy:  Thanks, Kiana. I have a question about the charter. There's discussion of a chairperson and also a coordinator. Is there a chairperson? How does that relate in the charter? I'm kind of confused by the coordinator versus the chairperson.

MD: Yes, Justin. The idea is we, if it was stood up, would nominate a coordinator. Then in terms of James and his role, it's mostly herding cats to make sure that agendas are submitted on time and notes are submitted and posted on the website because all of our work group processes are supposed to be transparent and open to the public. James wouldn't have a role other than making sure that whoever the nominated coordinator was did their job, if that makes sense?

JLy:  Yes, so would the Implementation Branch Supervisor be the chairperson, or the work group coordinator be the chairperson. That's what's confusing to me.

MD: I wonder if we have a weird terminology issue with the charter. I mean our work groups just have a coordinator. There's no chair.

JLy:  Yes, that's what I thought. That's what's confusing, is in the charter. There's discussion of the three roles that I'm talking about, the implementation branch, the work group coordinator and a chairperson.

MD: Maybe we need to give that a scrub.

JLy:  There's language in the chairperson at the bottom of page 3.

MD: Guessing that was a holdover from the example charter that it was pulled from, but the technical work groups don't have chairs.

JLy:  OK. Thank you. Just wanted to make sure.

BP: Is it possible to share the charter? And drop it in the chat I unfortunately did not download it prior to the meeting. Apologies.

KA: Yes, I'll grab it.

BP: And it's not available now off the website.

KA: Sorry not by design, I was having issues getting it.

BP: Oh, now I can actually access it. I don't know if that was.

KA: Hold one second, I'll share it.

BP: Network quality on my end or what?

MD: No, there was some weird file corruption issue when a couple documents were uploaded to the website yesterday.

BP: Yes. No, I can't get it. Actually, it's not downloading for me. You know, I think it's important that if we're going to have to make a decision on this, that we know what we're siding on.

KA: One thing that I didn't mention is that there is a draft charter template that I used. We worked on the sections that were specific to the Communications Work Group and I had a couple of the folks in the office review it before we had our initial meeting. If there are issues with certain language, maybe now is the time to review and change that before approval.

BP: Can we drop the PDF in the chat please?

KA: Yes.

BP: Thank you.

KA: You can see it, I have it shared as well, right?

TW: Yes. Sorry, Kiana I took over sharing right after you did, so I'll just leave it up. But because we have external partners in this meeting, we can't share files, unfortunately. But maybe we can share the link to download it.

BP: The link is not working. I'm hesitant to vote without seeing those changes reflected.

EH: Can I make a recommendation just for simplicity?

BP: Yes.

EH: Is there any way we can get this e-mail to the TMC members, and we can review it and then possibly punt the motion for after lunch after we've had a chance to review the language?

BP: I am open to that. Do we need to take a vote on that? Liam or I think Patrick's first go ahead.

LG: I am open to that. Sorry, that's it, I'm good. I'm open.

PF: Thanks Bill. I just wanted to comment on the chairperson language. In the work group coordinators manual, the manual talks about how to resolve disputes and talks about how the coordinator's supposed to write a short brief. If you can't come to consensus and so that section in this charter is the only section that talks about a chairperson. It's only mentioned two times in the text and it's only in that section. I think it's probably just a holdover from some old language. And the intention of that language is to talk about the coordinator, just to speak to that specific issue. Thanks.

BP: Great. Thanks for that feedback. I think what I like Elizabeth's idea of if someone that has the document can e-mail it out to the group and then we could take a vote after lunch.

KA: I'm doing that right now. Go ahead, Ty.

TW: Just a comment on the same thing. Like Patrick said, it's only mentioned one other time. I think on page two, under officers is where it clarifies the implementation branch chief shall lead coordination, I think to clarify the chairperson issue, we could just say the implementation branch chief, hereafter, chairperson shall lead coordination between and that will define that the implementation branch chief is the role of chairperson for disputes in coordination.

BP: I guess my question would be is there a strategy or a reason why it would be the implementation branch chief?

TW: Now we talked about that during charter development. I don't know if Kiana or Mike want to discuss how that decision came down between science coordinator and implementation branch chief.

MD: Yes, I mean, it largely boiled down to the science coordinator has direct responsibility for more technical workgroups already than implementation. This is partially about equitable distribution of work effort among our staff. The other side of it that's perhaps more relevant to the discussion is while there's a lot of messaging that we do about the program, science and ongoing monitoring, an overwhelming amount of the communication that we do at key points of the year is related to the implementation of various restoration activities from flows to channel rehab to gravel. It seems like a natural fit under implementation rather than science, the workload issue aside.

BP: Thank you. Justin?

JLy:  Yes. Is there a specific deadline to get this charter approved by TMC?
My question is, is there a certain urgency for having TMC approve it today because I feel like with the technical challenges of TMC being able to download, I just want to give TMC adequate time to review instead of just over lunch.

KA: From my perspective, no, I don't think there's a burning urge. I think once we’re able to get this going, then we'll just have more collective communication within the group. I just sent everyone the word and PDF version.

JLy:  Oh, OK. Excellent. Thank you.

MD: I will add, just for the sake of discussion, that I believe every TMC entity was represented on the ad hoc group that developed this charter. It's kind of our bad for not getting it out sooner, but there has been a lot of review of this already and somehow stuff did, it seems, slip past us with some ambiguity and verbiage, but it's largely the same charter that we use for all of the work groups with a little bit of specificity about objectives for communications. I guess my point is, from a time sensitivity standpoint, I agree with Kiana that no, we don't. There's no burning need for us to stand up a communications workgroup if people want to defer until a subsequent TMC meeting. But I think really the question boils down to whether or not the TMC feels that we need a communications workgroup and whether or not those are the appropriate objectives for the communications work group because the rest of it is fairly boiler plate.

BP: Might I suggest that we revisit this agenda topic after our spring Hydrograph decision topic if there's enough time to resume discussing this given that this meeting is scheduled to 2:45, we do have some potentially some time at the end to further discuss this and come to consensus whether we take a vote today or potentially push this to the next “call” that we have. Yes, Justin.

JLy:  Yes. So, Mike, thanks for clarifying. I'll try to reiterate what I think you said. Is that it's more important for TMC to vote on approving the communications workgroup and then we could fine tune the charter by the next TMC monthly meeting. Would that work, I mean in terms of TMC made a motion to approve standing up the communications workgroup now. While at the same time given TMC more time to review the charter and approve that.

BP: Liam?

LG: I think what Justin just put forward makes sense to me. I think we do need a little time. It's, you know, no matter when we do it, there's going to be edges that we need to kind of clear up and put together and there's no reason to rush this thing. It's going to take a while anyways. I think we hone this down, get confirmation doing it and then just try to get it right once we do. But there's no reason to not or rush into doing it in my opinion.

BP: Yes. Thanks for those thoughts. Radley?

RO: Yes, Bill, I'm good. Either way, I can review it over lunch. I just see that Hoopa is probably not here, so I don't know. I just want to be sensitive to that, but I'm good either way. Follow your lead.

TH: Yep, I agree. I can either wait for me.

JA: Mike Orcutt and I had talked yesterday and, you know, I can move forward without him. I'm good either way. And he'll be back after lunch.

BP: OK. Well, why don't we break for lunch continue this discussion briefly after lunch. And potentially decide on path forward today whether we just; we don't have a motion the table at this moment to consider the potential options. Why don't table this. Again, I don't want to take or derail our agenda too much. But if we can continue this discussion after lunch if that's fine with the group?

KM: Bill, this is Keli. Can I ask a clarifying question? We have already voted to approve this communications workgroup, correct? Or, we have not voted to approve? OK, it's so it's not just the charter, it's the existence of the working group.Copy. Thank you that that helps.

BP: Yes. And I think it would be helpful to provide TMC approval of that group so that they can continue to work towards the plan.

KM: Thank you.

BP: So yes, Mike?

MO: Hey, Bill. This is Mike Orcutt just quickly, so we're talking about communications or a different? 

BP: No, that's OK. 

BP: You know we there's this topic we’re intending to make a decision the charter. There's some language in the charter that potentially needs some fine tuning to be clear about some particular points. There was an idea that perhaps we take a vote to approve the formation of the group and defer approving the charter. So which time we've, you know, the TMC has had enough time to review it and provide suggested edits. There was the document on the website there was a problem with the link and wasn't able to be downloaded so. That now has been emailed out to the TMC.

MO: I’m just missing it here, but I'm sorry for that, but the charter for the communication work group, that's what you're talking about?

BP: Yes.

MO: Yes, I have that. OK, thank you.

BP: Yep.

MO: I'll catch up here.

BP: OK. So. You know on our agenda. We have us coming back at 12:30. I'd like to push that to 12:45 unless there's any problems with that?

MD: Chris had already said that his topic was going to be probably shorter.
He was only anticipating like 10 minutes, I think.

BP: OK. Let's shoot for getting back here at 12:45 and we will resume then. Thank you all.

LUNCH

BP: Welcome back folks. I think we're just waiting on a couple folks to return. If you are back in the meeting, could you please raise your hand if you've not done so? Great. It looks like we got quorum to begin our meeting again. Now, if you'll lower your hand. Thank you. Before we resume our discussion is there any given that we still have some hands up, is there anyone that wants to make a comment? Otherwise, speak up.

MD: Hey Bill, I was just going to pass along some good news while we were at lunch.
I did get notification from our contracting officer that our Ironwood contract had passed through DOGE review and was getting final solicitor approval. So, things are slowly moving through DOGE. Yes. Awesome.

BP: It's a black box that apparently has some movement through it. So good. We left off before lunch…My apologies. My agenda is not available to me at the moment. Let me try and bring that back up. We were discussing the communications workgroup charter given the technical difficulties in getting the charter out to folks there was some discussion about potentially having a motion from the TMC to approve the formation of the group and delaying the decision on the charter to a later meeting. If that is still the will of the group would someone like to offer a motion? Yes, Justin?

