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MD Well, Keli, I think gang's all here. We have forum. I think all parties are represented.

Introductions

KM Alright, well it is 9:00. Sorry I am not there in present, or I'm not present there in person. We are still in strange times with travel restrictions so, reporting here from my office in Redding, California. But I appreciate you accommodating the mix of virtual and in person today. Shall we start with introductions?
JLy That's Sounds good.
KM Alright, I am Keli McElroy. I am representing the Forest Service on Trinity Management Council and for this meeting and hopefully this meeting alone, I am the Chair of this group. I will pass it on to, let's see. I can't see who's all in there in person, so I will pass it to. The NMFS representative is Justin there? 
JLy Yes, good morning.
KM All right.
JLy Justin Ly with NOAA Fisheries out of the Arcata. This office.
MD Trevor?
TM Trevor Morgan, I am filling in for Radley Ott for California Natural Resource Agency.
SQ Shane Quinn, Yurok Tribe 
MO Mike Orcutt, Hoopa Valley Tribe.
EH Elizabeth Hadley with Bureau of Reclamation 
VR Vicky Ryan, Fish and Wildlife Service 
MD Mike Dixon with Trinity River Restoration Program.
JA Justin Alvarez, Hoopa Valley Tribe.
EP Eric Peterson, Trinity River Restoration Program.
EE Erica Engstrom, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.
FF Femke Freiberg, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.
KL Ken Lindke, California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
SN Seth Naman, NOAA Ffisheries.
MD All right, now we're back to who's online, Keli.
KM All right, Eric.
MD Eric is here. He's just on twice.
KM Oh, alright, sounds good. And Samantha is our note taker?
MD Correct. She's secretary of the Restoration Program office and is taking notes for us today.
KM OK. Awesome. Thank you, Sam. I appreciate that. Kiana is she present?
I missed that. Alright.
KA I’m here. I'm here everyone. Good morning, Kiana Able, TRRP Public Affairs Specialist.
KM Thank you. Zach?
ZR Zack Reinstein, Yurok Tribe
KM Thank you.  Derek?
DR Good morning, Derek Rupert here, Fish Biologist with the Bureau of Reclamation.
KM Thank you. Patrick?
PF Hey, good morning, Keli and everybody. My name is Patrick Flynn with Trinity County. I am an Environmental Compliance Specialist and I'll be serving as the TMC Rep for sure today and likely tomorrow as well. Thanks.
KM Appreciate it. Thanks. Chris?
CL Morning Keli. Chris Laskodi, Fish Ecologist for the TRRP and also the Yurok Tribe TMC alternate.
KM Good to see you. Morgan?
MK Good morning, Morgan Knechtle, CA Fish and Wildlife.

June Agenda
Decision Item

KM Awesome. Is there anybody that I, that did not introduce themselves? Right. Well, awesome. First order of business is approval of the agenda. Hopefully you all have an agenda in front of you and had a chance to review it.
MD   Stand by. I'm trying to put it on the screen for you folks. We have a slightly different set up than I'm used to working with, so I'm a little slow.
KM No worries. Perfect.
MD Alright, good to go.
KM Anyone have any comments on the agenda today?
MO This is Mike Orcutt, I have just one. I am on the tail end of it on tomorrow at 1:30 and I pretty much need to be out of there by 2:00. So however, that works with the agenda for the little presentation I'm supposed to make tomorrow in the afternoon. 
MD I know Ken didn't anticipate needing very much time for his update on the getting going on the environmental flows report, so maybe we could squeeze you in before lunch? 
MO OK. 
TM I could swap with them. I'm right before I'm going to be here the whole time. 
MD the only thing you know what I this is my fault for not thinking this all the way through when I did together, this agenda ran up by Bill and Keli.
I do want the TMC reps to all see the concepts for Evans bar because we're about to, we're going to later this summer into the value engineering study for that project, and NEPA, before too long and so, I really want people to be comfortable with the direction we are going. I don't know if maybe we should consider moving you before lunch and bumping Ken after lunch just so that Mike has a chance to see that.
TM Sure, fine with me.
I'm free.
MO So it might do some juggling and we might pick up some time, somewhere along the way.
MD Yeah, let me at least maybe we adopt the agenda in principle and lock it in for today and then I might swap couple things with presenters overnight, make it better for tomorrow. That's OK. Does that work, Keli?
KM That works for me. Does that work for Mike?
MO Yeah, I moved to approve the agenda with the flexibility tomorrow. 
JLy I'll second now.
KM Awesome. Do I have to do anything with that? Or is that being caught?
MD Well, we need to take a vote. I guess this would be where there would be. There would be discussion if there was further discussion on the motion. Otherwise just call for the vote.
KM. Let's call for a vote, then. We will, I'm used to having something to look at.
MD Motion template so that you can record please?
EP Yes.
KM So let's start with. NMFS.
EP We should have motion template here in a second.
KM OK. Thank you.
MD We're going to get there. We got to get the cobwebs dusted off of our in-person TMC meetings after a break from March.
KM   Yeah. Alright, love it. Thank you. Motion to approve the agenda with flexibility.
EP To the department. Who moves though? 
KM Mike Orcutt?
JLy Seconded me.
KM Justin.?
EP OK.
KM Alright, Bureau of Reclamation?
EH Yes.
KM US Fish and Wildlife Service?
VR Yep.
KM US Forest Service, yes.  State of California?
TM Yes.
KM Trinity County?
PF Yeah.
KM Yurok Tribe?
SQ Yes.
KM Hoopa?
MO Yes.
KM And NMFS?
JLy Yes.

Motion: by Mike Orcutt to approve the agenda and arrange some things to accommodate Mike Orcutt’s needs to leave at 2PM on day 2 

Seconded by: Justin Ly

Friendly Amendment:

Competing Motion A:

	
	Original/Friendly amended Motion (Yes/No/Abstain)
	Competing Motion A
	Competing Motion B

	Reclamation
	Y
	
	

	FWS
	Y
	
	

	USFS
	Y
	
	

	State
	Y
	
	

	Trinity
	Y
	
	

	Yurok
	Y
	
	

	Hoopa
	Y
	
	

	NMFS
	Y
	
	


Agenda Approved Unanimously

KM Alright The agenda has been approved. Next, did we or I hope that you all had an opportunity to review the September meeting minutes. I think that that's a little typo on the agenda today.
MD Did I really do that again? Every meeting!
KM So do we have any comments or discussion regarding the March meeting minutes? Not hearing any. Do we have what?
MO I guess, this is Mike Orcutt. I just make sure I did meet the deadline on that you incorporated those?
MD Yep, I got your notes. Thanks Mike.
MO Just a quick question?
KM Awesome.
MO Madam Chairperson.

March Meeting Minutes
Decision Item

KM Do I hear a motion for approval of the March meeting minutes?
MO I'll move to approve the March quarterly meeting minutes. March, right?
MD Yep, not from the future.
KM Yep.
MO Do that too.
KM Thank you, Mike.
EH I'll second, this is Elizabeth.
KM Thanks, Elizabeth. Any further discussion or are we good with going into the vote?
JLy I think we're good.
KM Alright, we will start with Bureau of Reclamation.
EH Yes.
KM US Fish and Wildlife Service?
VR Yes.
KM US Forest Service? Yes. State of California?
TM Yes.
KM Trinity County?
PF Yes.
KM Yurok Tribe?
SQ Yes.
KM Hoopa Valley Tribe?
MO Yes.
KM And NMFS
JLy Yes.
KM All right.
MD Holy cow, two unanimous motions.

Motion: To approve the March meeting minutes by Mike Orcutt

Seconded by: Elizabeth Hadley

Friendly Amendment

Competing Motion A:


	
	Original/Friendly amended Motion (Yes/No/Abstain)
	Competing Motion A
	Competing Motion B

	Reclamation
	Y
	
	

	FWS
	Y
	
	

	USFS
	Y
	
	

	State
	Y
	
	

	Trinity
	Y
	
	

	Yurok
	Y
	
	

	Hoopa
	Y
	
	

	NMFS
	Y
	
	



Approved Unanimously

Comments on Non-Agenda Items

KM It's not even 9:15 yet. Do we have any comments on non-agenda items? First, from the public? Or maybe? No comments on non-agenda items?
EP Mike Dixon, do you want to take the control again? I start during the Minutes the motions. 
MD Sure. 
MO I do at the bottom of it is an Orcutt. I do at the bottom. But I'm going to wait for the public and other reports of entities.
KM OK. Reports?
MD we don’t seem to have any publics.
KM Yeah.
MD Unless Femke or Erica, I have things to say?
FF Nope.
KM Reports and comments from TRRP entities? OK, TMC discussion and comments.
You're up, Mike.
MO I think we've been in a; I'm trying to use the right words here. Cloud of uncertainty here for some period of time and maybe even continue today and what I would say is from our perspective, you know, we've been at this stuff a long time.
We recently met with the is it interim or acting? Anyway, The Regional; The present, Regional Director and staff on Wednesday of last week. And the take home message for us is we've been there for, take science if you want to, radiocarbon dating ceremonial sites for 10,000 years. We would say, since time immemorial. So, we have no other choices that river runs through our reservation. There have been periods of time that when there was uncertainty that most recently that I can remember getting older, so that in mind the 95-time frame, when there was uncertainty with the rest reauthorizing the program or not was a time when Hoopa stepped in and salvaged a lot of programs. The weirs, the tagging, the hatchery among others major tools these days for management of the fishery. So. I guess the upside of it all is I think we there's less people here. We had a virtual meeting the last time. There's a lot of restrictions that are coming down, but the river is a long way from being restored. We really emphasized, and we've actually written a letter to the Department of Interior, this Department of Interior Secretary. That there are 280 adult Klamath/Trinity Fall Chinook available for harvest on the Hoopa Valley Reservation, at which 3600 members. And that's just not it's been as low as 160. 
EH Sorry. Yeah, he keeps messing with the air. I have horrible allergies and that blows on me. I'm going to cough non-stop so if would mind?  It was perfect, however you had. I apologize. 
MO You’re messing my speech up.
EH Yeah, sorry.
MO So it's been as low as 160 in 2017 and so, my point here though, is we're not going anywhere we’ve expressed that.  Hopefully there's room and for some longstanding stability for the program, that's the way I'm looking at it at least is opportunities there. And so, we're a long way towards recovery. And one other thing I'll say is because it's always in the media the Dam removal on the Klamath. I going to talk a little bit about some of that tomorrow. The implications of some of that, but the fact of that is that's there's going to be a fairly large block of time when there's a lot of uncertainty in terms of fish populations and the recolonization and or whatever's going to happen on the Klamath. I certainly hope it's going to be quicker than that, and there's other people working on that. Including probably meetings this week in Ashland, OR about monitoring evaluation. All those things but the one thing there is the government really needs to step up. Even the prior administration really did have a strong presence as I would have liked. But anyway, that's the climate.
So we're the Trinity program and that's the perspective I would offer and I'm getting closer to retirement every day, and so I would certainly hope and that we have from our we have people taking over in our ranks and so. I just wanted to say that because I think there's been a lot of you got a whole list of all the people that are gone here that used to be at the table, so. Thanks for listening to me this morning.
KM Thanks Mike. How close are you to retirement? I hadn't heard that before.
MO Depends on what kind of deal I get out of this Administration.
KM Well, best of luck.
MO Or “we”.  We get. 
KM OK. Any other TMC discussion or comments? Alright. Let's move forward with the Executive Director's Report. Mike Dixon?