JLy: Yes, Bill, I'll make a motion to approve the formation of the communications work group, and for TMC to revisit the draft charter at the next monthly TMC meeting and be ready for approval. Or not.

BP: As written is that reflect your motion.

JLy: Yes, thank you.

BP: Yes.

LG: Trinity County will second.

BP: Thank you, Liam. With that, do we have any comments or questions or discussions around this motion? Yes, Mike?

MO: Can you hear me on this headphone?

BP: Yes.

MO: This a longstanding for many, many years anyway. Don't want to recount history there too much, but for my for a long-time public relations, communication, all of those have been very necessary and prior discussions and prioritization about looking into it and so I'm glad for some movement here. From my perspective, what I would be looking for is this document to kind of guide the process to guide procedures when a video is made. As an example, I've seen a lot of videos, and my comment backward is any positive and or information about the program is a good thing, but sometimes we get into situations where we have an 8-member body here. When there's an activity taken it just needs some parity across the board and recognition, especially when a program is involved. I would just say that whatever has happened in the past is the past. As we move forward in the positive manner here, that's what I'm going to be looking for and when I take a look at it and then just a general question though that kind of comes out is we've had different charters throughout the group here is the format here consistent with what we've done for all the other charters and or work group process development? That'd be just a general question, and it's not real important, but I think the spirit of the motion is something I support. Thank you.

MD: To jump in and answer the question really quick, for Mike, the basis for the Charter was that charter template from the work group manual. It is how we've developed charters for all of the work groups.

MO: Thank you.

BP:  Great. Any other comments or questions? Alright with that there's no competing motions, we'll take a vote. National Marine Fisheries Service?

JLy: Yes.

BP: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, yes. Reclamation?

EH: Yes.

BP: Forest Service?

KM: Yes.

BP: State of California?

RO: Yes.

BP: Trinity County?

LG: Yes.

BP: Yurok tribe. Are we missing the Yurok tribe? I saw Shane on here. Oh, apologies. Absent? Thank you. Hoopa Valley tribe?

MO: Yes.

BP: I believe that given the bylaws, this motion passes. Thank you all. Homework for next meeting is to ensure that each TMC member has had a chance to review the draft charter that there was an e-mail sent out earlier today by Kiana. We'll make sure we get that on the. Agenda for our next monthly meeting.  Proposed motion: Justin Ly made a motion to approve the formation of a communications workgroup, and for TMC to revisit the draft charter at the next monthly TMC meeting for potential approval. Who seconds? Liam seconds. Comments/Questions?

	
	Motion 1
	Competing Motion A
	Competing Motion B

	NMFS
	Y
	
	

	FWS
	Y
	
	

	Reclamation
	Y
	
	

	USFS
	Y
	
	

	State
	Y
	
	

	Trinity
	Y
	
	

	Yurok
	Absent
	
	

	Hoopa
	Y
	
	



BP: Yes, Mike?

MO: Yes, I don't want to belabor a point here, but. Because we have had many, many recent examples of kind of looking at the rule book and the protocols for motions passing, what would you characterize? What would happen there eight members present, one was absent, so I'm not sure how that is interpreted in the bylaws as far as motions? I just raised it because we've had so many different variations and often, we have to look at the protocols and their operating procedures to get guidance on it. So, that's all. It's not a big deal.

BP: I would think that there'd be 7 present and given of the seven that voted, it was 
unanimous. So that was my assumption that follows the protocol for the motion passing.

MO: Because it's not an abstention, it's just an absence there's not a neutral kind of thing, yes. Anyway, thank you.

BP: Yes

MO: Thank you.

Hatchery Technical Team Update (Chris Laskodi)

BP: Thank you. All right, onward and forward. Our next agenda item is the hatchery technical team update. We have Chris Laskodi, give us some updates.

CL: Hello everyone. I think this came up at the last meeting, but it was this kind of sounds like it wants to be a standing agenda item. Mike Dixon asked me to present what was happening with this after a technical team. The hatchery technical team, it's a work group and it's been meeting for the last several years, quarterly. I tried to go back and find when it actually started, and I can't. Sometime around 2019-2020, somewhere in that range, but we've been we've been meeting for quite a while now and I've participated on and off over the last several years. It's headed by Derek Rupert down at NCAO. I spoke with him about this agenda item, and he's got a new baby, so he wasn't able to present. But I talked with him, and he wanted to bring some of the key points up to the TMC. He wanted to emphasize the hatchery technical team is open and is welcome to all TRRP staff to improve collaboration. This group is operating outside of the Trinity Management Council, but there's obviously significant overlap. In the future I will be actually be attending all of the technical teams meeting as part of my position with the restoration program. Either myself or Derek will probably be giving these updates in the future. The one of the big things coming out of the HTT is they're actually trying to; the TMC isn't exactly acutely aware of what of all the happenings with hatchery operations. There is some overlap between the two groups, but there's enough different where there's a lot of things that the that the hatchery technical team does that maybe the folks over at the TRRP aren't aware of and so the hatchery technical team is actually in the process of creating a document that describes some of the intricacies of hatchery operations and how they're affected by TRRP actions. An example of this is, they can only release fry and yearlings from the hatchery at certain flows. They have to change their release points based on how much is coming out of Lewiston. Coordination in that way can help improve hatchery operations. There's just a lot of little things that that would be nice to have a document that TRRP staff can look at and refer to and see some of the limitations that the hatchery infrastructure has. Hopefully that'll all be addressed in the next several years here. That was the main point Derek wanted to bring up. 

Another big item I think it's already been mentioned several times at this meeting, is that the funding freeze for the hatchery modernization has been lifted and Derek said that they're hoping to have a design and build solicitation by the end of April. 

Another large purchase at the hatchery is a new autofish trailer, which is scheduled to be delivered at the end of March. The Autofish trailer is basically, this big fancy contraption that coated wire tags all of the fish, rather than having to deal with it by hand, this does it automatically. Hoopa Valley tribe has been operating it for quite a while now and they're starting to incorporate not just Chinook, but Coho into it as well. 

Another big item is that reclamation has made a temporary fix to a fish exclusion gate at the Lewiston powerhouse this will allow more variable flows to come out of the Lewiston powerhouse without potentially trapping spring salmon up there. That's been an issue the last several years. Reclamation is saying that there is a more permanent fix forth coming later this summer once flows drop back down to base flows. The main goal of this of this gate is basically the TRRP can then implement something like we've talked about doing diurnal flows in the past and diurnal flow variability. This would allow us to do that once this fix is completed. 

Hatchery operations wise, the spawning season concluded last week. Spring and fall Chinook were slightly below their production goals. Coho and steelhead both met their production goals. The Hoopa Valley tribe is raising approximately 100,000 Coho eggs to release into creeks on their reservation. There will not be any Coho eggs going towards the remote stream incubators this year, since the watershed EA has not been completed. I think in the future, once that is completed though the Yurok tribe is planning on really start putting those out there into the landscape. Other hatchery operations the spring Chinook are being ponded and will be coded wire tagged at the beginning of April. Another change that the TMC may not be aware of, is that now all Coho are double marked at the Trinity River hatchery. Previously they had the right axilla clipped on their on their lip, now they are being ad clipped and have and having code wire tags installed so, that'll better track fish lots. The final operations update I have is at water temperatures have been really good and disease levels are really low. So hopefully that continues through the summer. 

A big thing that the hatchery technical team does is the implementation of the hatchery genetic management plan. Couple of things that the management plan recommends doing is carcass supplementation, which is going to be lumped into the watershed EA. We did not do that this year, but we'll plan to do it in the future. Also, it's collecting brood stock at the Junction City Weir. The Junction City Weir operated into November this year. A total of 26 natural origin Coho were transported to Trinity River hatchery by the Yurok tribe. This was actually the highest year of the natural origin transport since this program began. I think it's been about three years now and all these natural origin Coho are implemented into the hatchery breed stock. The Coho population the on the Trinity is considered an integrated population, so the hatchery genetic management plan says that we need to have a certain percentage of wild broodstock. So hopefully that'll allow us to get a little bit closer to that goal. Another big update from the HTT related to the hatchery genetic management plan is that they have a bunch of recommendations for developing metrics similar to our objectives and targets they're doing basically the same thing for Coho. They continued develop these metrics and they're continuing to push for more Coho introductions throughout the landscape to be more in line with the HGMP requirements, and that's really all I have. I can do my best to take questions. Anything I can't answer I can take back to Derek for some follow up. Yes, go ahead, Todd?

TB: I just want to remind everyone that the flow work group has in the past tried to accommodate the hatchery and its flows, hydrographs and such. We’re always evolving in our understanding and approaches and where that evolved too was an understanding that we’re not prioritizing hatchery considerations, but rather the river and where we can accommodate the hatchery we do. But admittedly, that consideration has been, I think, a little bit neglected. It certainly was this year. I don't think it came up once, so that's just some background in that. If the hatchery folks want to attend the flow workgroup meeting, especially during the flow scheduling season, that could help bring those considerations to the forefront.

CL: Yes. And I think that's going to be sort of my job as well as to serve as kind of that liaison between the TRRP and the hatchery technical team. I can definitely bring that up in the future.

TB: Cool.

BP: Yes, good job. Thanks for the update Chris. I just had one, I guess, recommendation for that document that's being created on those components of the hatchery that you know for informational purposes, for the restoration program. It'd be helpful to know if there were time periods or if something was time sensitive that the two groups needed to coordinate and something just like what Todd mentioned that when we're in the flow scheduling process, I can't think of any specifics at the moment, but it be good to identify, you know, like at what point does the hatchery technical team need to be advised of a particular coordination topic or whatever. 