Executive Director's Report

MD Yeah, I guess that's me. Stand by. I'm trying to get teams to be in the right place for me to be able to project something. 
VR While he's working on that, a couple safety things I forgot to mention this morning. If there is an earthquake while we're in the building, you know, get under desks, but we are in like a safe location for like if there's a tsunami warning, we don't want to leave the building. We will be safer staying put.  That's it.
MO Could I ask a question of you? Maybe so I've heard a rumor that I wanted to verify that you guys are retaining this office building?
VR We are retaining the office building and Weaverville too. 
MO Weaverville too?  
VR yes.
MO Oh, I couldn't figure out, sorry. Well, so I read it, and I couldn't understand what it said about that, OK. Well, see! They set the stage for some positive things here then.
EH Finally.
MD Elizabeth knows that I'm perpetually pragmatic. I don't believe it until I see a new lease. Right now, our current lease expires in August, and I've not seen a new lease.
So yeah. We'll get to that in just a sec. So, this quarter's been pretty mundane.
Nothing terribly exciting or out of the ordinary other than us retaining our lease, which was a big win. We lost a lot of people since our last TMC meeting across the program. On the positive side, we did finish up that watershed restoration EA that we've been working on for like 3 years. And we've signed the FONSI. We're waiting on the BLM to sign the FONSI. They had to get some internal review of the wild and scenic determination on for that. And the Forest Service is in the middle of their objection period right now. So hopefully partners will be able to use that to help put projects on the ground faster as soon as next month. I don't need to dwell, well, maybe it's worth dwelling on all the people that left. You know, we lost a couple key people in our office. Doctor. Buxton decided to go ahead and take the early retirement and is still, as of this morning, participating from the sidelines a little bit.
He wants to continue to play some role in the Trinity, so he was emailing some advice to Eric and I, but unfortunately, he's not part of our core team anymore. Same thing with Lauren Alvarez, who was fairly early in her federal career. Had a lot of flexibility, took the deferred resignation program when it came around and I think is traveling the world right now or something. And we do have to pay their salaries through the end of the year, so we don't get any salary savings for those people who took the DRP. Similarly, Ty Wallin, who was a real, like I don’t know, a breath of fresh air in terms of bringing Arcata Fish and Wildlife Office and the program office together again and maintaining communications unfortunately had to do the right thing for his life and move with his partner to Boise, so he has moved on.  Deanna Jackson, who is our longtime Grants & Agreements Specialist, and when I say long time, I mean long time. She was at Reclamation’s Weaverville office before we had a restoration program. She has been with Reclamation since 1989, and she has now retired after a 36-year career with Reclamation. So, we're kind of scrambling to figure out who's keeping track of all of our grants and agreements right now. And as yet, nothing's falling through the cracks that I know of.
But it is a big loss to lose kind of that background continuity of the some of these people who keep the wheels turning behind all of our stuff are no longer with us.
Doctor. Connor Shea, as most of you guys know long term Fish and Wildlife Service employee here has been on and off really active with our design group and our physical work group has also retired. Bill Pinnix retired, had a great party at his house. got see a couple people from this office there.
VR Thanks for coming. That was cool.
MD Oh well, it was really cool. He's a big Tequila and Mezcal aficionado and I felt really sad that I had to drive myself and my daughter back to Weaverville, so I wasn't able to enjoy all that. Quite the lineup of bottles to try, and if you haven't been to Bill's place, you should find a way to get invited. He has an amazing little property with this incredible greenhouse that's like the size of this room and it is full to the brim with cloud forest plants like orchids of all sorts and carnivorous plants. It's really amazing. 
Kiana got swept up in the rapture up to the Department of Interior. So now she still is with us for the time being and we hope for the long term as the program's Public Affairs Specialist. But I can't tell her what to do anymore because I'm not the boss of her but she's continuing to do what she does for us until we are told otherwise. And I should say on that on that topic, Deanna's position was also swept up and consolidated as I was telling Vicki this morning, they had a similar experience with their grant specialist. We're hoping to be able to get that position back because it wasn't a position that Reclamation was assuming would be swept up, but she was swept up by series, not by function, just like Kiana. But I do think that there's value in us having somebody on staff tracking grants and agreements, because if Interior someday fills Deanna's vacant position, that still doesn't help me track all of our agreements and get funding to where it needs to go. So more to come on that. I'm hoping to be able to recover that position. All of these vacancies, besides leaving holes in our capacity to do work. The other thing that they're doing right now for us is introducing a lot of uncertainty about our funding with the positions that have gotten pulled out of Reclamation.
We don't know if we get to keep the funding for those positions or not, which maybe we get the salary savings and can at least benefit from that. If we don't get the salary savings, it's just 100% a loss for the program. So, that's one of many things that are uncertain with our FY26 funding, and we'll get to that when we talk about the budget later in the meeting. And then beyond that, we have a few other vacancies still open in the office besides Todd Buxton. We had a second physical scientist position that was readded to our org chart after it got dropped that we were hoping to fill this year before the hiring freeze started. And then Eric's former position that we already had a n offer out tentative offer I think out for that got axed when the hiring freeze went into effect will continue to be vacant for the time being. 	Comment by Justin D. Ly: ?
EH Do you want to talk about you?
MD Do I want to talk about me? I feel like I do a lot of talking about me during these Executive Directors Reports. Okay, we’re all wearing many, many hats right now.
And so among my hats at the moment is I am also not “acting”, but I am carrying out the duties of the Deputy Area Manager, so helping backstop Elizabeth on a lot of stuff like water and lands, safety, security and all of our administrative services that we retained that weren't swept up into Reclamation. And so, learning all sorts of fun things about water contracts and security response forces and things that I did not realize were going to be within my purview when I started with Reclamation. So, if I seem stretched a little thin sometimes my calendar is has gotten insane. I have some sympathy for Elizabeth's life because of the number of things that just get dropped on my calendar that I don't even know what the meeting is about, but I'm expected to be there. So anyway, there is that also. Thanks. Yeah. 

And so, the big positive news allegedly is that we get to keep our lease so. That was formally passed down that the letter of termination for our lease was rescinded. We now have GSA and our lease coordinator for Reclamation in a mad scramble to negotiate a new lease. So, I suspect that we'll probably end up exactly where we were before. It would have been nice to use this uncertainty and the lease termination to negotiate a better price for the government than the $17,000 a month that we're paying for our Weaverville office. But I think we lost that leverage because we now have no time to negotiate. So, we'll see what comes out of the new lease, but I expect we'll basically fall back into where we are right now. That said, in the long term, plan is still to consolidate our presence into the new Trinity River Hatchery administration building. It makes a lot of sense for the government because it adds very little cost to add cubicle space to the existing hatchery modernization. It will reduce our overhead substantially. It'll just require that Eric and I and a few of us, others of us from Weaverville, drive a little farther to work, but I think it's a better deal for the government. So that's the plan. That contract has not gone out yet. Derek, you're on the call. Has the design build gone out?
DL Well, you are kind of stealing my thunder for later, but. It's either today or tomorrow, fingers crossed.
MD All right. Well, that design build contract will go out for bid Derek will tell us more about that very shortly and hopefully that new building and the whole facility will be operational by sometime in 2029. So, what we're looking at right now is a short-term lease for the Weaverville office, not another 10-year lease. 
We do have our FY25 budget, so we do have now the capacity to fund agreements. We were stuck for a while because we were waiting on the administration to go through their claw back process, but we now have our money for this year.  FY26 budget is obviously going to be a topic for later in the meeting, so not much to share there. But I will say, I was a little worried about this year, but we got essentially a status quo funding. The only difference is because of some, and I will own some of this, incomplete communications will say between different Reclamation offices, we ended up with somewhat less Central Valley Project Restoration Fund dollars this year than the norm, but we anticipate being back in our normal one and a half million a year next year. But that does mean that we basically are pretty tight on money now because for us to do as much work at the Sawmill Gravel processing site that the rehab project that we're doing there to put the gravel processing site to bed for us to do what was anticipated and what was scoped this year. We have no extra money with the reduced amount of CVPRF funding, we're pretty tight on funds for the rest of the year. So, I don't anticipate having to come back to the TMC and ask for how to spend the rest of the money this year because I don't think there's going to be any. 

Implementation Update

MD On the implementation side, James and his family are off on the Big Island. He's scuba diving with his son Henry, and they're enjoying themselves, so I'll give you a quick implementation update on his behalf. Sky Ranch is where it has been for years. We're waiting on the three-way property transfer to happen between Trinity Public Utilities District, the BLM and the Forest Service. Honestly, at this point I don't even know whose lap that's in. Keli, do you know if that's where that's at these days?
KM It is in BLM’s lap. I didn't get an update because she wasn't 100% sure where BLM was.
MD Got it.
KM We are waiting on a piece from BLM, and I think that that's the last piece, although I we've heard that for a while.
MD Think we've been hearing that since like 2017. Every year, Sky Ranch is next year's project.
KM Yeah, I know.
MD We are not planning for Sky Ranch to be next year's project this year. We're going to move forward with the Evans Bar project.
KM Oh. OK.
MD Which the joint Yurok and State of California design team has developed and presented a series of conceptual alternatives that have been revised. We've gotten a lot of feedback from local residents, some of whom are not thrilled that that project is happening across the river from them, but we've done what we can to accommodate their access and other concerns. And you're going to be hearing more from Trevor on those conceptual designs shortly, tomorrow, sometime after I rejigger the agenda a little bit. We're going to move forward with 30% designs and a value engineering study that's scheduled for August and once we get that feedback and make any revisions based upon the feedback from that independent team, we will move forward with NEPA for a chosen alternative for that project that we hope to build next year.  I'll talk more about that a little bit when we get to the budget discussion also.  Sawmill gravel processing site, we were planning to do lowering, basically, this is an over generalization, but they were planning to do the bulk excavation and a lot of processing down to about one foot of above the low water surface elevation on river left and complete the side channel breach on river right this year or complete the repair of the side channel breach, I should say.
That project now may or may not happen because our AFA has drug out so long that the Yurok Tribe Construction Corporation is less certain that they're actually going to be able to execute it this year. But if nothing else, the funding to execute that work will be in the Yurok Tribe's hands. We keep saying it's going to be real soon and I just had to provide more feedback to the budget person today on some questions she had about the AFA, but we hope that it's out the door shortly. If nothing else, the money will be in the Yurok Tribes hands to execute the project maybe next year, if it doesn't happen this year, which is kind of disappointing, but, it is what it is. 
KM What the AFA? What does that stand for?
MD Annual funding agreement, it's under ta specific public law we call 638 law. It's basically the self-governance agreement that we enter into with tribes that's not dissimilar to an interagency agreement, except that one of the primary differences is that the tribes get the money in full, upfront, instead of having to invoice against the interagency agreement. Does that make sense? Or similar like an invoice against a grant where they would have to incur the costs in that invoice, so it gives the tribes a lot more flexibility with how the funding is used.
KM Copy, thanks.
MD And I guess just in the interest of. Oh, good gosh, there's another type of that we didn't catch here, so it's embarrassing. 20254, we're like, way in the future now. Hey! Who's running the show? The other thing that I'll say with that is just to acknowledge that like there's a lot of reasons why the AFAs are delayed this year, but as I said in, I think our last TMC update meeting, I won't make excuses for Reclamation because in spite of turnover and in spite of some of the other things that have happened, there was a specific lack of action on the part of some of our acquisition staff that led to us being this delayed, and there's no excuse for it because we're now almost six months into a 12-month agreement and I've been incredibly frustrated. I'm sure that some, I don't know if Mike or Shane themselves are as frustrated as maybe some of their staff are at this point with the funding that is supposed to already be in your hands. It's really upsetting to me that it's taken us this long to get the money to the tribes, not just on principle, but because we have work that needs to be on the ground that may not happen. Anyway, there's me venting about our acquisition staff who no longer works for Reclamation, they work for the Department of Interior. So, I'm not even throwing our own staff under the bus, I'm just throwing the department staff under the bus. 

Then the other thing, the positive side, they're moving full speed ahead right now with the Upper Corner Creek project. The second phase of that, they have a ton of work going on in the R2 footprint, which is where the river access was from the Junction City campground. The big push, besides the floodplain lowering that's supposed to happen there, is to get the new, it's not a boat launch, because boat launch comes, I guess with other maintenance obligations, but the new river access where there will happen to be a graded area for launching boats and a parking lot and a restroom. We're trying to get that in place by the end of July because that is a fairly popular place to access the river for boaters. We definitely want to have it in place for the summer season to the extent that we can. I'm sure that most of you recall, that the existing public access there was actually a long-term abetted trespass on private land. So, even though BLM had a sign across from the Junction City campground that said river access, the place where people access the river was not actually on public land. So, we're helping the landowner out with that by relieving him of the liability of abetting that trespass and also building a much better public access site that will actually have some restroom facilities which are sorely lacking in the Junction City Valley. 	Comment by Justin D. Ly: Restart here

I already mentioned the watershed EA, so I don't need to dwell on that, and then it's last things that I'll say before I hand it off to Kiana, are there are a few projects that are in the works right now for watershed work.  The Yurok Tribe’s Weaver Creek project on BLM land, we funded it, but BLM has the NEPA lead for that project and that's actually out for public comment right now. This is a pretty substantial floodplain restoration project that's right in the town of Weaverville from the confluence of East and West Weaver Creeks, down to about where the Weaverville Sanitary District area is. So, a big area that's like flattened mine tailings area that's not accessible to Weaver Creek that is now going to be accessible for the stream and its fish again. So, it's pretty exciting project once they get through NEPA. I don't think that project will physically start until 2026. The East Branch East Weaver Creek that is also; good gosh, I'm fired. I can't believe I have this number of typos in this report. The’East Branch East Weaver Creek culvert removal is in final cultural review, and we do anticipate that work should start out there hopefully in August to mitigate that fish passage barrier, it'll open up almost 3 miles of an anadromous fish habitat on the East Branch of East River Creek. It's a perennial stream and because of the water withdrawals from the main stem of East Weaver Creek by the Community Services District, the East Branch of East Weaver Creek often has more flow in the summertime than East Weaver itself, above the confluence. It's a pretty important cold water refugium for fish in the summertime so we're excited to get that project knocked out finally. That's a project that's going on through a NFWF grant and then the Salt Creek project, also through a NFWF grant, is in a scour analysis of a bridge or something right now associated with a broader project. And I don't know if you guys; well, you will be speaking to that tomorrow, so I won't speculate about that.
FF Later today.
MD But I don't actually know exactly where the Salt Creek project is relative to implementation timeline, but I'll wait till you guys hear from NFWF who does know.
So any questions on general program stuff for implementation? All right, Kiana. The floor is yours. You still there?

Publications and Education Materials

KA Good morning, everyone. Yeah. Can you hear me?
KM Yes, good morning.
KA OK, awesome. Good morning. Visiting you from the other side of the Rapture.
So I guess I would say that yes, I've been consolidated, and I feel like a little bit, I guess I mean the last three months has just been some of the most uncertain of my career and still it sort of continues for everyone. But I feel like having us be able to keep our leases given us all ray of hope over here for sure. We've been keeping up on public affairs and communications. It's been a challenge, for sure, but you'll see what we've been doing in the last three months through the public outreach update. Again, with education, materials and publications, we went through April, May and June and put out newsletters each month. Those links are hyperlinked to directly to the newsletters if you're interested in going and checking it out. And then below are just some of the highlights from each of those monthly newsletters.
MD How many of you guys have read the June newsletter that just came out any of you? It's pretty good. There's even an article about bats.
KA Yeah, Mike wrote a really great article about that.
MD There's a picture of a very young executive director if you're interested in what I look like before the weights of time and the Restoration program made me look like an old man.  Carry on Kiana. 
KA I was just going to say, Mike, you're such a great writer, and you know, notwithstanding the typos in the ED report. He's a really, really good writer, and actually none of those typos were yours, but. So, you should definitely check it out. And then the spotlight was not the Cottonwood for this last newsletter in June, Simone actually wrote about an introduction to grasses, which is really interesting, I know just from my perspectives, it seems like kind of one grass is every grass.
It's a world that I didn't know existed and it's very, very complex, and the article is just the tip of the iceberg, pretty much. We have some website updates within the outreach arena. If you go to our outreach page, you can find a direct link to all of our Science on Tap series and then also if I'm able to get a video and then edit it and post it up then I put them in that page as well. I've organized a page for our featured articles so you can go back and read all of our feature articles for the last few years. And then same with the watershed spotlight. There's an animal in a plant section, so I encourage everyone to go check it out. I did want to update the Annual Report for 2024 is in story map version that is 98% complete. Just waiting on a couple last details from the fisheries side and that will be posted as soon as soon as that information comes forward. Events that we put together with the RCD in the last three months are all listed right there. It felt like kind of a slow spring actually, but I'm always surprised what we can accomplish through these three months. I think the biggest highlight for me was our last science on top of the season, which was May 28th with Eli Asarian. He presented on Northwest California Beavers, it was a great, great presentation. We had over 100 people present, it was awesome, at the brewery and then that same week the RCD and us hosted a watershed tour on Grass Valley Creek, we had 36 people show up. Just really thankful for all those folks in parenthesis who dedicated time in the last few months to these events. And then, last week we went to the Hoopa Fish Fair, which was so awesome. Hats off to Justin and the crew who put that event on this year was. So, it was just really great, really great experience. James and Oliver and I were, and Eric and I were there doing art and also gave salmon life cycle, and the kids were awesome. From that event we took a bunch of photos of the kid’s art, and I'm going to make stickers and send them to the school when they're all finished. Again, in April, we sent out a landowner notification for the spring hydrograph as we do every year. And then you know, with the uncertainty coming up for me and our contract being rescinded for the RCD I think we do have upcoming events scheduled. There is a little bit, as I mentioned, uncertainty with if they will go forward or not. I'll keep pushing to put all these things forward, I think I have about a month of before I start, you know, scheduling all these things again so. Listed here are all the events that I anticipate through the end of September. In August, I've been in communication with Ann Willis from American Rivers to come and speak with us about the listing of the Trinity River as the seventh most endangered, that conversation I had with her was back in October to come and present to us in August.  I have reached out to her, but haven't heard back, so I'll just mention that she's still unconfirmed. It'd be really awesome to get her here, but if we do, if she does come, then we'll highly publicize it and probably hold it on the river somewhere, likely at Indian Creek. And then I just wanted to mention you guys that as you know, as I said before, our contract with the RCD was rescinded and so I just wanted to highlight some of the things that we've done with them over the last 14 years. The partnership with the RCD, you know, started in the 90s with the Grass Valley Creek project.  And I that wasn't actually intended to do the tour. With, you know, the tour of Grass Valley Creek with that, that being our last event with them, but it ended up being just a really great, you know, tying of the bow basically on an amazing partnership that we've had with the that organization. Listed, there are some highlights from the last few years, and I think that the biggest one for me is that you know the RCD was contracted to do 6 to 10 events a year and I think we all we all knew in 2023 that we needed to get out there and be out there more, and so, in 2023, we did 25 events, which was, you know, more than double what their contract stated, but they were just really into, you know, getting get basically getting out there, getting the word out there, making sure that people understood what we were doing. In 2023, we also did the Wildland Scenic Film Festival, which was a really great event. In 2024. We had 27 events that we did together and of course the science symposium, they helped me put together. And then in 2025, only 17 events, but the year is not over. So, 17 events with them and the highlight being the Grass Valley Creek Quarter show tour. Hats off to those guys at the RCD, Duncan McIntosh was my partner in crime for the last few years and I will really miss that collaboration with him, but I think there's still a lot of interest in pushing these events forward through them. They're, moving forward with the Weaverville Summer Day Camp. They got some funding from outside agencies, and they've been doing 6th grade environmental camp since 2000. So, the TRRP isn't necessarily needed to fund those things this year, there's other organizations that are stepping up to be able to move the Salmon Fest forward, and also I think we limited some of Duncan's times that he could allocate some of those funds into those 2 events in September. Next year is uncertain, we're really hoping that other folks in the area are able to step up and fund his time basically. So yeah, that's it. Eric, you're up. Or I guess is there any questions? 

Science Update 

EP All right. Well, moving on to the Science Update, starting with the Limiting Factors Analysis. This is the phase two of the analysis the TMC approved funding between starting last year on through August of 2026. That funding is going through NFWF, which is sitting behind me here. That goes to the Cramer Fish Sciences Group (CFS) they are continuing to make progress with the coding of lifecycle model for us. That's what underlies the Limiting Factors Analysis they've been asking for data across the program, and although there were some delays as we got started on that, data is rolling in now and they're feeling much better about being on track to be able to complete that in August of next year. Fiscal year 26 science priorities. So, this is something that the IDT, the workgroups and the SAB all provide input on. It's a yearlong process to put these science proposals together. I'll be talking about those later this afternoon so, I won't get into too much detail here.  There are two proposals we will have come forward. These have been viewed across work groups by the SAB and we feel we have a couple of proposals that are really good for moving the science forward in the program. A little less than a half million dollars requested on that. Objectives, targets, monitoring and decision support. There have been no recent changes to our objectives and targets, although there are a couple of targets that are being revised right now in the fish and aquatic ecology areas. We have reviews going on for our monitoring and DSS topics and those began about a year ago and we hope to be wrapping them up this fall. We’ve got 13 of the 28 topics have been drafted, so those are starting to get completed. Good news there that things are moving along. Once we've got those completed this fall, IDT will wrap them into a single document for the SAB to review and then we'll be bringing that forward to the TMC. There will be some recommendations or changes to the long-term funding science activities that won't be able to inform this year's budget. But for FY27 budget, it will be seeing a few adjustments, and so far they're fairly minor adjustments, but there will be some adjustments that we're looking towards.  The Environmental Flow Evaluation. This is looking at our winter flow variability or environmental flows as we're now trying to call them. We are an adaptive management program AEAM concepts. The IDT has recognized that this is a major step forward in our management and needs to be thoroughly evaluated. And so, we've got a group working together to develop the environmental flow evaluation study plan, Ken Lindke will be talking a little bit more about that tomorrow.  The intent is to have that study plan done toward the end of this water year, before we go into the next water year. Moving on to Completed Reports, we've got three items that are either in peer review or under final edits. Actually, two of them are at the final edit stage and only one of them is still undergoing peer review process. For finalized reports, we have 3 new reports that have just come out. One of them is the SRH2D model of hydrology and fish capacity with the 2022 topography. This is a report by Nate Bradley. These are all hyperlinked here, so if you pull up the PDF version of your ED report, you can follow the links to see the reports themselves. Second one listed here is by Buxton and others, including Connor Shea. This is the development of a 1D HEC-RAS Hydraulic and temperature model, so it is designed specifically for being able to look at flows below our normal base flows within the restoration reach. And one of my presentations later today on Synthesis Reports, you'll see one of the origins of this. Third one here is from Taylor Daily and Adams. The Klamath Basin water temperature summary, it says Klamath on there, but that includes Trinity. So, Trinity is one of the portions of that report that is complete. As for Synthesis Reports, I'll be talking about these later, but there are still 4 outstanding Synthesis Reports. Three of them were funded in 2018, one of them in 2020. So, we've made a lot of progress with Synthesis Reports, but yes, there are still a few that are being wrapped up. We don't have any current post implementation reports. Going down to final data packages, we've had a lot come back in the last few months. The first two have to do with the SRH2D modeling that I just mentioned on the 2022 topography. One of those is a detrended elevation model which allows you to look at the depth of imagery relative to the 450 CFS water surface. Or the height above the river flood plains relative to that surface. Next one is wetted area polygons for a variety of flows that were calculated in SRH2D. The way the SRH2D model works, it operates on a mesh which has a lot of rectangular shapes to it and does the not provide a really intuitive looking riverbank. So, we then extrapolate that out to the actual edge of water or that topography in 2022.  I should note that Jeanne McSloy has really been stepping up on some of the Data Steward stuff. This is things that I used to do as Data Steward. She has taken these on and completed these datasets for us, so thank you, Jeanne.  Next one is an update to our environmental study limits online so you can download the current ESL data set from there, again something Jeanne took on.  Then the remainder of these are catching up with Steve Gough on the Fish and Wildlife Service on the Redds and Carcass survey data. So, we have both Redds and Carcass data for 2022, 2023 and 2024 here. So that's an additional six data sets those. Yes. So, thank you, Steve, for working with me to get those caught up. 
MD How are we tracking on time? 
EP Pardon? 
MD I'm just wondering how we're tracking on time. 
EP We think we're ahead of time. 
MD Yeah, OK. So, we can actually do the work group updates that I usually have to truncate. 

Technical Workgroup Briefings 

EP Yes, we can actually do work group updates. However, I think we have only a couple of people available that are work group coordinators but, for the Fish Work Group, Chris Laskodi is on hand. Chris, would you like to give the update for the Fish Work group?
CL Sure. Yeah, I can do that.
MO I have a question on the data stuff there? 
EP Oh, hang on, Chris. Maybe we have some questions before we get in.  Go ahead, go ahead.
CL Sure.
MO Well, you jumped from going down all those reports and you jumped over to the technical work group works. Are you done with those? 
EP That's what we were starting. 
MO OK. So, I do have a question. All the way let's see the Limiting Factors Analysis, the environmental flow evaluation. Have those groups been exposed to or aware of the what's called a 12 or 13ish items that we agreed to, or the Hoopa Tribe agreed to with the Bureau of Reclamation? Have you guys talked about it? Because I don't see it anywhere or evidence of that. 
EP So, those stipulations have been discussed with the IDT, and yes, in the fall for eliminating factors analysis with a similar time frame.  I don't see any changes that need to happen, there I think it just kind of underscores our need to get that completed and on time. The environmental flow evaluation, again, I think it really underscores the need for us to do a good job of adaptive management on the flows. I believe that this was something that the program needed to take on anyway.
I appreciate that it brought that topic to the forefront, but we're an adaptive management program. We need to be evaluating our management actions and so this is a need that that needs to be fulfilled anyway, and I appreciate the stipulation there to help underscore that and bring it to the front of everyone's minds. 
MO So. I youYou lost me on that last one there, but I'm assuming then that evaluation would incorporate whatever was relevant to that. Ok. 
EP And then the environmental flow evaluation, we began as an IDT topic. The IDT has now formed the subgroup to carry that forward. But. Yeah, the whole. IDT has discussed that, and we've also had a couple of non-official IDT members that have been participating as well, including Scott McBain.
MO Because that'll be a product as well as the consultation process. So that's OK. So, it'll be crosswalk with that as well hopefully. The consultation, yeah. 
EP I'm not sure I can say anything towards the consultation process, but we are aware of the stipulations and make sure that….. 
MO the last one is the cohort reconstructions called the Synthesis Report, I wasn't quite aware of that, but whatever it's called. When is it going to get done?
Because this has been a long time and it's a value a lot of value and the PFMC subbase and alternative among other things, and potentially eliminating factors as well. 
EP So I believe we're very close. Ken Lindke from the back…….
MO Hold on! Ken Lindke, he's not the guy that's holding it up though, right? So why is it not done? That's my general question. 
MD Well, see, he knows where it's at, he's the one responsible for that project. 
KL Yeah, it's my project. No, it's only one work. The model is now at a point where I'm comfortable starting to split the stocks out with other folks. The plan with the cohort reconstruction model has always been to separate Klamath/Trinity stalks, and the objective has always been to pull the Trinity out of that. But the R version of the model is not in a place where we're comfortable doing that yet because it's not close enough to the model that has been used in management for 25 years. So, we've gotten that a lot closer to the finish line to the point where I've handed that off to some other folks that work on it at the management level to do whatever they want to through the management cycle, but I now have a version of the model that I start pulling those two pieces apart. So that's a milestone. Now it's just a matter of finding time to work on it. 
MO My general question though is the whole thing started quite a few years ago. This recent PFMC alternative has emerged as something that we've actually promoted. But when would the model be peer reviewed? All those things that so it's ready for users and a lot of people, I’m assuming that some of the folks are reaching out to are the management type folks.
KL Essentially, I handed it off. You know the work that I've done on the model. Got it to the point where I've haended it off to those folks. So, they have it and it's like out of my hands. 
MO If they're going to use it anyway, they would have to go through the STT OK. 
KL Yeah, they're going to have to probably put it through methods review and technical team and statistical, there's another statistical group there, if I'm seeing one. 
MO But the coding stuff that was Denver, that's all been done, it’s back?
KL Yeah. So, I just have back to Denver about a year ago and I've been working on that continuing to refine our model to bring it in closer alignment with…..
EP Are there any other questions on general science topics before we jump into the Work Group reports? OK. Chris, go ahead and give us the Fish Work Group report please.
CL Yeah, no problem. Yeah. Fish Work Group met once this quarter. The main thing we've been working on is the core monitoring reviews. We had by far the most that were asked of us from the IDT, and we are about 1/3 of the way done. I think we've gotten 5 out of 12 or 13. So, that was the main the main point of our meeting. We reviewed those and then we're hoping to have those all done by the fall IDT meeting. And those will all be presented and then hopefully approved and then hopefully onto the TMC. We did revisit one of our metrics as part of the objectives and targets exercise. We're still waiting on the finalized version of the updated RBM10. To really get a good idea of what that metric is going to be. Other than that, that's about all I have for the work group, for the update for this quarter.
EP Alright, thank you Chris.  I do not believe Oliver Rodgers is on, so I would mention the Design Team report here. They met on May 21st, and largely focused on the Evans Bar project receiving the presentation similar to the one that you will receive tomorrow. Discussed the options that they're looking at there. There's a 30% design that is expected in the near future. There will be a value study done on Evans Bar in August of this year. Flow Work Group 
MD Patrick is on. 
EP Patrick, I can cover it. Basically, there has not been a meeting of the Flow Work Group this quarter. But Patrick did check in with the work group staff about ongoing progress on the action packer topics, and if there's any need to happens on those. There weren’t any specific needs raised for an immediate meeting. So, they did not have meetings last quarter. Yes. 
MO Are you asking a question on the Ethereum? Can I? 	Comment by Justin D. Ly: ?
EP Yes. 
MO On the Flow Work Group, so did we normally receive a recommendation that's made we've gotten a validation of that from the RDS about acceptance of the flow schedule is that been sent out already and all that kind of stuff? 
EH Are you talking about umm? 
MO A recommendation for this year's. After April, whatever period of time flow remainder of the water year that gets forwarded to the RDS, we get a letter back.
Has that letter been already sent back and all that? My only reason I'm asking though is and maybe it's delving into the hatchery side of things, but there's some concern about the growth levels and marking rates that Derek will maybe talk about.
But the question that emerged there was there any flexibility if you didn't, if you ran into any kind of temperature problems later here as far as a flow schedule, I'm told it's pretty hard and fast that it's locked in, but I just wanted to explore if that was any flexibility there at all? 
MD In terms of increasing flows during the release or? 
MO The nutshell of what I understand it is they're so they're too small to mark.
So maybe with her picking it up they'll get there, but the potential of running into July period of time when those hatchery fish are released, is there any flexibility at all? Because that's the question that they were exploring. 
EP We actually have a hatchery team, technical team report here as well. And that was delivered to me by Chris Laskodi from Derek Rupert, who are both online.
So maybe in a moment we have them address that question. 
MO OK. 
EP I think it is mentioned in that report. 
MO OK. 
EP But before we get to that, I'll go on with the Watershed Work Group has not had any meetings, so I won’t make Justin talk about that. The Physical Work Group we do not have Smoky Pittman available to my knowledge, so I'll mention that they met on May 12th and had a good discussion of finding sediments and wood proposals that James Lee has put together as a straw proposal. Just to get the ideas generating among the work groups about how to do fine sediment augmentation and or wood augmentation. They also had a subgroup of the physical work group meet with Seth Naman on May 29th and myself, to revisit the geomorphic attributes of alluvial rivers. This is part of the re-consultation efforts that are going on for the Trinity River Division and Reclamation and has a joint leads aspect to that, so, the tribes are both a part of that re-conciliation consultation effort. One of the things that we're going to be using to evaluate alternatives under that process is the attributes of the Louisville alluvial rRivers.