CL: Another thing that's come up is the is the operation of the weirs as well. That's a big one that they kind of fall under that. There's a lot of overlap in that group as well. I think, Yes, that them putting together kind of these basically time sensitive times of the year when you know flows might be different than what they're used to is going to be crucial to making sure that we don't. We don't accidentally wash out a weir or something.

BP: Yes. Mike?

MO: Thanks for the presentation. There's a lot of information to distill in what you just said. I'll just try to hit on some big concepts here. Hatchery mitigation, ESA requirements, the restoration program goals to restore fish to pre dam levels. Those three things all merge to me. I think ideally they merge into one concept, and I would note that in the Trinity River Division ESA Re-consultation and NEPA development, we are advancing, discussing and promoting a process where there's a governance structure over the whole process here. Because, when somebody catches a fish, if it's marked, you know it's a hatchery origin fish. All of those things are important in terms of the assessment and evaluation of this restoration program goals. That group and the structure there I believe will put in the technical groups together. It will force the integration and overlap areas. Bill, you just kind of struggle to say “I can't come up with example number” myself sometimes too, but they do come up a lot of times. And if we have a real well known, very familiar process, well, it went through this group, it went through that group, came to this group and maybe it's elevated because there might be a dispute or disagreement about something. It gets it elevated, but at the end of the day there's a decision made on it because. I've pretty well voiced this consistently as a participant in the HTT, our staff is regular participants, develop different things and that type of thing, but there is no decision-making process in place. The expiration of the MOA and a governance board back probably six or seven years ago now, was the only thing that was in place, but that's expired. What we're thinking though is you really need to have this concept in place and formalized and managing both the mitigation, the integrated fish populations and the natural fish population that Trinity Restoration program is trying to restore and so that's bigger. I would note a couple of corrections there. One thing that I think is noteworthy in your report there is, the hatchery is constrained to releasing 300,000 Coho for mitigation purposes by the HGMP. This year there were surplus eggs, the last several years, there have been surplus eggs and the HGMPS there's an identification of an agency or resource manager wants to acquire some of those eggs, that's what we're doing in Hoopa. We've reared and released 10,000 surplus egg Coho from Trinity River hatchery. But this year there was a broader application of that where the fingerlings and surplus eggs that were taken weren't destroyed. They were distributed on the Hoopa Valley Reservation. I believe that is right, the 100,000 but throughout the Upper Trinity Basin as well. I believe the Yurok tribe distributed fish into tributaries up there, and that's a major change and shift in perspective. But. I think we're kind of personally, we're at a point where there's just not a lot of Coho production you're seeing. Testing, evaluating what that production potential might be is, I think, a good step to take. Thank you.

BP: Yes. Thanks for those perspectives, Mike. Thanks Chris appreciate it. Next agenda topic is Trinity River Division re-consultation update. Is Kristen on?

MD: I told Kristen 1:15 based on where I saw the conversation heading, so she might be about to jump on. She's juggling because we have a meeting for Re-consultation with Central Valley project contractors that is co-occurring this afternoon. She's probably doing last minute preparations for that too.

BP: Gotcha. OK. Well, I appreciate getting the update from the hatchery technical team. I've been working as part of the TRRP for 20 plus years and there's been efforts in the past to get better communication. I think that by having this standing agenda here that will help aid in the in sharing of information and ensuring we coordinate and are working in harmony as much as we can between the restoration program and the Trinity River hatchery. Was hoping that Kristen would jump on while I was talking.

MD: She just sent me a message and said “ok getting on now” so she be hear momentarily.

BP: OK, good. Well, we are primed and ready to go. We're having quite a bit of wind here on the coast, so if you see me turning around, looking over my shoulder, it's due to blustery conditions. Welcome, Kristen. We have you teed up to give a presentation the Trinity River division Re-consultation update and if you are ready, we are ready for you.

TRD Re-consultation Update (Kristen Hiatt) 

KH: Perfect. Let me finish a couple. Just need to get this in their presentation mode and share my screen. OK. All right. 

Well, it's been since December since we last talked. I'm going to give an update on the reinitiation of consultation of the long-term operations of the CVP and SWP, which includes the Trinity River division. For anybody that doesn't know me, my name is Kristen Hiatt and I'm a natural resource specialist at Reclamation’s Bay Delta office. 


This afternoon's presentation will open with a summary of our current NEPA and ESA progress, our published record of decision, a note on the administration transition and then a Trinity River brief update. 

Here is our familiar flow chart that you all have seen, and as you can see, now all of the boxes are gray, meaning that we have completed them all. If everybody remembers we had a scoping period in March 2022. In June of 2022, were we provided our scoping report. In fall of 2022 we completed and posted our initial alternatives report. On June 30th, we transmitted our draft qualitative aquatic biological assessment for the Central Valley in the delta. Later in the summer, we transmitted our qualitative terrestrial BA. September 15th reclamation transmitted a cooperating agency draft environmental impact statement to cooperating agencies. In November 2023, reclamation transmitted the quantitative aquatic terrestrial biological assessments to the fisheries agencies, and thereafter we provided all of the lines of evidence used to the services. On April 5th, the cooperating agency second draft EIS was provided. And on July 26th, 2024, we released our public draft EIS notice of availability with a comment period closing on September 9th. The final EIS was posted on November 15th for a 30-day cooling off period. 

Just specific to the final steps of the NEPA process, for the CVP side, we're sharing this slide we released like I just said, the public draft on July 26th. We have multiple in person and virtual meetings to receive comments and answer questions. The comment period ended on September 9th. And with that, we received over 1000 comments and provided responsive responses to all substantive comments, and once the responses and edits were made to the EIS, we posted the final EIS on November 15th. And like I said on the last side, we had a 30-day cooling off period and finally we published the record of decision December 20th. 

Since then, we have had an administration transition, and that administration, under President Trump, issued an Executive Order 1418 titled Emergency Measures to provide water resources in California and improve disaster response in certain areas and that was issued on January 24th, 2025. The Bay Delta office is coordinating with Reclamation and department leadership to develop a plan to comply with the order and we will provide additional information at subsequent meetings, as it becomes available. 

And now to get into a brief summary update on the Trinity River Division component of the Central Valley Project and the re-consultation that is occurring on that side of hill. We do continue to meet with our joint leads each month and you can see here a list of topics that we continue to work with them on and the products to support the regulatory framework. We have a little bit of information to share now and will continue to share into the future as we continue to make progress. In 2024, we held eight joint jointly technical meetings and so far this year we've held two jointly technical meetings with one occurring next week. We will have hit our target of our monthly jointly meeting collaboration. 

Some of the specific items that we're working on with the joint leads are as part of the document preparation for the NEPA component of the Trinity River Division re-consultation. Technical appendices have been developed to include the background information and the methodologies to be used for the analysis for all resource areas, including, but not limited to resources such as water quality, fish and aquatic resources, Indian trust assets, power water supply and a multitude of others. Reclamation provided the draft technical appendices to the joint leads for review and comment for a 30-day period that started in late January and ended in late February and reclamation is now reviewing and addressing the comments that were submitted. Reclamation has also been working with the joint leads to address outstanding comments and making updates to chapter 3, which is the alternatives chapter. Reclamation has also been coordinating internally to implement quality assurance, quality control review on the modeling to ensure a common understanding of the criteria and components for the modeling based on any of the modifications that have been occurring as we move to prepare that second draft of the alternatives. And finally, the Trinity River division consultation science subgroup has been focused on two major items over the past couple months including getting to a decision the use of habitat suitability curves and indexes that will serve as one of the lines of evidence for the Coho salmon impact analysis. We have also been working on updating the attributes of a healthy alluvial river system that will serve as a methodology for the geology as well as the fish and aquatics resource analysis, and the joint leads continue to collaborate on these critical matters. 

Here we have the Trinity consultation schedule. I have updated a couple of these because they were a little bit behind the alternatives like we just discussed. Alternatives development is ongoing and that's expected to kind of get into another interim draft phase in the spring of 2025. Modeling is working to have preliminary modeling of all of the alternatives, also by the spring of this year, and we're hoping toward the middle of next month. The rest of the dates are subject to change at this time. However, the agency is still focused to move the Trinity River Division consultation process forward. However, as we continue through this process, particularly in light of consideration for administration priorities, we will update this schedule accordingly and share with you when that is done. 

Finally, we wanted to invite you to join us for our next regularly scheduled win quarterly meeting. The next meeting is scheduled for June of this year and the information as always can be found at the link at Reclamation’s Bay Delta Office website. And that was all I have for today so. Thank you and if you have any questions, I can turn to those now.


BP: Thank you so much, Kristen. Appreciate the update. Go ahead, Tim.

TH: I got a quick question. Sorry is the is there a copy of the presentation? Is it on the website? Just a reference.

KH: Not yet. But it I will send it over to the person that asked for it every time I forgot their name. I apologize.

TH: OK. Thank you. 

KH: I will get it to her, and she can get it on the website.

TH: Excellent. Thank you.

KH: You're welcome.

BP: Hey Mike, go ahead.

MO: I wasn't going to say much, but we are a participant as a Co-lead. I would just say, with some precaution that we've seen major shifts in direction and policy on the Klamath, and I believe there's a lot of information out already about some major differences of opinion how these integrated State and Federal water projects are operated. Subject to litigation presently in Federal Eastern District Court, number of cases, including a case that we're involved in. And I would just say that somewhere along the way, I think you can't do anything other than do what we're supposed to be doing and what's before us in terms of workload and what we're working on. There's some mounting potential that there's going to be some major shifts here at some point in this. I think we need to be prepared to navigate through those when the time comes, thank you. And thanks for your presentation.

KH: Thank you, Mike. I've noted those, and we'll share accordingly.

BP: Great. Well, thanks again, Kristen. You got us back on track on our schedule.
And I appreciate you taking time out of your busy schedule to give us an update.

KH: Anytime, anytime, Bill. I always enjoy presenting to you also. Just let me know whatever you need from me, and I'll be here and thanks again for having me.

BP: Yes. Thank you.

KH: Take care, bye.

Spring Hydrograph Decision (Patrick Flynn)

BP: All right, that takes us to our next agenda item, the spring hydrograph decision. I believe Patrick Flynn is going to give us a presentation on the recommended hydrographs and so with that I will turn it over to Patrick.

PF: OK. Thank you, Bill. I'll go and get started and let me know if there's any issues with audio or seeing the screen share. My name is Patrick Flynn and I'm the coordinator for the for the Flow Work Group for Trinity River Restoration Program.
I work for Trinity County as an environmental compliance specialist, and I'll be presenting the water year 2025 spring flow recommendation to you all today.

Here's what I'm going to talk about today, I'm going to go over the flow planning process that the flow work group followed. Talk about what I view as unique circumstances of water year 2025 and how we address those, particularly the implementation of the winter flow project and the safety of dams releases. I'll just do a brief recap of the winter flow project timelines and then I'll talk about the water year scenarios that we envisioned and had to plan around. Then I'll talk about the hydrograph development process, DSS results, and the hydrographs we considered and hydrographs that we selected in the end and then I'll provide a recommendation to you.

As we discovered in working through our flow planning process for this year, water year 2025 was and continues to be unique because, in particular, we saw the full implementation of the winter flow variability project for the first time. Meaning that the volumes were allocated to the periods of the winter flow project that they were intended to be allocated to. We had a synchronized event that allocated water, we had elevated base flows in the period one and period two and there was water allocated to the winter period during both of those periods of time. The full implementation followed the Hoopa Valley tribe signing as recommending the winter flow EA in addition to the Yurok tribe and Reclamation. Aside from the winter flow project be implemented, we also had to plan around safety dams releases or reservoir safety releases, which began in January and increased in February and then reduced back down just a few days ago, currently at 2000. Then we heard earlier today that those are going to be going down. The change order was issued for those to recede, and they'll recede back down to the elevated base flow hydrograph. We had four meetings total. We met three times in February and one time in March.

Just a quick recap of the of the periods of the winter flow project. We have the synchronized storm pulse period, the flow sync period from December 15th to February 14th. We have the elevated Basel period #1, which is from the 15th of February to the 14th of April, the beginning of spring flows. Then we have the 2nd elevated base flow period from 16th of March to the 14th of April. Those two base flow periods use check in with the 90% B120 forecast one before the beginning of the elevated base of period number one in February and one in March before the beginning of the 2nd elevated base flow period.

As I mentioned in water year 2025 we had water allocated from the spring period, ROD water was allocated from the spring into the winter in each of these periods. We did have a synchronized flow event on December 23rd which used 60,000-acre feet of rod water. We had a normal February 90% B120, which was just barely in the range of a normal water year, which to use 60,000-acre feet of ROD water. And then we had a wet March B120 which used an additional 60,000-acre feet of ROD water. In total we were able to allocate 180,000-acre feet of ROD water from the spring period, meaning the period after April 15th, into the winter period.

In addition to the winter flow releases, we did have safety dams releases and as I
mentioned, those began in January at 1500 and increased to 3500 around February 7th. The flow work group did meet on the 6th of February to determine the most appropriate way to implement elevated base flows during the winter period and we chose to implement the elevated base flow hydrographs that were approved by TMC in 2022 that were intended to be implemented in watery year 2023. The memo that was in the meeting materials from water year 2023 includes those hydrographs. For modeling purposes, we chose to model the actual releases from the dam, meaning that the safety of dams releases, were included in the flow schedules that were modeled because we wanted to make sure that the models reflected what actually happened to the river rather than the scheduled elevated baseflow hydrograph. The safety of dams releases were not accounted for in the winter flow volumes, we just included them for modeling. That will probably become a little bit more apparent when I show the hydrographs that we considered.

Out of the three water year scenarios that the flow work group envisioned, there are two remaining scenarios possible. The implementation of the winter flow project, as it has to do with flow planning, because the February and March B120s come out during the flow planning process, we found that we had to plan with some contingencies just in case, particularly if the March B120 was normal or wet, we weren't sure what it was going to be. In the memo that was distributed I talked about three scenarios, but that third scenario is no longer possible because the March B120 was released and it's for a wet year. The third scenario was only if the March B120 was normal, which it ended up being wet, so that one is nixed. We only have two scenarios remaining and it's similar to what the TMC might be more familiar with in that, in years past, we've had to recommend either a hydrograph for a wet year or hydrograph for an extremely wet year. That's exactly the situation that we have right now. It's highly unlikely that we're going to see an extremely wet year. The most likely scenario is that we will see a wet year moving forward. The column on the right of that chart is showing the amount of water that was released before the spring component begins. It's consistent whether it's a wet year or extremely wet year because the components of the sync flow. The first elevated base flow period and the second elevated base flow period are driven by the synchronization event. The February B120 and the March B120, so it's consistent among both scenarios. The only wild card remaining is whether we get a wet year, or an extremely wet year as dictated by the April B120.

In our in the process of developing our hydrographs, we reviewed hydrologic and meteorological conditions, which indicated the likelihood of a wet or wetter year. The resources that we reviewed included the ongoing updated B120 forecasts because it is issued in an official capacity after the 1st of the month, but it continues to be updated throughout the month. We were able to look at the B120 and accurately predict what the March B120 official forecast was going to be, which was helpful for determining what we should prioritize for flow planning this year. We also review the 6 to 10 day, and the 8 to 14 day forecast as well as seasonal forecasts that are provided by NOAA. 	Given that these resources indicated that we were likely going to see a wet or wetter year and also given that the flow study prioritizes geomorphic and riparian scour objectives in wet and wetter water year types and fish objectives in all water year types, we decided that we would develop one hydrograph per scenario that I explained in the last slide. One hydrograph per scenario, one that focused on riparian objectives and one that focused on geomorphic and fish objectives, and we have one of those per scenario. When we put them into our DSS that we would see a contrast and that would assist our decision making. We were able to choose the most appropriate set of hydrographs for implementation this year by a consensus decision.

I'm going to go ahead and show those to you right now. I'm going to go for the DSS results first and give us something to work with and then I'll show the hydrographs that we considered. I'll go over what parts of the DSS we paid attention to the most, which showed the most distinction. Then when we look at the hydrographs, we'll be able to see a little bit more clearly why we recommended the hydrographs that we did.

There's going to be two slides that show DSS results. The first one here has to do with the normal wet, wet water year type which is referring to a normal February B120, a wet March B120 and then a wet April B120, wet water year. Hydrograph A is the riparian focused hydrograph, and hydrograph B is the geomorphic and fish focused hydrograph. Things to pay attention to here in in the DSS results is that the geomorphic and fish focused hydrograph showed significantly more smolt abundance. It showed a greater natural Chinook biomass at Weitchpec, and then it showed greater mild days of compliance with temperature objectives. This was a new approach that we utilized using a specialized river basin model 10 run that we used in cooperation with USGS, Russ Perry, this was specifically for the juvenile rearing target. Then the geomorphic and fish hydrograph resulted in greater number of Black Cottonwood initiation potential nodes and also resulted in no risk of encroachment by Narrow Leaf Willow.  This particular metric here, the workgroup decided that we needed to revisit because the metric has to do with whether the river has seen a peak of 6000 CFS or greater.  While the riparian hydrograph did not reach this peak, it's kind of a moot point because not only the winter flow synchronization event, but also natural events throughout the year. We already saw a peak above 6000, so the work group agreed to revisit this particular metric in the future. The total bed load transport for hydrograph E, which again is the geomorphic and fish hydrograph was greater in tons. The only model which resulted in greater benefit to the river for the riparian focused hydrograph was the Foothill Yellow Legged Frog model. So, that's for the hydrograph that includes a wet April B120, now I'll move on to the extremely wet.

You'll notice that there is no S3 results for this particular hydrograph because of the way that we conducted our flow planning this year.  It seemed that given that were operating on a short timeline, that it would be best to have folks focus their efforts and their time on what we thought was most likely and given that an extremely wet year is pretty unlikely at this point, we don't have S3 results for this hydrograph, but I would just say that the directionality of the hydrographs between the S3 results between what the results that I just showed. Then we had another run of DSS models for the hydrograph for the third scenario which is no longer possible, they had a normal March B120. The directionality between that run of models and the run that I just showed indicated a positive trend for a benefit. To the types of populations that are modeled from the S3 model in the geomorphic and fish model or hydrograph rather. Again, hydrograph D is the geomorphic and fish hydrograph focused hydrograph and then hydrograph C is the riparian focused hydrograph, and these are results for an extremely wet April.  We see greater numbers here from the temperature model for the juvenile rearing target, see greater number of black cottonwood nodes and again no risk for encroachment by narrowleaf willow, although the target that we need to revisit. For the Foothill Yellow Legged Frog Model, in contrast to the set of results that I just showed the median date of metamorphosis for foothill yellow legged frogs was actually earlier for the geomorphic and fish focused hydrograph which is what we want. But the number of roglets produced was still lesser, which is which is consistent with the last set of DSS results that I showed. The total bed load transport at Douglas City and in tons of bed load was greater for the geomorphic and fish hydrograph.  I mentioned before I go on and show the hydrographs, I did mention that the foothill yellow legged frog model was the lone model that showed greater benefit from the riparian focused hydrographs, meaning hydrograph And C.  We were able to address that by making a slight adjustment to the geomorphic and fish hydrographs that reduce the impact to frogs while still maintaining benefit to geomorphic activities and for fish and I’ll show those when I show those hydrographs.