This was done back in 2000 for the record of decision that we have now and we're bringing that forward with revisions for renewed understanding, scientific understanding of the attributes. So, the physical workgroup has a sub worker that met with Seth and myself toward that. They've also been working on the modeling and monitoring reviews, completed a couple of them the detrended model review here is mentioned here and there's others that are being worked on. One of the others got completed is the Stream Gauging Monitoring. And I'll mention that the Stream Gauging Review has identified one stream gauge, Burnt Ranch, that does not really have use to the program, so it's proposed for possible removal. But there's also a request to add turbidity to, I can't remember if it's two or three gauges right now. So, as I alluded to earlier, for fiscal year 27, we'll likely see some adjustments to our long-term monitoring and that's a little bit of a preview there that I just gave you. Several work groups are having some challenges with the staffing changes in the Federal Government with regards to completing their monitoring and modeling reviews. Staff that were taking the lead on particular reviews may have left, and so they're having to adjust who is doing what on those reviews, but that is happening and that's mentioned both under the Fish Work Group as well as the Physical Work Group reviews here.  They also have been involved in the fiscal year 27 or they've also began to discuss sports fiscal year 27 priorities and proposals. This is, as I said, the development of our fiscal year proposals in the science program is about a year long process and we're already starting the thinking towards fiscal year 27 now. Riparian Aquatic Ecology Work Group and I don't believe that Brad Nissan is online, so I'll cover that too. They met on April 15 and had a lot of discussion of a newly proposed temperature target for turtles, as well as discussing they've been involved in the project for fiscal year 26 and I'll be presenting later today that looks at thermal heterogeneity through the lens of turtles. They've also been very involved in the wood management strategy and implementation plan. This is a synthesis report that is still outstanding, and it's been regaining a lot of momentum over the last year and the Riparian Aquatic Ecology Work Group is functioning as an advisory group to that. They mentioned the fiscal year 26 proposal. They've completed several of the monitoring and modeling review forms and also at that meeting, they planned a field trip to go look at some Reclamation parcels. The ones that that were recently removed a house from on River Acres in Junction City. TMC, I believe was fairly familiar with that because it's a relatively recently approved topic and also back in 2006 we removed a house from one of the Douglas City area and we visited both of those sites to think about what Reclamation should do in the longer term of those properties. That field trip is mentioned below in this happened on June 3rd generated a lot of ideas and those are being documented to assist Reclamation with towards the future on that. And last thing mentioned in here is they've identified priority items in the recommendations of existing synthesis reports that looks at evaluating berm conditions and so they're starting to think about what that means, and that may become one of the fiscal year 27 proposals, we'll see. As we go through that process, so that's over the next year. Moving on to the Interdisciplinary Team, the IDT, we met on April 9th to strategize and evaluate the evaluation ofthe environmental flows. And so, we discussed a little while ago with Mike Orcutt here. That discussion really focused in on priority list of expected outcomes, particularly those who were listed in the flow reports that was done in 2022, Able et. al. There's a link to it here. That's probably our most thorough documentation of what we expect from winter flows and so it's one of the foundations to build this project on. The IDT also decided to form a subgroup to carry this forward. That subgroup met subsequently on May 28. And Ken Lindke has taken the primary leadership of that subgroup, thank you again on that. And in that meeting, it was a fairly short meeting to basically just make sure the subgroup is on firm ground, understanding what the task before it is. So, kind of reaffirmed what the decisions of the IDT meetings were on the 9th and sort of talking about how to break down the topics that we want to cover in the study plan for individuals to further develop the description on those. The IDT also met on June 4th, covering a number of topics. The limiting factors analysis was one of the primary ones we have been having two hours per IDT per quarterly IDT meeting for the Limiting Factors Analysis to coordinate with Cramer Fish Sciences on that topic. Starting to realize that makes for kind of a large meeting agenda for the IDT. So, I think in the future, we're going to have paired meetings, maybe a week or two apart, where we have a Limiting Factors Analysis as its own standalone meeting that help us really focus on more effectively. Also covered fiscal year 26 science proposals putting those together for the TMC, what I'll bring forward later today. And also looking through the SAP’s evaluation of those proposals. We also looked at the status of the monitoring and DSS reviews, as I said, we're making good progress with a number of those being, or reaching the level of completed drafts, at least. So, on track to bring that together this next fall. We also discussed the Evans Bar site designs, as you will see tomorrow and the straw proposal for fine sediment and wood augmentation. Did a general preparation for the TMC meeting. And for one final review or summary here, it's not a work group of the Restoration Program, but we have a summary for the Trinity River Hatchery Technical team that Chris Laskodi and Derek Rupert put together.  	Comment by Justin D. Ly: Workgroup?	Comment by Justin D. Ly: ?
MD They have a whole presentation after the break.   
EP OK. So maybe we should wait for that presentation to circle back on this question that is mentioned in here of the very last sentence, it mentions how cold water has delayed Chinook Salmon growth.  I presume that's the same topic as Mike Orcutt was bringing up a few minutes ago.  Last thing I'll note is that there is a report and data tracker here.  This used to be focused just on synthesis reports. It now covers reports and data more broadly in the program that actually sends on to a second stage.  The first page is the long-term monitoring. The second page is short term paradigms such as those that would be part of the fiscal year priorities in the science proposals.  Main things I want to note here are that we've got the updates to the Redd and Carcass data that I mentioned Steve Gough been working on. And I've also been working closely with the state, the Yurok and the Hoopa tribes for getting up to date on reports or harvest monitoring and Creel Surveys for the lower Klamath and there's updated reports down there towards the end of the first table bringing those up to 2022/2023 and 22 respectively. Thank you very much. 
MD Back to you, Keli.
KM Thanks, Eric and Mike and others. Are there any questions for Eric? I see Derek’s hand up.
DR Hi this isn't a question for Eric specifically. I have an update that I'd like to bring up to the team about the lower Klamath Flow Augmentation Synthesis report that we're working on. Not related directly with this TMC, but I thought it might be a good time just to give the team some information, but I don't want to interrupt the TMC agenda. I'm not sure how all that works.
KM I think that we have a couple minutes where I am ahead of schedule. Go for it.
DR Right. I'm.. I'll be pretty brief here.
KM OK.
DR So Reclamation awarded a contract to Stillwater Sciences. They will be preparing a report for us that looks at the past years of the Flow Augmentation Release. So, from 2002 to present reviewing the actions but also giving us information about you know, flows, temperatures during these critical time periods of the flow augmentation window. So far, we've had a kickoff meeting with our partners and then met with each partner individually with the contractor to start compiling the data necessary to do this report. So, I think we've met with Hoopa Tribe, Yurok Tribe and our Federal partners.  We do have a meeting still coming up with CDFW which I think is next week or the week after, so we're getting a good start. This project is 16 months, so about a year and a half and there's still a lot of work to do on this front, but we've got a good start and things are moving forward.
KM Awesome. Any questions for Derek? Thank you. Appreciate the update.
DR Yeah. Thank you.
KM And I guess I would add to Eric's discussion on workgroups and lack of personnel the Forest Service is in a similar boat with y'all. We lost in the last few months, Eric Wiseman, Galen Anderson, Bran Nessler who are the two Hydrologists on the West side, and our Forest Hydrologist.  So, I know that our participation in the workgroups is pretty limited.  We still have Emelia Flights who is currently on maternity leave and one good thing is we recently acquired a Forest Hydrologist, Steve Bachman. He just started this week through a lateral reassignment from our regional office.  Hopefully we will get him tied in sooner than later to your work groups, but I know I appreciate all the work that you all are doing and the efforts to cover so many, so many folks that with all the personnel changes. So, thank you for that. Moving on to the Central Valley Operations update, Elizabeth, are you ready to give that?