This is Hydrograph A, which is a riparian focused hydrograph and this for a normal February B120, a wet March B120 and a wet April.  Key points to take away from this hydrograph is that we have the actual flows that were implemented during the safety of dams period here and these were included for modeling purposes. This the flow synchronization event with the peak of 6000. This hydrograph was focused on the concept of using a broad swell of water to expend volume rather than a really tall peak, again with the focus on riparian objectives.

Hydrograph B again for a wet April is the geomorphic and fish focused hydrograph. We have our safety dams releases here modeled, we have our synchronization flow, we have the beginning of the elevated base flow, or rather, the remainder of the elevated base flow period #2.  Then this particular hydrograph has a geomorphic peak and kind of traditional ROD hydrograph fashion of 7800 CFS and then a riparian recession here. A unique aspect of this hydrograph is that we have two low magnitude pulses for signaling spring Chinook to migrate out of the lower river. One thing you'll notice about this hydrograph is that although it does have a traditional looking peak, the peak is far lesser than 11,000 CFS, which is what the ROD hydrograph recommends for a wet year. That's because we expended 180,000-acre feet of water during the winter period.  It's no longer possible have a peak of 11,000 CFS when we have water being expended in the winter period.

Hydrograph C is the riparian focused hydrograph for an extremely wet April.  Moving from left to right, we have the low synchronization event peak, we have the safety of dams releases and then we have the beginning of the elevated base flow period, rather the remainder of the elevated base flow period moving into the beginning of the spring period. Even in an extremely wet year with lots of water to expand, we still only have a peak of just over 5000 CFS during the spring period.  This uses the broad swell of water approach which intended to expand a lot of water using over a period of time, rather than in a large peak.

Then the 4th  hydrograph that we considered was hydrograph D which is the geomorphic and fish focused hydrograph for an extremely wet year. We have a peak of just over 10,000 CFS more traditional looking, repairing recession and then the migration pulses in July.

Based on the DSS results that I showed, the flow work groups recommendation is to implement hydrographs B and D, which is the geomorphic and fish focused hydrograph. That's because all of the DSS model results aside from the Foothill Yellow Legged Frog assessment model indicated to greater benefit to the river from these particular hydrographs with specifically more smolt production, greater Chinook salmon biomass and more Cottonwood recruitment potential.  I did mention that the Foothill Yellow Legged Frog Assessment Model (FYFAM) showed greater benefit from the riparian focus hydrographs were able to resolve some of those issues by swapping the position of the two low magnitude peaks in July. We swapped their positions and that had a significant impact on the benefits to frogs. Specifically, our recommendation is that if the April the B120 is for a wet year, we recommend the hydrograph B implemented. If the April B120 is for an extremely wet year, we recommend that hydrograph D is implemented.


Bearing in mind that recommendation, we do have a potential concern. It has been identified that we would like the TMC to discuss and then resolve in a motion. These two peaks in July that I mentioned that are intended to signal spring Chinook to migrate. The first peak falls on July 4th, which is a Friday; the specific rise is from 700 CFS to 1000 CFS. Over on the left here I have what the concerns are, what the pros are, maybe to keeping it in place and then other options of how to resolve this issue.  The specific concern is that there's an additional 300 CFS coming from Lewiston, which could pose a safety risk to inner tubers or other recreational users of the river. It could be potentially moved to July 8th few days later.
There would be no biological harm from this change.  Or it could be left as is, there is potential benefit to whitewater rafting from leaving it there. Those are two options of what the TMC could do about these two issues.  I know talking with my own TMC Rep there is a safety concern, but there is also a potential benefit to leaving the peak where it is for fishing reasons.  After talking with program staff, it seems that is something that potentially TMC should talk about and work through in motion. The recommendation is to implement hydrographic B & D with some comment on this particular concern.  Whether we leave this the first of these two little peaks in place or we move it to potentially July 8th.
With that, I’ve talked through the flow planning process, hydrograph development process, reviewed DSS results and the hydrographs we considered and selected hydrographs and a rationale for selecting them.  I've given you a recommendation and then talked about this concern that I think it would be the TMC to discuss.  With that I'll close, and I can take any questions and I'm happy to bring that slide back up. That shows the question potential concern that remains.

BP: Well, it looks like Liam has his hand up.

LG: Yes. I just wanted to add to Patrick's presentation there that Trinity County does agree with everything and between myself, Patrick and CAO Tuthill, me wearing my fishing guide hat and Trent wearing his CAO hat, I would refer to move the potential flows from the 4th to the 8th as I feel that the safety of the people outweigh the minimal increases we may have fishing opportunity from the 4th to the 8th.   We are in all three of us are together with moving the flow for Trinity County from the 4th to the 8th of July off of that Friday weekend. Thank you.

BP: Tim?

TH: Thank you, Patrick. Appreciate the presentation and the work from the flow work group.  It's a pretty good presentation, very clear. I did have one question you mentioned under the wet your hydrograph. We won't be able to go to 11,000 and maybe I missed this in the presentation, but have we met those geomorphic objectives in recent years?

PF: I have a couple thoughts on that. First, this particular year, much of the river has seen at least one or two flows above 11,000 already. That was something that we took into consideration with planning. In recent years, we have seen two or three years where we've had wet years two or three years in a row. The 11,000 CFS has been met at that point.

TH: Yes, not a huge concern. Yes, didn't sense that. Well, thanks for the clarification and that's what I was thinking with the flow releases. I just want to say I support Liam's comment too, to move the 1000 CFS release to the 8th. Concerns about public safety, a lot of public, a lot of activity on the river, especially downriver around that time period. Certainly, want to be aware of that and be safe.  That's something I support. Thank you.

PF: Heidi?

HCH: Hi. I know I'm kind of always the voice of the people, but I do just want to say that I find this interesting as it is in the exact opposite of everything that I was raised with.  We were never allowed to swim in the main stem of the Trinity until 4th of July weekend, because that's when it finally hit flows that were safe for us.  I think that some of these things, although they are scientifically based and considered to be good, it runs counter intuitive to the natural culture of the people. The other thing I would like to ask you folks to do is that weekend is the weekend of Bigfoot Days in Willow Creek when there's an enormous influx of people attending to use the river.  Just making sure that you really work hard to get the information out to folks because around about that time, temperature begins to rise, and people want to be in those waters.  Unfortunately, last year we had a drowning, and it was during the releases. The was the water continued to rise while the family, was looking for their child and they were never able to find that person.  These are the things in the way this ripples out through the general population. Thanks for giving me a minute to say that.

PF: Go ahead Mike?

MO: Is I got my hand up, this is Mike Orcutt. Is that where you're recognizing?

PF: Yes, go ahead.

MO: Well, the first is, my first inclination on your recommendations is to, here's the science, here's the straight answer recommendation and I do have a concern about the geomorphic peak because as folks are pretty well aware, we've been really, really, I won't say resistant, but a lot of information and assurances, including the meeting we had on the 11th of December with the regional director. Our major issues and concern for us and moving in this direction and up front right now. An observation would be you reallocated 180,000-acre feet of water that would have been otherwise used after April 15th. That’s the reality of what we're dealing with here. I think we're also dealing with some of the repercussions of that, and I would say with the flux of water we had, I would rather maximize geomorphic benefits, that’s one observation. On the geomorphic recommendation, I still think that's a major issue that has emerged. It was a major contribution that Hoopa made many, many years ago in the flow study development. That’s one thing, but then turning to the second issue that I'm going to have a little more emphasis on, when we get into fishing seasons, recreational seasons, I would urge some caution there. Because that's just going to open up a can of worms there. When you just say, “OK, just moving that two days later is not going to have an effect.” I would say 300 to 700 you're not even going to be able to tell. It probably is like a couple of inches of water, I would guess, more prominent in the upper reaches of the river, but down in the lower, Willow Creek,  Hoopa, Lower Trinity area, it's going to be driven by a whole bunch of other factors, including the South Fork and other accretion flows, pretty minor.  I would say the compromise that would be for you to consider is #1, we have the FARs release of the water and that every year starts around August 15 and in 2021 probably in a much drier water year scenario, we released water to do something that's pretty well recognized on the Hoopa reservation when there's lower dryer times of the year there's fish congregate and all the tributaries. Their refugee areas, Horse Linto  Creek right up above the reservation, and in 2021 there was so-called Proviso 1 water,  released to move fish , primarily spring chinook holding in the lower Trinity River up river.   I don't want to get too much into that other than saying in that case there was an EA and water was released. If you shifted it more along the time frame of what that time of period is, if we're talking about moving fish out of the Lower Trinity, you might want to move it later and you could kill two birds with one stone, but I still just don't want to lose sight of the robustness and or integrity of the science driving the process. Because like I said, when we get into this situation where we got public safety and or other issues and concerns, fishing season, whatever it might be, it just really, really starts to come unraveled at that point.  I would offer that, if you shifted those to the right more, that's going to be when the water in those type of years, you're going to have a lot of accretion flow, you're not probably going to have that congregation of fish.  But as a safety measure, if you move those to the right and consider, if necessary, maybe in the drier water year that you can use another bucket of water called proviso 1 water. Thank you.  I’ll toy with that in any motions as we proceed. Thank you for your presentation. It was very thorough, and you did a good job. Thank you.

PF: Thanks Mike. I'll just really quickly, I'll respond to Mike's first point. My understanding of why, and perhaps I misspoke, it is not that we don't want to hit the geomorphic peak any longer, but by the nature of the allocating water, I think this what you were saying, Mike. We allocate 180,000 feet for the spring.  In order to meet riparian ramp down rates, I don't think it's possible to achieve the 11,000 CFS peak anymore. That could be speaking out of turn or perhaps that's incorrect. But that's my understanding of how, how it took out this year. I think Ken was next.

KL: Yes. I wanted to make sure before I send my comment that Heidi's hand there is an old one and I didn't see it go down, but I just wanted to make sure because her hands up and she's a TMC alternate.  Give me a second there.  I could easily have missed it during the flow planning process, but I had not heard until now that were unable to meet the 11,000 CFS peak. My understanding the reason that we didn't is because over the last 20 years, we've hit 11,000 CFS and even 8500 CFS far more frequently than was envisioned in in the flow study recommendations and the you know the flow planning that was adopted in the ROD. We've kind of pulled back from the guidance from that time which was that in these wet and extremely wet years the priorities are not just geomorphic, but these really high flow releases. We did those in part more frequently because we had hit several critically dry years in a row and there was a lot of riparian Willow establishment, and we felt the need to address that before it got out of hand. So that was one of the reasons that we've hit these higher peaks more frequently than was envisioned.  I could be wrong about that, but I would want to double check with somebody like Todd or Kyle that it isn't physically possible to meet that 11,000 CFS peak because there is some water in those bumps and the that riparian recession doesn't go all the way back down to base flow as quickly as it can.  There is some more water in there to play with and I and that's a really important point because we've said since the beginning of this winter flow planning process that the amount of water that we're moving into the winter doesn't preclude us from meeting any of the objectives after April 15th. And I think that you know Mike Orcutt made a good point there.  I just wanted to bring that up, I'm not saying that we can, but I hadn't heard that before and I would want to make sure that is true before we move forward with it. Thanks.

PF: Thanks Ken.

MO: Could I make a comment too? There's other people   that their have to raise hand, but I'll raise mine again now.  I just wanted to respond while it's fresh in my mind, but I'll wait.

PF:  OK. I'll just keep calling on people, Bill. Let me know if you want to if you want to take over, but go ahead, Todd.

TB: Yes, we could definitely hit the 11,000, but it would come at a cost. Ken explained the cost pretty well.  We just have to get the base flow quicker in the riparian ramp rate would be steeper, but geez, Louise, the reservoir is way full enough to provide the head to meet the 11,000 out of Trinity or at least out of Lewiston, so if you want to go to 11,000, we could do that. As far is moving the first spring migration pulse off the weekend, that's not a problem. Easily done I would say that although the flows before that bumper at 700, they bump up to 1000 that's 300 CFS.  I think Mike Orcutt, it depends on where you're on the river will adjust differently depending on where you're at, so Mike Orcutt generally correct that you're going to see a few tenths of a foot increase in stage.  But you've got to remember, the velocity is a power function of discharge, and so you're going to have quite an increase in flow velocity that could pose that increased danger to swimmers on July 4th weekend.  If you all want us to move that water off the weekend, that's not a problem.  Even better for the frogs, because we'd be moving the water further into the year, so the frogs have a few more days to get bigger, to be more prepared  to escape the 300-flow increase that's in that little bomb. That's all I wanted to say.

PF: Seth?

SN: Yes, I was just hoping, Mike Orcutt, you could clarify what you said about not meeting the peak and the concern of shifting the water to the winter. Could you just state that again or clarify that? I think if I can reiterate it was because we've shifted water out of the spring into the winter and then that takes away our ability to meet the geomorphic peak.

MO: I think it's been thoroughly vetted TRRP Workgrops, but : could I respond? I'm not sure who's running the meeting now, OK?
Just give me a thumbs up, thumb down and tell me to be quiet.  I think it's been well clarified, including Ken Lindke’ s comment and one observation and quick response would be I'm all for going to the 11,000 if you can do it, that's what it is, because it isn't what you've done over the last however many years back, it well could be something different next year. It could be extremely dry or critically dry, whatever it might be. Your habitat and or your footprint that you're trying to make here is for maybe next year more than anything. I guess if I’m not told otherwise, the bigger the “bang for the buck” kind of thing I'd rather go for that. It's consistent with the prior information in the flow study and all those other source documents and so that that that's when there that I'm OK with and I heard that it could be done. The spring Chinook movement one is another one where I'm willing to go with it and I'm not saying one time basis, but I just would caution again that when we get into this scenario of the consideration of what it is, I understand the safety and but if you pushed it to the right there, it's going to be drier. The spring Chinook it's going to be a lot more accretion flow and that'll be adding to, but if you go into the drier periods of time and move that, those two bumps over to the right there. I think you're going to do 2 things there with the precaution of let's figure out real cautiously when we make these changes, or other considerations other than what's the charge here of restoring the fishery.

SN: Yes, I was asking about your comments regarding not meeting the geomorphic objectives. I'm confused because: Patrick, can you go to the slide before this one? It's one before this one. Or no, keep going. Do we have the other riparian hydrographs there? Yes.  This one of the hydrographs that was developed by the Hoopa team, and it has a maximum peak of around 5200.

SN: I guess Mike, that's what's confusing to me. If your concern is that the other hydrographs, the fisheries and geomorphic ones weren't going to meet 11,000 or weren't going to meet their objectives because water was shifted out of the spring into the winter. I'm confused as to why then the Hoopa team would bring forward hydrographs that are further away from that 11,000 CFS.

MO: We have staff that work all over the place in the basin and they're free to express their issues and concerns.  We have a component of our program that is probably the expertise of the program for riparian.  We have a riparian ecologist  at the TRRP office , I'm sure they advocated strongly for what they thought was the best thing to be done, but that has gone through the sieve of the IDT and other factors now.  Those other two graphs is what I thought was being talked about there, with fair consideration of what they presented and the positions they took on riparian benefits.  I saw what two recommendations were. Was it involved throughout the whole process, but we have staff that was there, but at this point in time what the recommendations were, that's what it showed, and I assume that they went through the sieve of and discussion and or dialogue on how different issues, concerns could be integrated and if necessary compromises or consensus reached on the approach. That's where I'm at with it at this point.

SN: OK.

BP: I'm going to ask my question now. I'm curious if we go to forward to these pulses intended to stimulate Spring Chinook migration up upriver. I'm curious what sampling is in place to confirm or refute that fish are moving.

PF: I'd have to defer to, if there's any technical staff on the call that are involved in that level of monitoring. I see Ken raised his hand. Maybe he can respond?

KL: Yes, I'll just jump in. We should have the JC weir in before that first bump and I believe we can fish it to 1000 CFS.  Lewiston release I'm not sure what's the peak of that? What's the nine to two of that second peak? You know off time if you don't know off the top of your head, it's OK.

PF: It's just it's like it's like 1200.

KL: Yes, and that maybe, I'm not sure about 1200, but certainly I think we can fish the 1000 CFS. We should have that in place for at least that first bump, if not both.

BP: But that would only give you information fish that might be holding below the JC weir and then move above the JC weir.  There's likely to be fish down at Grace Falls and other places farther downriver that might move in relation to this or not.  If the goal is to actually move fish, you know we need to ensure we have monitoring in place to show that our intended, in full spirit of adaptive management, that we are learning from these actions that we're taking.

MO: Hey. Hey, Bill. I'm sorry.  Somebody's already got.thier hand up  I'll go after her.

BP: Yes, Mike.

MO: Has her hand raised? I'll go after that person. There's a hand raised. I don't know who number one is.  Sir?

BP: That's Todd.

MO: I'll go after him.

TB: Mike, go ahead.  I'll I want to speak to something apart from what Bill mentioned, so go for it.

MO: I would just say something to look at for a consideration to give you some guidance.
There was an EA for the 2021 action that was taken. It was taken as a result of a FARs call, but the FARs released it start on August 15th, as you well know.  Or the consideration for fall FARs flows, but in that year it was started sometime in the latter part of July and early August is what I remember. That's when it gets drier just intuitively that's what people observe. You're going to be at the base 450, but it was, in that case, it was to move fish out of lower Trinity tributaries like Horse Linto Creek, Hoopa Reservation tributaries to Hoopa Gorge. There was people that were floating through and seeing congregations of fish in the refuge areas, so those were all the things that were done back. Then I would just say as you move it towards that line more and it's going to be wetter as we know more water accretion flows. I'm comfortable with moving it to the right there to meet whatever the concerns are about the 700, that other issue about public safety if that makes sense.

BP: Yes, it does, thanks.  We're characterizing these as spring Chinook migration pulses, and we have geomorphic pulses. We, in theory, have monitoring to show the effect of those pulses on geomorphology. We should ensure that if the intent is to move spring Chinook, there should be some monitoring place to help determine what effect that had. If it had no effect, then we that's important to know if it had a small but positive effect that also is important to know. Any effect, we just need to have some monitoring in place to provide the information because in the absence of information this this program has a history of just continuing to do something when it may not have the intended effect.  Not a criticism of the pulses per say, we just need to ensure we’re collecting the data to help support the decisions we're making.
SQ: Thank you, Bill. Just to let you know, this Shane.  The Yurok tribe for the past, three or four years have been doing refugia dives at that time. We're usually just looking for sick fish or just fish held up in the refugia. We don’t measure the migration exactly, but we are keeping an eye on things. And somehow, maybe we can turn that into some kind of monitoring aspect.

BP: Yes, thanks for that. It was my understanding there was monitoring plan being developed for this year's action.  What I was hoping to hear is that this was being included in part of that monitoring plan, but it sounds like it's not. I will yield to the floor Todd Buxton.

TB: Thank you, kind Sir. I want to speak to that 11,000-peak idea, maybe beating a dead horse at this point. Unfortunately, our channel is locked in by a robust riparian system.
The key hasn't been thrown away; we still have some tools to cause river migration and with river migration comes evolution and reworking of those sediments that's needed for ecosystem help, but instead, what we have is a largely intact riverbanks.  We blast them with the high flows over winter and then we come to spring, and I would normally be one who argues for hydromorphic peaks to try to do more geomorphic work but, at a certain point, you with the channel not migrating very much and some places not at all for year after year you start running out of sediment in the channel. Now this speaks to what I think Bill kind of raised is that if we're going to justify something based on an intended outcome, we should be monitoring that potential outcome to see if we accomplished our goals.  This an area with a geomorphology we could improve.  Again, more monitoring, more money would be to go out and take a look at these delta deposits that we know were strongly rejuvenated by tributary flows and see if an 11,000 peak is warranted to help mobilize some of that material. We haven't done that. It's not in our monitoring plan. We don't do that before spring flows to help in our planning.  It's kind of a windy explanation that in the with the current information, I wouldn't want to release another 11,000 for the reasons I've given, but if we have more information, we might find justification for wanting to do so.