Central Valley Operations Update

EH I am.
KM Awesome. 
EH All right. Thank you. So, couple things to update on kind of interesting dynamics this spring/summer, we have a unit out still at the Ccarr power plant expected to be returned to service around mid-September. Which limits our ability to pull water from Trinity Reservoir over into the Sacramento side. We also have a unit still out at Spring Creek, which pulls water from Whiskeytown over. So, diversions are really lower than average this year which is great for those that want to see a large carryover at Trinity Reservoir. We're looking at projections for end of September storage right around between 1.87-to-1.89-million-acre feet. So that's really high, right?  Which you know, if you kind of think about it, if we get a pretty decent watery year coming into the next year, you're probably going to see spill. But what that's done is that's meant that although Shasta came right up to essentially a full pool this year, we're we are drawing more from Shasta to meet demands and cold-water requirements. So, Shasta is going to be down to, I think we're looking at about a 2.2-million-acre feet into September, which is a little lower than you would see if you had the ability to pull water over from Trinity. So that is still higher than the limitations that we have in place to create what's called pull into our drought protection plan agreements so we're not going to be in quote-unquote a drought situation because of that.  That's right around a 2-million-acre feet level into September. But it's definitely pulling Shasta down pretty hard, and so you'll also see if you're in the Redding area that flows on the Sacramento are a lot higher than they normally are this year. I know I just saw change order come out we've got 13,000 CFS going down now, which is pretty high for the summer. So, a little unusual, but you know positives and negatives on all around from that.  What that does mean, you know again is just that we should have a pretty good cold-water pool for the October timeframe when I know there has been concerns about cold water on the Trinity. Let's see, we did approve the request for the ceremonial flows for the Hoopa, and that'll be the end of August, so you'll see that coming out. I think that's it for water operations. As far as just Reclamation in our area office in general, couple of things. So, we lost, we have 235 positions that are typically assigned to the Northern California Area Office. We lost 34 to the deferred resignation program. Which is a huge hit to us because as other federal partners know, what that means, we are paying for those employees in our budget through the end of the fiscal year and some through the end of the calendar year. So, it's having a significant impact to our budget and our ability to perform other work. Because of the reductions in staff that we had prior to that, we're now down, our vacancy rate is about 49%. So, we have a tremendous amount, of holes and we're wearing a lot of hats. And so, I can't thaink Mike Dixon enough for filling in and stepping up to serve as our Acting Deputy Area Manager and everybody else on the team for all you're doing to fill in because there's just a lot of holes and a lot of hats, and still a lot of work to be done. So, appreciate their efforts, but also appreciate everybody's patience as we try to keep moving forward. We are seeing, you know, some really tight funding at the end of this fiscal year because of that, as I mentioned, because we're paying for the resignation program, and we have additional outages that were unplanned. We are trying to look under every couch cushion we can find and working through every agreement right now to ensure that there isn't additional funding that we can pull back and to try to alleviate some of our shortages. There have been times in the past where we've been able to go our other offices and places around Reclamation to borrow money when we're short, but that is absolutely not available this year.  We've had to cancel some purchases, we've had to delay some activities and it's June and we're in a pretty tough spot right now, and it may get worse as we get closer to the end of the fiscal year, especially if something unplanned happens. So, I'm just letting everybody know, I think most everybody in this room receives some sort of funding from Reclamation and so just to be prepared that we may have to pull some money back and I hope it doesn't happen, but I just need to let you all know that this is the reality of what we're dealing with. And on that, so you know, budgets are tight now through the end of fiscal year.  Mike's going to talk about that FY26 budget, we're expecting it to be tight as well, so I can't say we're going to be business as usual next year. I don't know how we will, given everything that's happened.  As I mentioned, our budget impacts everybody here, just be prepared. I don't know what it's going to look like, I can't tell you, but I just reading the tea leaves. I'm seeing what's happening. I'm seeing how things are moving around. Just be prepared, because I always told all my staff. Now's not the time to go buy a new car, you know. And the other thing we're also looking at is we are going forward with our very last round of IIJA funding requests. So, those requests are coming, or are due, I think in the next month we had some high hopes for a lot of projects getting funded, the amount of IIJA money is a lot lower than we expected for this next round, and so, we're not expected to receive as much as we had in the past. And I know we've our area office has received a tremendous amount of money and last year we got about 160 million in planning money for about 11 different projects. I don't anticipate us getting fully funded to see all of those projects move forward, and so, we're trying to figure out what our priorities are and hope that we can just basically keep the ones that are already in progress, like the Trinity River Hatchery project moving forward. But new projects are going to be very, very challenging, so, it's going to be a tough year. We're going to have to buckle down everywhere. Other than that, let's see, it's all on my list. 
MD Commissioner nominee. 
EH Oh yes, we just heard this morning that we finally have a commissioner nominee, hot off the press! And that person is, Theodore Cooke, C. O. O. K. E. This is breaking news!  Mr. Cooke was a former general manager for the Central Arizona project, so Arizona focused. I know nothing about the name. Yeah, I only have a nominee.  Those are my updates. 
MO Oh yeah, you can take questions? 
EH I am! 
MO OK, first would be. So, water delivery and all that stuff. A big factor is long term operations plan. What is the CVP long term operations plan, how does that fit into this year's operation? And then as well into the consultation completion? 
EH I don't have an update on the consultation. I know we were supposed to get an update, but the individual wasn't available this month to provide the update.
I don't have anything new; I know there's a meeting and a couple of weeks. 
MO So, from a regulatory, may ask it this way, then maybe know or somebody knows So what kind of plan drives operations this year for deliveries? How are the CVPs been operating this year? Biological opinion from. One was submitted in December, right?
JLy Yeah. 
EH Yes. I'm not sure how to answer that. Let me let me look into that, I'm not quite sure because of all the operational setbacks. 
MO But it kind of gets to what you were talking about on diversions and stuff as well and the um… Per the scenario I recall is when there's a lot of water, they can't use the water anyway.  Deliveries are being all finalized as far as any kind of deliveries to CVP, to delta and all this kind of stuff. Yeah, right. Is that correct?
EH I believe so.
MO OK. You already something about the Trinity River Hatchery but I just want to confirm that you said a contract is being ready to be let out.  
EH Yeah, Eric mentioned that I believe he'll talk about that when he gives his update.
MO And the other is on Carr. I wasn't clear on what you said with Carr because before Carr was shut down throughout for O&Ms, but how does that relate to what you're talking about as far as increased, I guess potential conversions of what you're talking about, right?
EH Sure. So, the Carr power plant has one, one of its units, it has two power units, one of the units is currently out because we had some bolts that broke essentially on the runner, and so it's out of service until about the: we're expecting it to be back mid of September. So that means we're only getting half of the capacity through. 
MD Spring Creek will still be until the end of December.  Even if they could move the water to Whiskeytown, they still can't move it to the Sacramento until December. 
MO Spring Creek? 
EH Spring Creek power plant.
MO Oh! 
EH So from Whiskeytown, there's a tunnel, the Spring Creek Tunnel that takes it to Spring Creek Power Plant, which is upstream of Keswick. 
MO And my last question would be in the context of what you just said maybe on studies and stuff, is the temperature control device for Trinity, whatever that's called,
phase that we're in, is that still being completed and more importantly, actively a potential action that can be taken somewhere in the future? 
EH There is nothing that's happening on that right now. And the reason there's nothing that's happening on that is because we don't have anybody to take lead on it. The individual who was scheduled, the value plan study for that moved into a different position and there is nobody in that team design that can do it.
MO So its staffing limitations.
EH The staffing and I don't believe there's any funding available for it either. But it's, I mean, we all recognize it's something that needs to be done. There's just when you don't have staff and you don't have money, there's no way to move it forward.
MO There's potential mutual benefits from it and so forth. And then what was the name of the guy that the nominee, he has to be confirmed and all that kind of stuff?
EH Yes, this was just hot off the press that he is being nominated to be Commissioner of Reclamation. His name is Theodore Cooke.
MO It’s KOK, like regular cook or E on the end of it? 
MD E on the end of it.  He typically goes by Ted, so if you want to look up his background. 
MO Because it's Secretary of Water and Science has been confirmed with it, right?
That's just Allison or. Yeah, OK. Anyway, thank you.
EH Any other questions? 
JLy Quick question.  So, the Carr tunnel diversion issue, that's a new issue, right?
EH The tunnel itself was out of commission completely. That's probably what you're asking, sorry, I completely forgot about that. That's back in service, but we lost a unit.
So they're repairing the unit.
JLy Thank you.
EH Any other questions?
KM Any other questions for Elizabeth? Chris?
CL Yeah, I had a question. So, we just got an announcement from Reclamation about the IIJA monies, and it says $775,000,000 available Reclamation wide. So, there's no way we could tap into any of that for something like a temperature control device, or maybe an emergency spillway upgrade for Trinity?
EH You could certainly request planning money for that at this stage, but 770 million is not very much money for all of Reclamation to do all the projects that are currently on the list. I mean just for compare, it's a brand-new project.  I mean, just to be honest, if there's that type of project will take many hundreds of millions of dollars and a lot of time, and so this round being the very last round of IIJA funding, I believe we're trying to focus on projects that are already in process moving forward, needing additional money or shovel ready type projects.
CL OK. Thank you.
EH Yeah.
KM Thank you. Any more questions for Elizabeth?
JLy Quick question. How much would it be for such a planning effort? 
EH I know that the planning money we've gotten for most of our other projects that we're working on are in the 20 to $30 million range.
JLy Wow! 
EH Think about it, these are large infrastructure projects, they're not small dollar amounts.
KM Wow. Alright, that brings us to our first break, 15 minutes. Be back at 11.
Thank you very much.
JLy So, Elizabeth, don't we need, like, an appraisal study or something before the planning?
EH Yeah, that's usually when we say we're getting planning money. It includes a lot of that.