BP: Seth, go ahead.

SN: On Todd's topic there too, I would also state that if flows from the dam can be synchronized with those tributary flows it's entirely possible to move those delta sediments with a different level of flow and perhaps more appropriately timed.  I think any investigation into whether or not delta sediments can be moved by a certain level of flow should really also be looking at how those delta sediments could or could not be more effectively moved with flows that are synchronized at the time that the tributaries are inputting those sediments into the stream.  One other thing I would point out is that the 11,000 CFS is essentially the limit of the infrastructure and different things, of course we've heard we could get to 14,000 by charging Lewiston Reservoir.  For all purposes the 11,000 is essentially the limit of the infrastructure and it's not necessarily the best thing for the river without paying attention to the frequency. As Todd really astutely pointed out without the addition of fine sediments that really help mobilize other sediments.  There's a lot to think about here, not just simply with the assumption that 11,000 CFS is good.

BP: All great discussion points.  Can Patrick, can you go back to the recommendation slide? We've been presented some various hydrographs, and we have this recommendation here. Do we have anyone that would like to offer a motion? Bradley?

RO: I'll start the process and make a motion that we adopt hydrograph B, but they shift in that first of the two peak hydrographs away from July 4th to I believe it was July 7th.

PF: It's the 8th but yes.

RO: Thank you for the clarification. From July 4th through July 8th to avoid aforementioned holiday weekend river traffic. Actually, just go on and just we'll just take away that last part out and let’s say, from July 4th to July 8th. Thank you.

BP: Liam your hands up?

LG Yes, Trinity County would second on that and thank you guys for all your input and your concern and all the hard work to the work group, the water for the work group put towards this Trinity County does appreciate that we would second.

PF: Just a friendly comment, Radley. Thanks for the for the motion if you're comfortable with it, I'd recommend you also recommend that we implement Hydrograph D as well because that provides a contingency just in case we have an extremely wet year. If you would like and if you're comfortable with that, I'd recommend that you just amend the motion to include D and then the shift from the 4th to the 8th. That applies to both B & D.

RO: Liam, I'm going to make up a little modification. Thank you for that. We adopt hydrograph B parentheses, wet year and then or hydrograph D as in delta, or extremely wet year. Thank you for that. I meant to say that. I just. I was focused on B. Thank you.

BP: Mike Orcutt? 

MO: I was exchanging information with my staff there. I would offer that this would be the second part of the motion. The first just kind of go in by chronology of the timing of it. For consideration of modification that the modification being that we go to the 11,000 in either wet or extremely wet for geomorphic benefits. Understanding a lot of debate which is had about all of that would be my request to modify the motion. And this timing wise, that would be first as far as hydrograph impacts and then the pump and the latter is later in the water year.

BP: You're offering a friendly amendment than propose a motion.

MO: Yes, there you go.

BP:  And so that's back to you, Radley.

RO: Yes, hang on one second. I'm confirming with staff here too, hang one second. Mike. I'm probably not going to take that friendly amendment. I'm going to probably stick to the to the one that's recommended. I think it's 8700. I think Liam made a motion the my first one, I don't know if he's had a chance to address that friendly amendment.

LG: Trinity County would stay with their original initial friendly amendment from Radley Ott.

BP: I Am not skilled enough to know the next steps here.

MD: If there isn't a competing motion to take a vote on, you would just call a vote on the existing motion that's on the table.

BP: I'm given that Mike Orcutt’s friendly amendment was not accepted. Then does that open an opportunity for a competing amendment or competing motion?

JLy: Yes, it does, Bill.

MO: I don't know the answer to that, but I'd be willing to frame it a little bit better if, but it you got to answer that first question. I guess I'd rather I could frame it with the wet being 8500, and the 11,000 is, I guess extremely is what I'm told that's the peak in the wet year is 8500, extremely wet 11,000. A slight difference, but the concept is there to try to meet geomorphic considerations based upon the longstanding effort there to use that water that in in that time of the year for that purpose.

LG: Bill, just for clarity, did Mike just say 8500? I thought we talked about 78 earlier.

MO: I was conferring with staff, and they pointed out that the wet peak geomorphic. I'm just kind of emulating what's kind of like standard information, but in wet years it's 8500 geomorphic peak spring runoff, and then 11,000 extremely wet. It would be different between the two, depending on what the water year was. Because the first one I just had 11,000 either wet or extremely wet so that's a small distinction maybe, but that's what I was offering.

BP: Yes, Mike and I guess the question is that for the wet year, I think the hydrograph presented to us goes to 7800, not 8500. 

MO: Yes, there you go.

BP: Is are you recommending them the 7800 in the wet or the 8500?

MO: 8500

MD: Mike does that accurately capture your revised friendly amendment there?
Sorry, it's hard when we're talking through stuff stream consciousness, I've got to be careful that I'm capturing it right.

MO: Yes, I apologize for slipping it in that way, but I thought it if it makes any difference, I wanted to make the slight modification from what I said earlier.

BP: Getting back to you, Radley.

RO: Yes, I'm deliberating. Thank you.

BP: OK.

RO: I’m a little bit reluctant to follow the 11,000 and kind of want to stick with guidance that came out of the work group. Mike, I mean, if you wanted to compete in motion, you're more than welcome to.  I kind of want to stick to both recommendations came out of the work group.

LG: Could I interject there?  Bradley, are you agreeing or saying that you would not want to go to 11,000 and you want to stick with your 7800 initial motion that you made? 

RO: Affirmative, yes. Thank you.

LG: Is that our motion the table?

BP: I believe so.

LG: Is that seconded by me initially? Trinity County.

BP: Yes.

MD: Yes.

MO: Could I make one last comment?

BP: Sure. 

MO: I'm not sure I'm going to convince anybody, but we've been shunting water down the river on all kinds of different levels this year, some of it under the safety of dams releases.
And by God, we have a fair amount of water to use here, and my concept is I can be convinced otherwise.  But I got to go with, like, my understanding of a lot of the development of the flow recommendations and the evolution over the years. But by God, if we're not going to meet some of those tenets of what we’re trying to do with the water we had this year. But we're going to move it for a holiday weekend, which I think is important. But the science part of it accept it because there was dialogue in the ID team. That's great I guess, but I don't necessarily agree with that. Thank you. It's my last comment.

BP: Thank you, Mike. Does a competing motion happen prior to vote on the initial motion or after?

MD: As far as I'm aware, there's not a competing motion Bill, because Mike offered it as a friendly amendment, not as a competing motion. 

EH: Right now, there's just a motion on the table that we are waiting to vote on.

MO: You guys are tripping me up with your rules now.  My understanding is that what you just said, if I got an offer, it's friendly or competing motion, then it would have been voted on first.  I thought it was going to be some ability to integrate what I so. However, that plays out.

EH: Maybe I could help clarify because I'm looking at the screen, so we have a motion and a second a friendly amendment was made by Mike Orcutt. The friendly amendment was not accepted. Right now, the only motion the floor to vote is the one that was accepted. If anyone on the TMC wishes to make a competing motion, they can certainly make that competing motion and if there's a second to that motion that will get voted on first. Right now we don't have a competing motion, we just have one motion and one second with no amendments that's on the screen.

MO: Mr. Chairman, I would offer to change mine from a revised friendly amendment to a competing motion for consideration by the TMC.

EH: But then we just need a second.

BP: I will second that for consideration.

MO: Thank you.

BP: I believe that now that we have a second, we can discuss continue, discuss the competing motion.  Correct, me if I'm wrong.

EH: That's right, and you vote on this competing motion first.

BP: I guess I'm trying to; apologies if it was in the presentation and I missed it, but why we would not go to 11,000 CFS in the extremely wet here? Yes, Patrick.  Oh, sorry, Liam. Had to stand up first.

LG: Excuse me that that was an old hand. I'm sorry.

BP: Well, Patrick, you're #1.

PF: Thanks Bill. I just want to make clear and acknowledge my flow work group colleagues when I said it was not possible to meet 11,000 that was wrong, it was not correct, as we've talked about.  We did have discussion as to given that we've met 11,000 CFS in years previous like the last three years at least, that we had many or at least a few, high flow events this season already. Although we had the synchronization flow, although that only went up to 6500, we had other natural high peak flow events that we considered when developing our hydrographs this year. The flow regime as it's been implemented over the past 20 years, since the ROD flows began the 11,000, as Ken was talking about the 11,000 CFS peak we've actually hit that more often at least I think, at least in average flows, then even in an unimpeded spring hydrograph. Although it's beneficial to hit 11,000 for geomorphic objectives, we've actually done that more than what would've happened in a natural regime given that we had geomorphic events that took place this year.  That information that was discussed the flow work group, not because we couldn't hit 11 or 8500, but because it seemed that this year we had an opportunity to, or perhaps there was benefits to not meeting going that high. There was actual ecological benefit to not doing so. That's why the hydrographs we selected did not specifically hit those two peaks.

BP: Thanks for that clarification there. Todd. We cannot hear you, Todd.

TB: I've been talking to myself; it's been quite enjoyable. Everyone keeps saying we've met 11,000 a couple times this year on the river.  It depends on where you're at on the river. At Limekiln Gulch we've only gotten up to about 6500, so that section of the river and upstream is not seeing 11,000 and that includes the Rush Creek Delta. Looking at Douglas City, there is provisional data reported here. It just doesn't appear correct given the provisional nature of this data. But it shows a similar circumstance at Douglas City. In fact, according to the data that we have available now, it's not been reached 11,000 upstream of Douglas City. Just wanted to offer that.

BP: Thanks, Todd. Patrick?

PF: Old hand, I apologize.

BP: Oh, it's OK. Justin?

JLy: Thank you, Bill. With the competing motion, we don't have a hydrograph in place. This would have to be graphed out and then there would have to be DSS run, and analysis run. I'm not sure that this is the right move. We have the technical staff, the workgroup, who came up with recommendations.  Now we're basically changing the hydrographs outside of this what the technical group came up with?  I'm not in favor of it.  I don't think it's a good idea, and it's probably going to delay it. Because we really don't have any models for this, or these two hydrographs.

BP: Thank you for that perspective.  Mike Orcutt?

MO: Well, the ideal situation would be what Todd Buxton said there.  You could fashion it to do something with the tributary delta formation. There's all kinds of good things you probably could do, but we're pretty late in the game here on this stuff for this year. What I heard earlier when it was being discussed was, one, there wasn't a realization that the peak wasn't going to be necessarily met and then we had ample water to be able to meet it if we wanted to.  That gives us flexibility in my mind.  Then historically, if you look at the evaluation that I'm aware of with this program, we know that those geomorphic things have not produced the benefits that we have thought they were. We do know that different areas of the river, that's why some of the winter flow variability picks up and you can observe that from Canyon Creek down, Junction City down, when there's accretion flows on top of high runoff, then you're seeing some major changes there in the river channel. That's analyzing all of that with the existing and all new information plus old information. This tells me that we're trying to make it better for the coming year, not knowing what necessarily the habitat or the river channeling morphology is going to be the next year. I'm just saying we have water.
We had ample water and we've been spending water for all kinds of different things under safety of dams already. In the spirit of that concept, if we can meet some of these targets here 8500, but that's what's on paper already. And then 11,000, if it was extremely wet, I don't see we have not met it that many years. That's the reality of it and. So that's my last pitch on it. Thank you. And somewhere we need to call the question, Mr. Chairman. At some point.

BP: Yes, that is true. All right. Are we done discussing the competing motion?  I will call a vote for competing motion, A. National Marine Fisheries Service.

JLy: No.

LG: Could you repeat the initial one? Are we voting on Radley right now?

BP:  No, it's my understanding we vote on the competing motion first. This the motion that that Mike Orcutt put forward.

LG: Thank you for your clarity.

BP: Fish and Wildlife Service will vote no. Reclamation?

EH: No.

BP: Forest Service?

KM: No.

BP: State of California?

RO: No.

BP: Trinity County?

LG: No.

BP: Yurok Tribe?

TH:  I'm going to vote no.

BP: Hoopa Valley Tribe?

MO: I got to vote yes for it.

	 
	Competing Motion A

	NMFS
	N

	FWS
	N

	Reclamation
	N

	USFS
	N

	State
	N

	Trinity
	N

	Yurok
	N

	Hoopa
	Y




BP: That brings us then to the competing motion does not pass. Then we go to Radley's motion, B.  National Marine Fisheries Service?

JLy: Yes.

BP: Fish and Wildlife Service votes, yes. Reclamation?

EH: Yes.

BP: Forest Service?

KM: Yes.

BP: State of California?

RO: Yes.

BP: Trinity County?

LG: Yes.

BP: Yurok Tribe?

TH: Yes.

BP: Hoopa Valley Tribe?

MO: No.

	 
	Competing Motion B

	NMFS
	Y

	FWS
	Y

	Reclamation
	Y

	USFS
	Y

	State
	Y

	Trinity
	Y

	Yurok
	Y

	Hoopa
	N



BP: The motion passes. Thank you all for your thoughtful discussions. Now if there's anything we need to do to memorialize this other than the notes.

MO: Doesn't it usually go forward in a letter to the regional directors further. That's the next step, isn't it?

MD: I'll have a wet and an extremely wet letter drafted for your signature Bill, probably by close of business Friday, unless something comes up.

BP: OK. Sounds good and I’ll be able to get that signed by probably Monday morning and then forward it on to the appropriate signatories, or however, that works on Monday. Next agenda topic is topics for June TMC meeting. Just a reminder that that the June TMC meeting is where we generally have a decision item on the budget for the following fiscal year, so be fiscal year 26 budget. That will be a topic for that June meeting. Are there other topics that that people would like to talk about?
MD: I had asked that Femka Freiberg from the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation come and present on how our first grant with them has played out because we're going to be getting into the last year of their agreement and we're done soliciting new proposals. Then I would be probably asking for the TMC to recommend a path forward, either seeking a new grant or some other option for watershed restoration granting or us doing that work ourselves. However we decide to go, we won't be able to use our existing NFWF agreement anymore, so we'll need a new path there.

BP: Mike?

MO: I'd like to add the PFMC Klamath Dam Removal work group. There will be a meeting in in July, I think it is.  A formal meeting of that group, so it would be timely and then we'll see the lay of the land in terms of what's available for harvest and that type of things as well. Maybe a general topic, but the PFMC Dam Removal work group would be the primary topic there.

MD: Are we volunteering Brett for that or who am I assigning to that one?

MO: I'm not sure, I want to talk about the topic. We got a letter that your former regional director signed. We have staff that's responded to that and in advance of that meeting and in July, so it would be however you want to do it.

MD: OK. Thanks.

BP: Perhaps we can have a discussion at our next call to flush that out a little more. Ty?

TW: Yes, since Eric's not on, I can cover a couple of the science things that will probably be coming up in June. The FY26 science proposals are planned to be presented at the June meeting. Also, the riparian group is likely to have an updated temperature target for the pond turtle that will be seeking approval for or presenting on at least. Also, from the riparian workgroup and Simone is leading this.  The large wood augmentation plan, which could include potentially some budgeting request for FY26. I thought there was something else, but it's escaped my mind at this point.

MD: Do you know if we have any key milestones with the Cramer contract before then?
I don't off the top of my head.

TW: I don't think there's any key ones with Cramer off the top of my head, but I did remember the last thing. Probably a presentation the assessment of the winter flow adaptive management project.

BP: Thanks Ty.  Liam?

LG:  Yes, with the current funding and all, maybe this may be a recurring theme.
But Trinity County would like to have updates quarterly on the funding of the hatchery and how it's coming along and where it stands as we know.

MD: I think from talking to Bill, when we’re working on this agenda, we're going to plan to have a hatchery update as a standing agenda item for the foreseeable future. Kind of like the Central Valley operations update.

LG: Thank you, Mike.

BP: Yes. And along those lines, I think if we just make sure we are cognizant of those incorporating any budget impacts or changes to contracting whatever is part of that would be helpful.  Thank you. That's perfect. Justin?

JLy: Could we get into a deeper dive on the remaining synthesis reports? Where we're at and what it'll take to finish those. Then along the same lines for all those synthesis reports that have been completed which, are a lot, and I appreciate all the effort that folks have put into. It would be really handy to get a take home message from each of those, like some bullets because there are a lot of them that have been completed and I can't.  I can't really say that I understand them all, and if there was a really nice executive summary with bullets of the key points or key messages from those reports, that would be super handy.  It'll help with the public communications staff well.

BP: I think Ty might speak to this, but I believe the work groups have been doing something along those lines.  Ty, did you?

TW: Yes, that's what my hand was for.  Just to clarify, Justin, we have Kyle De Juilio put together an awesome action tracker type thing for all the recommendations that were made in the synthesis reports that have been released. But we're looking for is more of a take home of what was uncovered or what the results of the study were more so than the recommendation and actions that could come out of them.

JLy: That's correct.  I would appreciate both I would want to see the action tracker as well. Yes, I was asking more about the take home messages.  Where are the key points?

TW: I know the work groups have been updating that action tracker and prioritizing tasks based on the recommendations, but we can work on developing kind of a take home message executive summary as well.

JLy: Thank you.

TW: Thanks for clarifying.

BP: Kiana?

KA: I put a link in the chat our 2024 ED report has synopses for all the publication or, not all the publications and reports, but most of them that came out in 2024 and there are also two that were included from 2023 because they weren't highlighted in the last annual report. If you scroll down to about a third way through the page, or sorry a little bit over halfway through the page, you'll see final publications and reports

BP: Thank you for that. Any other thoughts or topics?  That look like a pretty full agenda at this point. Go ahead, Tim.

TH: Yes, just really quick the June meeting we’re trying to schedule that in Weitchpec, right? But I assume that's not going to happen. We're doing remote.

BP: I think on paper; I think which Weitchpec is where we are intended to be. A lot can change between now and then.  I think we would prefer to have it in person. We would need to make sure we are able to travel, but that also we have some note taking abilities in place.

TH: Yes, let's check in May or whatever at the May monthly call, and then we'll do a status check.

BP: OK. Sounds good.

TH: Thank you.

BP: Well, thank you all for thoughtful discussions and these thoughts on our agenda items for the next meeting.  Mike and I will work on the flow recommendation memo for regional directors.  With that, are there any parting thoughts or comments?

JLy: Thank you, Bill. I appreciate it.

BP: Yes. Thank you all for your time.

TH: Yep, good job, Bill. Thank you everybody. Thank you, staff. Michael, hang in there.

LG:  Thank you, guys, Trinity County says thank you.
BP: Alright, well, meeting officially adjourned.  Thanks for your time.

Adjourn
Topics for June
FY26 Budget approval
FY26 science proposals
NFWF presentation
Watershed granting path forward
PFMC Klamath Dam removal work group update 
New temperature target for pond turtles (RAE WG)
Large Wood Augmentation Plan (Simone Groves)
Winter flow AEAM project presentation
Hatchery update, to include the modernization contract (standing agenda item)
Deeper discussion on remaining synthesis reports – also develop executive summary/key points from synthesis reports
Inundation and scour model for foodscape
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* Remaining sites prioritization and scoping
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