BREAK


Trinity River Hatchery Update	

KM Welcome back from break.
MD I think we’re ready Keli. 
KM Alright, well thank you for that. Welcome back from break. We have Derek Rupert presenting on the Trinity River Hatchery. You’re up Derek.
DR All right. Thank you. I'm going to share my brief presentation. Be helpful if somebody gave me the thumbs up if this comes up full screen for you all.
KM It is.
MD There it is.
DR Alright. I just want to give you all brief update on Trinity River Hatchery and what's been going on up there. You know, just to start things off, I just want to say that this is a partnership to operate this hatchery and that if you all come up with some really hard questions for me during this, I will not probably know them and I will have to go back to our partner agencies here to get that information. But you know these are the folks that are out there every day busting their butt making it happen. So, I want to just thank our partners for getting things done and potentially answering some of your hard questions, if they come up. So, current fish production for this year, we had relatively good conditions last year and really good fish health through the winter. We're going to talk about some slow growth in a little bit, but, so far this year, we've ponded almost 1.3 spring Chinook, which is a little below our production goal of 1.5 - 1.4 million for spring run and then we're a little above our production goal for fall run Chinook. Steelhead and Coho are coming right in at where we need to be with both of those little asterisks there by Steelhead as they're still coming out of the hatchery building and getting ponded, and we'll see what the final ponding total is soon. I'm going to switch over to the marking and tagging project now that most of the fish have been out and ponded and some of them even released by the at this point, but. You all have seen that it's been a little bit of a weird year compared to many of the past years for the Trinity River with the safety of dams’ releases, which you know occurred earlier this spring, and then also with the TRRP’s flows changing this year, compared to so many of the last years. But together in combination with the Carr tunnels being offline, we moved a lot of water through the Trinity River earlier in the season and the water coming from Trinity has been particularly cold. So, with this cold water comes slow growth and Trinity River fish are already among the slowest growing Chinook salmon in California. This combination has just led to a delay in implementing the fish marking tagging program. We've had some hit on this a little later, but we've had some conversations with the hatchery technical team bringing the group together to discuss what are our options, what can we do, and I think we came up with a good plan. But with that I also want to note that the marking and tagging project got a new auto fish trailer this year, which is a huge improvement and in a really big expensive piece of equipment that'll serve the Trinity Hatchery for many years to come. The Hoopa Tribe staff that work this machine and National Marine Fisheries technology, no excuse me, Northwest Marine Fisheries technology had a good session I think to get this system up and running this spring. Learned the new systems, learned the new technology, troubleshoot those initial startup issues and since then the Hoopa Tribe has been up and running and moving fish. If a bit delayed. So, fish releases kind of what's happened so far and what's coming up. Coho salmon, this is the brood year prior they were released 304,000 released in March. This was followed up by 371,000 Steelhead in April.  In May, we released the fingerling Spring run Chinook, and in June sometime, I'll have to check on this one exactly, but the fall run will start to be released. There's some of those releases will trickle out through June and maybe even into July depending on what happens. If those fish are not able to grow as quickly as we want them to and get marked and tagged before conditions in the river deteriorate, they're going to hold back those smallest fish in the raceway, so the last ones to be spawned. They're going to hold back two raceways to just shift them over into the yearling production so that they have time to grow and don't get released into poor conditions. And then another upcoming release is the non-volitionally migrating Steelhead. So, these are the Steelhead that earlier this spring they did not leave the raceways on their own and so about 2700 of those fish will be trucked up to Carrville ponds for release. The hatchery technical team, which is the group that I mentioned earlier, plus National Marine Fisheries, we meet quarterly, and we discuss all the things that are going on with Trinity River hatchery, including production forecasts for operations among many other things. And we've had some, as I mentioned, some ad hoc meetings with the team to discuss how marking and tagging is going to progress this year, and the issues were coming up again with the colder than normal spring we've had and slower growth. Also talk about how and what we do with the excess Coho eggs and how and who will get those eggs. For instance, the Hoopa Valley Tribe has their hatchery, and we supply eggs for there. We also have some frying and egg out planting to Trinny River tributaries. Our next meeting is scheduled for next month and this will be our in-person meeting of the year. So, when the group gets together in person at the hatchery, we're trying to do that at least once a year and the rest are virtual. And then when I hit on the hatchery modernization project, definitely something on everyone's mind. But I think we're hitting a tipping point and it's good. So, some recent milestones as we got our Hazmat report, we got through the DOGE review and approval and just this week, we got our APAC review and approval. Getting these things out of the way is key, because now either today or tomorrow or sometime soon we will be posting our design build solicitation which has been a long time coming, and I'm very, very excited that it's going out. It's a big deal. We were, even yesterday, making some final modifications to our statement of work for that project. And you know, yesterday we were trying to incorporate some language in there to encourage the contractor to use specific materials and build the infrastructure in a certain way so that if a muscle infestation was to happen that we are prepared because it's been big news around here, now that golden mussels are in California, it's really only a matter of time before they spread elsewhere.  What else? So sometime in June or early July, we're, we're going to schedule our site visit and virtual tour with potential contractors, and this will require us bringing those folks out to the site, giving them a tour of the hatchery, making sure they're fully aware what the project is and so they can make their bids. So, I'm really excited about that, it's going to be good. Following that, we're looking for contractor selection happening between August and September, where we have a group of Reclamation employees here that will look through the contractor bids, rank them and make a final selection, which we're hoping to get that contract awarded in November of this year. I also want to mention that we have made a request to the IIJA for additional funds for the hatchery. So, we've received $56.9 million dollars already, but we are anticipating that isn't going to be enough to complete the project specifically with an eye on contingency funding. So, fingers crossed that is one of the things that does get funded. Also, I want to note in here somewhere what this project has gone through. We've lost 3 project managers over the last few years.
So, we now have Trang Nguyen, who is an absolute powerhouse, and she's been really great and she's pushing this one very hard, just like I want to see. And I think Trang is a huge asset to the project and glad to have her, even if it took a while to get to her. And then so looking for these long-term milestones, we're hoping to hit the design phase through 2026, the environmental compliance at the same time and then getting to construction 2027 through 2029 with the final project closeout in 2030. So, it's going to be a busy next few years, but the key I really think is getting that solicitation package out today or tomorrow or very soon. That's it's great news. But with that I will take any questions.
JLy Mike Orcutt has a question.
MO Yeah, you never answered the question I asked earlier. The recent HTT meetings with the situation with the undersized fish for marking and any flexibility of flow schedules. Maybe I missed it, or did you say something about that?  He did?  They do have flexibility or not?  
EH He talked about it.
DR In terms of flexibility? Help me understand your question.
MO Well, the as you were aware, we put forth an approach and a recommendation which was to keep; they were going to change the production numbers of the yearling fingerling which are long standing management objectives. So, we kept with that understanding that we would have to see if the fish growth picked up and maybe it did, which would be great news. But if it didn't, they could run into problems into July with the releases and or the corridor down through Lewiston all the way to even down to Klamath, which open questions. So, the question was, is there was any flexibility in what was already approved with the flow schedule?  Or not. If we ran into it, was a “if”, but maybe the gross picked up, I don't know. Maybe that took everything OK.
DR So from what I'm understanding, the last time I checked in is that growth was looking OK and that they were moving forward with the fish marking at a pretty good rate. I still think there is flexibility for us to hold some of the smallest fish back for yearlings rather than release them, which could be too late into the summer.
But as for flow scheduling, I don't have a good answer for you there. The TRRP’s summer outlook for flows does look encouraging as there's what seems like a higher base flow moving through the early summer into summertime when these fish could be released, and there's even a few little bumps in flow that could be advantageous. But I think that the call on whether those fish do finally get released or held will come down to the time frame when that's happening. Which should be in the next few weeks.
MO Well, the other open-ended not open question was there was an invitation to the Klamath Basin Area Office staff, and I think he did as best he could, but we didn't necessarily know what the flow schedules were on the Klamath. We should, because there's a biological opinion in place that governs operation, and most recently I'd heard from Justin that they were starting to see a pickup in temperature and C. shasta. So, those are all pathogens in the system that could affect the fish, and so those are open questions that still need exploring, but it would be if there was any flexibility. I don't know on the Klamath side, but Trinity Fish getting them down, it's the spigot, so to speak is on that side. So that was why we were asking if there was flexibility or not.
DR And I never did get a very good answer from my Klamath Basin folks. They, I remember, Torri was saying that their operations there are very hard to predict on in the future as they're based on Lake elevations and flow in into the lake. So, I don't have a very good answer for you there, Mike.
MO Well, like we invite his management people to ours and just wasn't on the call.
So, anyway, we'll find out what that answer is because we know what dams are out, we know there's a new temperature profile there and that kind of thing. So, my other question then I'm going to shift. I'm not sure what the response is there because those are some uncertainties, but we'll see how it goes. On the Trinity River hatchery contract, environmental compliance. I just was curious about that because I would note it was 66 million when it was originally announced and some things including, I believe it was environmental justice contracts were removed. So, my question generally is, when you're talking about environmental compliance, what are we talking about there?  Is like a minimum level of NEPA, I assume ESA compliance for that?  When you say you need more money for environmental compliance?
DR We have a contract in place right now with Ironwood Consulting. Is that their name? Anyway, that is in place, and they will be doing the NEPA and permitting and in compliance for us, and that did not get cancelled. We did have to make some modifications, removing some language from there, but the bones of the contract have not changed. When we're looking for additional funding, that is trying to have a contingency fund for addressing things that are going to happen up there because we know things are getting more and more expensive from the 2-3 years ago that we were awarded the funding and that there's going to be things that we find once we start digging that we'll have to make changes for. So, it's really contingency fund to make sure that we can complete the project.
MO OK. I got one last comment and that's it. It's a comment. We really need to; it was evidenced this year with the situation we got into the growth question. We made presentations before the de facto acknowledged and accepted what's called integrated population management. But if you look at the work, groups are still a fair amount of rigidity there. And it needs to crossover into all of those areas we're talking about. A fish could be produced that goes out from the hatchery.
Integrated population means, well, some of them might come back and spawn in the natural environment, and unless you do some kind of sophisticated genetics test, you don't know where that fish comes from. So those integration and artifacts of the HGMP, among other things, should be really, really more formalized and more integration than we're doing today, and I'll just continue to say that and the work groups and whatever else we have seen that fully advocate for that. It needs to be done. It's been a long time coming.
DR Yep, and to follow up there, I just want to say how vital the hatchery technical team is going to be when we start the design process to make sure we're bringing in the right infrastructure that we need. So, I'm imagining that there is a method for easy for truck to hatchery transport of fish. So, right now you're handling the Coho are we're doing our best to integrate natural origin fish into the hatchery brood stock, but things are not set up very well for that truck to show up and deposit the fish at the holding facility for long-term holding before they're ready to spawn. Now, I'm very hopeful that the hatchery technical team, as we're getting into this design phase, is able to bring issues like this up saying, hey, this is something we need. We need special holding facilities for them, we need an easy way to get these fish from the trucks to the holding. So, I think they'll be a whole bunch of issues just like this that we need to discuss thoroughly with our potential contractor and get right, because this is our opportunity.
MO I said final comment, but I will make one more because of what you said.
Recolonization my hat's off for doing that with the flexibility we have in the regulatory process for Coho, presently. We are also exploring doing some things in the spring Chinook in the southward South Fork Trinity and so that whole sort of hands-off approach that's been there for a long time, that whole thing needs to be also embraced, evaluated and it might not be what's usable here in this basin, but I think it's at least worth talking about, including using TRH Spring run to recolonize in the Southsoft Fwork of the Trinity.
KM All right. I appreciate your presentation, Derek. Thank you.
MD Keli, Justin had a comment.
KM Oh, I'm sorry. I can't see that from here.
JLy Yeah. So, Mike, if I heard you correctly. I think you said that you wanted to see more of an integrated hatchery operation. I totally support that. So, I'm curious, what's the proportion of natural origin broodstock for the three species? You know.
Steelhead…..
MO Well, he has the answer to that, I can try to answer. 
DR It's extremely skewed to hatchery origin. Something like if I had to just pull a number out of my hat, 95% hatchery origin for Steelhead, and harder to tell for Chinook because of the 25% marking, but I'd assume it'd be right there too.
MO The Coho is the one that's actively with the TRH integration, we're actively taking unmarked Coho and integrating them in the hatchery population. 
JLy Yeah. 
MO And the other are the effects of Steelhead and Chinook on the listed species.
JLy Yeah, 
MO That's the approach.
JLy So we have a lot of work to do for the Chinook and the Steelhead program to get done. 
MO I'd like to see a revisited of 448 number myself. That's the only fish that can be taken home in the sport fishery, for example. 
JLy A lot of work, lot of work to improve. 
MO lot of work and less people.
JLy Yeah, not good numbers.
DR It’s a vestige of a terminal hatchery and boosting those would be through some kind of transportation from just like we're doing for Coho. But thank you all. Really hoping that I can share some good news soon and hope to join you at the next TMC to provide that good news.
JLy Thank you.
EH Thanks Derek.
KM Thank you.
MO If you guys would run it down, but I was just going to say that the list because, I know that nobody bid on it first time, right? So, if you guys got a no…
KM All right. Go ahead.
EH It hasn't gone up yet. 
JA You're talking about the FARs. 
MO OK, OK. That's smart, I'm sorry, OK. But on this one, if not let us know the solicitation will try to get it across the Northwest the best we can. I think it's really open, that there's some good bids and competitive bids coming. 
EH Well, as soon as it goes out Derek, can we share that solicitation?
DR Yeah. Well, I think I think this was shared at the last TMC meeting. But I do want to note that the process we're going down is selecting from a preselected group of Native American owned businesses. So, these and I want to say there's like 15 or so, 15 preselected groups that are on this list and so the solicitation will be going out to these groups and making the bid from there. So, it's not open bid and as Mike mentioned there a second ago, we had put out a request for what's it called anyway?
It was some kind of solicitation just to see who was interested, and that went out just before Christmas, this last winter, and that is what didn't come back with any responses, and I think that unfortunately it was the timing of that release is the reason why we didn't get any responses and then acquisitions pivoted to this preselected group because that didn't get any interest the first time. I know that might be clear as mud, but that's where we're at.
KM Crossing your fingers for successful bids.
DR Yep. And I did look through some of these groups that have been pre-selected, and they do have the capability and skill set to take something like this on. So, that gave me some good hope.
KM Great. Thank you.
DR All right. Bye, bye.
KM All right, moving on to our first, I guess after the after the agenda and the last meeting notes, our first decision item. With the Communications Work Group Charter. Hey, Kiana, you are on again.

Communications Workgroup Charter
Decision Item

KA Hey everyone. All right. Well, I didn't prepare a slideshow presentation, but I can share my screen with the Charter. Give me one second. Let me know when you can see it.
JLy We see it. 
KA Shall I make it larger for you guys?
JLy Little bit would help.
KA Little bit. OK, how's that?
JLy Better.
KM Thank you.
KA OK. So, just wanted to give you guys a little bit of reminder history of the last few months in bringing this decision item to the TMC. We over the last year pretty much were trying to come up with an idea on how to include partners more effectively with communication throughout the year and especially with our communication play on that we put forward on a yearly basis. And so, the idea came up in about the fall to a time frame to develop a communications workgroup with participation from TMC partners. There was a group formulated to be able to develop the Charter and we worked through that in January and February this last year, 2025, and presented this Charter, a previous version of the Charter to the TMC in March. There were a couple requests for editorial, not editorial, just edits, basically, specifically regarding the which TRRP entity would be managing the group and just some typos that had been found through the document in general. Primarily, no edits were made to the work group objectives or the purpose, and I can go over the purpose again here for you all and the objectives, if that helps. Or, if everyone would rather just ask questions and move forward to the decision, I'm happy to do that as well. I kind of want to follow your guys’ lead. So, what do you think, Keli?
KM I think I think review of the objectives would be great. Thank you. 
KA OK, great. So, I sort of mentioned the purpose briefly and in my mind, and stated here, I think it's really to foster development of the communications plan that we put together. With broad partnership in developing that that plan. The objectives that we came up with as a group were 1, 2, 3, 5 objectives. The first being to develop recommendations to effectively communicate science and restoration activities associated with the Program. The second is to annually evaluate and identify key messages, assets and target audience gaps and opportunities. The third is to contribute to the Annual Communications Plan that we will present to the IDT and the TMC and then the fourth is to collaborate and support technical experts across other work groups to ensure clear and consistent science communication. The fifth is to assist in the development of content for various communication assets outlined in the Annual Communications plan. So, basically, like writing, helping to write articles, basically, offering people up for me or others to interview for social posts and videos and other things like that. Pretty basic, we do all of these things already. I think the primary objective is just to get more partnership influence within the planning and then making sure that we're covering all the bases, with again, all of our partners in developing this plan. I think the one thing that is providing me a little bit of trepidation with coming up with a work group that I've been going back and forth with in my mind is, you know, is the Communication Work Group effective if I'm not a part of it? If I get, you know, somehow moved into the DOI and taken away from the TRRP. One thing that I'll say to that, is that I think it this is much needed anyways, even if I'm not involved, it can be a tool for the program to be able to move forward with communications without a public affairs specialist as well. So, if you if you guys want to talk about that too, I think that's sort of the elephant in the room for me in general.
MO I got a question.
KA Sure, Mike.
MO So, I’m trying to figure out what the thing you just said about the elephant in the room, but I would guess it might be the viewpoint of this administration with this program fair amount of, or not. Maybe I'm wrong? Is that wrong? 
KA No.
EH No. If you want me to clarify. So, what's happened is all public affairs positions have been rolled up into the Department of Interior, so they are working together, or the word is “consolidated.”  It doesn't have anything to do with it being a part of this program or anything else, because all of the public affair’s positions. So, I had we had another position that was assigned to the Shasta Office, and that was also rolled up. And so, what's happened within the Reclamation team is they lost, there were, help me out, I don't know how many?
KA 13 or 14 I think.
EH 13 yeah, OK. There are 13 of 14. Public affairs positions in the Reclamation CGB office. They lost probably half of those to the deferred resignation. 
KA It was 10, 
EH 10? We lost 10? 
KA Well, we have 5 people left, I think 5 or 6.
EH For all of the CGB Region, including Kiana, and so, one of I think what she's talking about with respect to her being pulled away from the Trinity work, is because she now works for Interior. She doesn't work for Reclamation and because there's a need in public affairs efforts throughout, she is being asked to work on other things and she no longer reports to Mike Dixon. She reports to an individual at the Department of the Interior. 
MO The program is still funding for her position? 
EH That's what we don't know.  We are still trying to find out.  
KA Yeah.
MO I think you're making my point for me, though, there's a fair amount of uncertainty here as we could approve this today and I don't know it could be just, you know, thrown up and whatever. 
EH You're correct. But I just want to clarify that it's not a reflection of the administration not supporting this program. 
MO I didn't say that I said uncertainty. I was saying uncertainty. So then when you turn to the. That's why I guess I was a little reluctant to weigh in and you know. So that's still out there. So, I'm not sure we could make a motion today, but as far as these work group objectives. One of the questions I would have though is, is there a flexibility? This is most of this stuff is pretty straight forward, but it's really, really centric to the upper Trinity, the science, the communities upriver. When we expand into some of these; my hope is, some of these other areas that have effects on the program, including things such as distant as ocean fish management program also says restore dependent fisheries. And so those are all kind of; we're delving into an area that we haven't been traditionally involved in, and so, my general question is, this is real, right up every gravel in whatever science groups and all that other stuff.
But the reality of the other side of the what the law says in support of dependent fisheries or not is, putting fish in people's, you know, taking home the bit to eat those fish, for us it is. And so, I guess I'm just curious on where that would be because this is centric to so many things, but really, really focused in the upper Trinity area that we've had struggles with and now that some areas that we might expand beyond, I guess I'm just looking to see if there's flexibility or not. I assume if we adopted it, we could amend the program or whatever it might be. But those are, I'll give you an example. Maybe I’m being too long winded here but, we were at a meeting before, and we were watching Andreas Krause was a physical scientist here, I think it's Andreas. He was watching rocks roll down the river in the video and I go well, that's very nice and it's a factor in all of this stuff. But putting fish in the boat is where the rubber hits the road. So that other aspect of what we're trying to do here is where I'm concerned about that because, we're just focused on so many, back then.  The program has these other factors that were supposed to be involved in and or what I said earlier, 280 fish for 3600 and growing numbers for the Hoopa Valley Tribe with a major ceremonial year coming up, that's not real positive. And so that's kind of why I'm asking what if we have that flexibility or not? And then the uncertainty with the other thing you just talked about because, I think there's. You got a stakeholder group, for example that's totally eliminated. So, that's a reflection of some views from the administration. So, that's kind of, I'll just stand there because, but that's generally the question on objectives. I'd like to look for some more flexibility and or a lot of what you could say our monitoring are the Creel surveys, the harvest surveys, some of the information is useful in management. Those are not necessary reflected in these objectives.
KA Mike, just to answer the question quickly about representation, the point of the group is to make sure that you know each area is represented by an appointed member, and so if that if you know the Hoopa Valley Tribe has members on the group, then we can rope in stories and communication assets throughout the year. 
I would assume that you know that you guys would want to be participants, and we would ask you to be a participant to be able to tell those stories. I think where it becomes difficult sometimes is representing every entity that's involved with the program as a whole versus representing siloed entities as one, and I know many of your organizations have public affairs specialists that are able to do communications for your organization specifically. I think there will be a dichotomy with those two things. And I think, you know, I really want this to move forward. Notwithstanding, you know, like my personal or my positions situation, I think it's going to be really good for the program and maybe it's just adding another thing on to James's plate in the future. But my intention is to stay with the program. I know I don't know that I don't own it in the end.
JLy Question.? 
KA Sure. 
JLy Does this workgroup have any role in the TSAC? The Trinity Stakeholder Advisory Committee?
KA I would assume that we could play a role in communicating to that group once it's, you know, back online and moved forward, and I do think that it would be really good to have outside members be a part of the group that are stakeholders in the community to be able to understand what's going on year to year to year. I don't know that. So, I guess that's the short answer. Yeah. It wouldn't necessarily be a stakeholder community committee like the TSAC. 
JLy Right, right. But somehow involved in helping the TSAC. 
KA Yeah. I mean one of.
MD I think if you think of the model that we had when we still had a TAMWG when we had issues that were coming up from any of the technical work groups to the TMC, they also went to the TSAC so that they were briefed in on what the Program was thinking and where we were going. And I think that would be the same with our messaging applications work.
JLy Good.
KA Yeah. And I think one of the things that I've heard about the past advisory group the FACA groups is that they weren't as educated or not educated, that's like a terrible way to say it. They didn't have, like all the access to communications. They were kind of like given, like told what to hear on a meeting-to-meeting basis and not given the whole background of the Program or what partner viewpoints are. I think that a Communications Work Group could really help in that scenario and in sort of priming the pump for FACA committee.
JLy Perfect.
MO So I don't. I don't know who looking at anybody's hand or 
MD Keli.
MO So the one way that could get at my concern would be we worked long and hard to perfect a gold statement before that's in some of the refinement information and documents. And if there was some cross reference to that, that would be at least helpful to say. Part of what we're trying to do is restore fisheries and that says it in the goal statement, I'm pretty sure.  I don't know enough about where it might fit into this, but that would be an overlap, say OK, the monitoring is the sport fishery is doing XY and Z. It's closed right now, this the year, the last three years, it's been closed entirely. Or at least Chinook take, Steelhead are there. But anyway, that that would be some way to connect data. And at least have it, or that's how that might fit in.
KA Yeah. One thing, Mike too is at the last TMC meeting in March, the work group was approved to move forward. It was just the Charter that was lagging approval.
Just because of those typos and changes to wording that Bill and Justin had found.
MO Well, if it's already approved, then why is it on the? What does it say today? What are we supposed to do?
MD We have to approve the Charter.
MO The revised one that was….
MD It was shared in March and then it was shared again in May, and we sent it out after corrections from Justin's markups again posted on. 
MO I'll puropose my comments with that understanding that at this point.
KM All right. Any more questions for Kiana?
SQ Yeah. So, given the uncertainty of Kiana’s position, should there be something in this Charter that would be a plan if there is nobody in that position, like, who would it fall upon? Would it fall upon the work group to do all the things that they list in the annual communications plan?  Because I mean that's a full-time job for somebody right now, right?
MD It is, and it isn't. I mean, it is certainly right now, and we've gotten much more forward leaning in our communications posture, but the programs only had a public affairs specialist since 2023, right Kiana?
KA Four. I mean, I I've been around for a while, but.
MD Four, we had people sort of wearing multiple hats doing that role, and she was in a detail before, but I think like any work group, if you know, probably I don't want to foretell the future. I'm guessing the work ergroup coordinator for this will be Kiana initially because she's getting this off the ground, but like any work group, the work group is going to have to nominate the coordinator anyway, so if Kiana goes poof and goes away and starts working on like National Park Service press releases from Florida or something, we're still going to have a need to do this work. And there's a coordinator who's going to try to cat herd what comes out of this work group. I think it may fall more to other core program staff to implement some of it obviously if we don't have a dedicated public affairs person, but the need to do the work will still be there. 
VR And it would probably be a non-federal person because I mean for us and I'm sure Forest Service and NOAA, you guys are all, we're all dealing with the same kind of thing. It would be like a help desk ticket to, like, ask for someone to like, participate. It wouldn't be someone that could, you know, spend a lot of time.
KA Yeah. I mean, honestly, you guys, I think what I'm looking for right now from all the partners is just participation and communication and how to do it better for you guys and with you guys. We have an annual plan already set up. It can be better every single year. It's going to get better with your participation, this is just formalizing that.
KM I just wanted to add the Forest Service still has our public affairs people. We have not had our official reorganization plan rolled out, but at this point they are still supporting public affairs at the forest level, so.
JLy Thanks.
KM Starting to run late.
VR And I mean, you know, it can't, it can't be technical specialist too instead of vacations folks. So, there's that also. 
KA Yeah. We had a mix with the development.
MD As Kiana can attested, a lot of the people who are producing materials are not public affairs or communications trained people. They're technical specialists or not, in my case.
MO I was just going to ask, what are we doing here today then? Are we just approving the one that we approved it with the edits from the last meeting sounds like?	Comment by Justin D. Ly: ?
JLy Yeah. Yep. All right. I think we're ready for a motion. I'll move to approve the current Draft Charter for the Communications Work Group.
KM Thank you, Justin.
JLy Welcome. 
VR I second.
KM Thank you, Vicky.
VR Yep.
KM Alright. Let Mike finish the writing before we call a vote.
MD Vicky. I’m going to call you that from now on.
VR Awesome.
KM Any friendly amendments orare competing motions?  Right. Well, let's call a vote then. Let's start with. Bureau of Reclamation, Elizabeth?
EH Yeah.
KM Fish and Wildlife Service?
VR Yes for Fish and Wildlife.
KM Yes, for Forest Service.  California?
TM Yes.
KM Trinity County?
PF Yes.
KM Yurok Tribe?
SQ Yes.
KM Hoopa Valley Tribe?
MO Yes, yes.
KM And NMFS, Justin?
JLy Yes. 
MD We're doing good.
KM Alright, then another unanimous vote. Excellent, thank you all for participating. And unless there are no other comments and concerns, we will break for lunch.

Motion: Justin Ly moves to approve the draft charter for the communications workgroup

Seconded by: Vicky Ryan

Friendly Amendment:

Competing Motion A:


	
	Original/Friendly amended Motion (Yes/No/Abstain)
	Competing Motion A
	Competing Motion B

	Reclamation
	Y
	
	

	FWS
	Y
	
	

	USFS
	Y
	
	

	State
	Y
	
	

	Trinity
	Y
	
	

	Yurok
	Y
	
	

	Hoopa
	Y
	
	

	NMFS
	Y
	
	


Approved Unanimously 

MD Hey, thanks Keli.
KA Thanks everyone.
KM Relatively on schedule.
MO What time you supposed to be at 1:00? One o'clock.
KM The schedule says 12:45.
MO Oh, is that right?
KM Do we want to say 12:50 to give a full hour?
MO Sure. Yeah. OK.
KM OK, 12:50. Thank you. See you then.

LUNCH

JLy Can you hear us, Keli?
KM We can hear you.
JLy OK. Is this a better view of the room?
KM It is, yeah. It's square on looks great. Do we want to give Shane another minute?
SQ I'm here.
MD Shane is just hiding over here. 

Synthesis Report Recommendation Deep Dive

KM Oh, OK. You are off camera, it doesn't count. Kidding. Welcome back from lunch.
We are on to Eric Peterson again with the Synthesis Report Recommendations Deep Dive.
EP Am I on now?  
MD Could you turn it up please? 
JLy turn it up? 
MD Yes please. 
EP You have two chunks for me right in the row here. I'm amazed this agenda passed this morning with two solid hours of me talking.  All right, let me get this chair. 
MD You're by no means obligated to talk for two hours. I have a board game that starts at 4:00.
JLy Folks online, can you hear us pretty good?
KA Yep, we're good. Maybe Eric could speak up?
JLy OK.
KM Agreed. I can hear Justin great. Eric is a little bit farther away.
JLy Yeah, I think the mic is close to the camera, so you'll have to speak louder.
EP I'll try to speak up if I can just get this presentation actually open. (File Opens) There we go.
KM Fabulous. We can see you.
EP So, my first presentation is on the Synthesis Reports listed as a deep dive into the recommendations. There's a lot of reports, I'm afraid we can't really do a true deep dive into them with how many there are across one hour of time available we’d probably end up getting a shallow end and knocking our heads on the bottom. I'll be covering these Synthesis Reports that we funded back in 2018 plus one in 2020.  And so this is taking a 2025 perspective on the results we've gotten and the progress we've made on the remaining ones. Back in 2018, we revisit where we were at back then, a lot of the science projects had really been focused on getting the long-term monitoring refined and really going well and getting reporting going on that.  For a couple of reasons, it was kind of a point in the program where we actually had a moment to start looking at the science a little bit more broadly and integrating back and forth between topics, synthesizing data across multiple topics. In 2018, we engaged the IDT to develop a list of ideas and that became what we now have been calling the Synthesis Reports for a number of years.  In 2018, we funded thirteen of those projects.  In 2020, we added one more, which I'll be covering all of these 14 projects as we go through here. I also want to note that there have been a lot of similar kinds of projects funded in the years since then. For example, the Redd Scour report, which we probably could call a Synthesis Report, but what we generally talked about as these synthesis reports are the ones that we funded in 2018 and that that additional flow synthesis in 2020. And this is one of the tables that used to be at the end of the Executive Director's report. Listing the status of each of these reports when they're due, the ones that are grey are the ones that were completed. The ones still in white are ones that were still in progress. This table itself is a little out of date at the moment, but it does show which ones are completed and which ones are not, but the actual timing on things that has changed a little bit. But again, we've got a few that are not quite complete yet, four of them, specifically out of 14. So, we've got 10 that have been completed.  I'm going to go through each of these in the order you see them here, which is by the project number. It does not necessarily fit perfectly by scientific discipline. But there's a few that it would be hard to decide which discipline to put them in. So, I decided to just go with the order that they were listed here. Except that I'll be covering the ones that are completed first and then I'll come back and touch on the ones that are still incomplete. So, jumping in right at the top of that list, TRRP-2018-002 is Tributary Deltas. This is the only one where I listed kind of the history of authorship. The proposal for the Synthesis Report was originally done by Dave Gaeuman and Robert Stewart out of program office. This was before Dave Gaeuman switched over to the Yurok Tribe.  I just wanted to do this to emphasize that there's been a lot of staffing changes over the years that we've been doing and that has led into some of the delays on some of them and also perhaps some different perspectives were taken than originally planned, although there's still the original purposes and concepts of the studies were retained. But this was originally proposed by Dave Gaeuman and Robert Stewart. It became Todd Buxton and Nate Bradley. Nate Bradley is with the Reclamation Center Technical Services Center, and I believe that's the only one of these Synthesis Reports that actually led to a journal publication, Scientific Journal publication. I'll also note that for all of these, we have the citation for the report listed near the top, and if you go to the TMC page and download the PDF for this presentation, you can click on these links to go to that report. So, this Tributary Delta Project, the purpose was to assess the inputs of tributary sediments to the river and take advantage of the high-resolution terrains that we were had finally started developing.  Again, remember this is 2018 that it was proposed our 2016 terrain model was still fresh in mind. The 2016 one was really the first one where we've done a really solid job of getting the data all collected at once towards a unified 40-mile path, imagery and topography of the river. So, writing fresh on that, we wanted to look at how the tributary inputs of sediments are impacting the river. And the way that they went about this was really to largely contrast, Rush Creek and Indian Creek deltas. Two tributaries that have very different deltas and to get an understanding of why there are differences between them. The results found that for unconfined reaches, like the Rush Creek Delta, those were both more sensitive to the effects of the dams when they went in. They responded more quickly than confined regions where like an Indian Creek Delta the bedrock, the channel there really prevents it from shifting very much. They also found that they are much more that these unconfined regions like Rush Creek are more responsive to changes in flow management and shifting of peaks and water volumes. They noted that the sensitivity to the dam effects included channel simplification as well as reduced juvenile Chinook capacity. The report did not come to specific recommendations in this case toward future management. It was really focused more on recognizing the very opportunities versus limitations of confined versus unconfined regions. Moving on to the next funded Synthesis Report, and this actually became 2 reports. 
MO Do you want to get questions out right at the time or wait till the end? 
EP I suppose we can try questions as we go along as long as we don't end up turning this into a four-hour presentation.  
MO I'll wait till the end. I don’t want to turn it into four hours. 
EP There's so many of them that we stopped for questions at everyone it could delay it. 
MO I had a question, but I’ll wait till the end.  
EP OK. So next synthesis report was focused on fish habitat. To inform us about the performance and evolution of constructions rehabilitation sites relative to juvenile subtests. And this became 2 reports I started to say. One by Boyce at all that was completed in 2020 and another Cooper Hertel and all completed in 2022. And I'll split these out a little bit. For the Boyce report, this was stream flow and juvenile Salmonid habitat at six rehabilitation sites looking at habitat available from 2008 to 2017. And the purpose statement here is what I just said for both of these projects in general, I want to repeat that. The results that they had here were the channel rehabilitation does indeed create a fair bit of juvenile habitat at our sites, but as the sites evolved the habitat they create tends to reduce. But over the time period that they looked, all of those sites that they studied, the six sites still have greater habitat than prior to the channel rehabilitation. So, a degree of increase in habitat, even over time at those channel rehab sites. This one also did not really bring out specific recommendations towards the future. It was largely to assess where things were at with the past rehab sites. The Cooper Hertel report kind of advanced upon that prior report and looked at capacity to flow relationships at channel rehab science and as well as at the stream reach level. And an interesting little quote there out of their results, “winter base flow limits capacity during 70% of the rearing period.” So, in looking at those flow to capacity relationships and the graph on the side here kind of relates to some of this, I'll get to in a moment. They recognize that the capacity increases when the flows come up, but they don't start coming up until mid-April. And so, if you look at the duration that the fish are trying to rear in the river, 70% of their rearing time period is prior to those increases and flows under traditional ROD flow management.  Their recommendations were to increase the wetted width of the channel at discharges available for much of the rearing period. So, at channel rehab sites try to gain as much wetted width as we can, and to consider alternatives to flow management during this rearing period. And so, the graph on looking at it on the right there, the pink is showing the rearing period. You can see a black line for our hydrographs and a gray background. Gray background is showing the capacity available for fish rearing in the river, and you can see that it doesn't increase until those flows have come up.  That's towards the very end of that time period in pink emphasizing that lack of increasing capacity while fish are in the river until the very end. OK, moving on to the next synthesis report, Juvenile Chinook Production.
And this is another one that became 2 reports rather than one. One of them is an analysis of long-term data collected at the Willow Creek outmigrant trap done by Thomas Gaston & Associates and the other is the Analysis of Juvenile Chinook populations by Pinnix at allet al, and again, I’ll dive into each of these individually.  But I'm actually going to start with Pinnix at allet al one here because it kind of builds into the other one. The purpose overall, these synthesis reports had two purposes, and so each of these reports stood on one of those purposes. The first being to evaluate the production and condition of juvenile Chinook. And Phoenix Pinnix et all report analyzed that for the full period of record. Available for Willow Creek that is 1989 to 2018. Shorter time period for the Pear Trees screw trap, but still a fairly long duration data set. The results that they found are that there has been a shift in the populations. At the Willow Creek screw traps and it's a statistically strong relationship that has a step change going from the pre-broad ROD flow era to the post-RODbroad flow era. So, starting with the court, orders were released for limiting our flows in 2005 I believe it was. The juvenile populations roughly doubled after that, lifting those court orders and the implementation of the full ROD flows. They also looked at this as a smolts to spawner ratio and the results were even more distinctively strong there that there was a step change with the increase in close to the river. However, they also looked at the condition of the fish and noted that the fish are in general slightly smaller for this ROD period flows versus pre. And particularly noted that if you look at the growth rates over time through the spring as they're trapping fish. The growth rate seems to be muted after the ROD flows begin. And perhaps the temperature might have something to do with that during the critical growth periods in May and June. So, their recommendations, they think that the Pear Tree data need further analysis as more data becomes available because it didn't have quite the same length of time period. They thought that it would be worth reviewing that at some point in the future with more available data. And to use either total biomass or biomass per spawner as our Chinook response variables for the program in assessing the juvenile production. Moving on to the Gaston & Associates report on Juvenile Production.  This one, it did an evaluation of timing of migration relative to temperature as well as some additional look at production and condition. This was a massive report 50 pages of primary contents and when you add in the appendices and data it's something like 500 pages in this PDF, a huge amount of information. The results confirm the basic results of Pinnix at all, but there's been a shift in the production of juvenile Chinook coinciding with the full implementation of ROD flows. They looked at the run timing and outmigrant run timing of the fish both at the level of 50% of the fish migrating out of the system, as well as 80% and found that was a function of temperature as well as other things like how emergent states, Redd counts, discharge, and more even after counting for all those the temperature was cumulative temperature metric was fairly predictive of the run timing. They recommended that we focus more on the RT50 the 50% of out migration rate from the 80% because it has more variation in it and appears to be a more responsive to the river conditions. They also looked at the temperatures of the river during the timing of the ROD flows April and May and notice that corresponds to lower consumption rates as well as shifting the outmigration timing. So, they can do a recommendation that we look at flow management as we focus on warmer temperatures in April and May. Including possibly a selective withdrawal mechanism on Trinity Dam.  Moving on to another synthesis report, now focusing on the adult returning salmon spawners. This is one that was just recently completed by Steve Gough and many others, so, Scott et all. The purpose was to do an analysis of adult returns of all Salmonids, both natural and hatchery, and I apologize for the small text here, they had a lot of interesting results. A lot of it not the best news for the program because it's showing that populations as a whole are on the decrease when you compare pre-ROD versus post-ROD, but there are a couple of glimmers of hope. Looking at the total escapement for fall run Chinook, including hatchery and natural including those going back to the hatchery, there has been a reduction in the fall run Chinook up from a median level of 25,000 change pre-ROD to 23,000 change post-ROD. So, it's a reduction, but it's not a dramatic reduction at least. Spring run Chinook is and Coho both have more substantial reductions. With spring run going from 12,000 something to 7000 something and Coho going from almost 9000 down to about 6000. Steelhead, on the other hand, have actually increased. Pre-ROD median was 7000 or 7 1/2 thousand, and post-ROD median is over 15,000. Looking specifically at the natural spawning statements escapements gives a little bit more optimism too on the Chinook and that although it's not a big difference, pre-ROD the median was 13,000. Natural spawning Chinook, while the post-ROD is almost 16,000 so a little bit of an increase there. Spring Chinook and Coho are both substantially reduced.  Steelhead we see again and there's a little bit of an increase. So, probably for time’s sake I'm going to skip over to the recommendations. They recommend that we reevaluate more natural origin escaping escapement targets, noting that we have a long way to go on some of the Chinook targets. Less so on the steelhead, and so, that may warrant some further examination of what those targets actually should be.  They recommended that we look into ocean conditions and how they affect adult returns. Evaluate the holding habitat for spring run, bringing up the idea of stratification and flows in the river. Recommending that we do what we can to increase spawning habitat, we intend to focus on increasing juvenile habitat.  They recommend we also increase spawning habitat and do some further evaluation of temperature targets and recommend a review of our Redd and Carcass survey design. 

Moving on to the next one, this is going out of the realm of the fish into geomorphology, the bed mobility and scour. This one was completed by Hales et all.  A statistical evaluation of point bar mobility during the ROD flow releases. The purpose of this was to develop a statistical model to predict bed mobility based on proposed flow hydrographs to use in support of DSS. What just happened to my screen? Sorry about that. And this used largely was done using actual field data trace for rocks and cross sections and scour chains. Results they found that there is a lot of variability in what levels of flow initiate the mobilization. But they were able to develop predictive models and found that it's probably more effective to predict a probability of a threshold of mobility that they recommend at 80% mobility of the bed becoming mobile. As opposed to trying to predict how much of a bed might be mobile at any given flow. But they did provide these models, so these are available for DSS now. They recommend doing additional monitoring between the existing sites that might help bring some of the considerable variability that they found down a little bit tighter and they also recommended doing some comparison to SRH 2D hydrographs models. Jumping into the Riparian, we have the Cottonwood Seed Dispersal Synthesis Report. This one was completed in 2020 by John Bair et all. The purpose was to quantify the competency dispersal period for sake of improved hydrographs supporting riparian regeneration. And the results were that they found the dispersal varies by as much as a month between years, largely as a function of degree hours as they measured it. However, as you see in the recommendations, they did find that from mid to late May, there was always some level of seed dispersal going and it was typically near the peak of the dispersal. So based on that, they suggest we focus on hydrographs providing good Cottonwood seed dispersal conditions in mid to late May. They also recognize that this was on a fairly limited number of years of sampling and suggest that we do additional sampling in the future to capture that variation and maybe get a better understanding of how it varies between water year times. Another riparian focus one was the Riparian Encroachment Synthesis completed by the Hoop Valley Tribal Fisheries Department and McBain Associates; John Barragan was a key player on this. The purpose of this was to assess the current status of riparian encroachments and the success the ROD flows have had in reducing encroachments. So, this is really going back to flow study hypothesis and evaluating whether they actually have the expectations of the flow study actually have panned out for preventing further encroachment as well as to advance some additional hypotheses. They found that from 2005 through 2017, only a single cohort of Willows was able to survive from establishment all the way to a point where that we that the flows could not remove them. There was one cohort in 2012 that nearly established beyond what the ROD flows couldn't scour. But they did actually scour around in the 2012 in 2016 flows I think it was. Recommendations from this report include reviewing the channel patterns that are actually achievable to deal with encroachment at higher elevations. A more rigorous evaluation of berms, as I mentioned earlier, the Riparian Aquatic Workgroup is preparing to do an evaluation of berms based on this recommendation. To evaluate linkages between gravel augmentation and riparian encroachment, it's the gravel that's moving through the river that does the scouring, the mechanical scouring of the willows.  They recommended repeating our exposed gravel bar census and that, in fact was done at least once more, since this report came out, and that report is also out now it's Buxton and McSloy 2024. They recommended that we continue using encroachment risk as part of our flow DSS. We have been very effective at using our flows to prevent encroachments and having that in our DSS is key.  They also suggest evaluating variable summer-based flows and I've got a quote here from their results of “Constant 450 CFS stream flow, regardless of water year type, is a primary contributing factor that leads to encroachment.  Summer base flow variability would promote greater low water fringe complexity.”  

OK, moving on to sediment storage, a Synthesis report completed by the Hoopa Valley Tribal Fisheries Department and McBCain Associates Titled Coarse Sediment Storage on the Trinity River: recommendations and correlations to juvenile Chinook Salmon rearing habitat. So, this takes some of the previous geomorphic work and connects it to the juvenile habitat. So, correspondence between bar area and the actual habitat in juveniles.  And this looks largely through the 2015 active bar mapping report and juvenile habitat measurements that were done in the field with the bar sites under what was it called? The integrated habitat analysis project we did for many years. Also looked at complexity and they also did take a little bit of a look at Foothill yellow-legged frog egg mass data in relation to exposed bars. There are recommendations are that we should prioritize particular regions for gravel augmentation. Their highest priorities included Poker Bar and Steel Bridge area. Which in our organization EA, we did look closely at that and referenced this report in the process. They also recommended high priority for the Junction City areas, I believe that's being taken care of through the redistribution of gravel, a channel rehab sites rather than actually importing gravel from elsewhere. They recommend having multi-site augmentation rather than what we had been doing for so many years and focusing on just two or three sites. And to use channel enhancements like wood and meanders to increase the storage of that those gravels in the channel. Moving on to fine settlement, this was completed by Todd Buxton in 2021, something that's been the subject discussed at quite a few TMC meetings now I believe. The purpose of this was to do an assessment of the current status of pine sediments in the mainstream Trinity River.  In process, the results reviewed history of the river from pre dam to post dam areas into the ROD era. It reviewed the ecological function of these fine sediments, particularly with literature reviews. It evaluated how the ROD flows have had the flushing effect of these fine sediments and recognized that we've gone from a sand bedded river to a gravel bedded river with the ROD flows.  They've been very effective in flushing it out and that we've actually got a deficit of fine sediments in some areas, particularly from Lewiston dam down to Rush Creek. Subsequent work to this has extended that deficit all the way down toward Douglas City. But this report recognized that it was at least a significant deficit as far as Rush Creek. It also looked at the Deltas again a little bit, noting that they have an excess of sediments, it comes into them comes in at the from the tributaries to the Deltas in winter and then sits there until the spring hydrograph under the traditional ROD flows, the spring hydrograph and finally move those along. Recommendations primarily to continue routing those fines from the tributary deltas by providing winter flows that are in sync with those tributaries. Also, to augment fines above Rush Creek, our sediment EA now enables that as a possibility, although we have yet to do an action on that. It recommends that we remove the listing of the Trinity as a sediment impaired river and to stop dredging the Hamilton ponds, which were built to capture fine sediments during the sand bedded river era and have done so very effectively and might be able to help alleviate what's now becoming a deficit. OK. Moving on to another water temperature.  We're nearing the end of the completed synthesis reports now this one was completed in 2023 by Asarian et all and another really massive report synthesizing 87 years of water temperature data available in the Trinity River basin. It looks both river temperatures and tributaries to understand how the natural and flow managed thrust regimes work and differ. Results included that the river temperature below Lewiston Dam does not follow a natural pattern. It tends to be warmer and fall winter colder in spring and summer. Got a couple of quotes here. One is “April in dry years and May in normal and wetter years, are the only time periods in spring when it is even possible for temperatures in the entire Lewiston to Weitchpec reach of the Trinity River to approximate unimpaired patterns.” Another quote “In May of dry years and June of normal and wetter years, elevated releases suppress the growth of cold-blooded aquatic species.” They also noted that reservoir storage levels at Trinity have less than 750,000-acre feet in the September to November time period poses a risk to salmonid egg mortality due to high temperatures. Recommendations from this report include monitoring temperature upstream of Trinity Reservoir to help provide context for what a natural pattern would be. Recommends spring flow should generally recede sooner; this also has to do with temperatures and that growth suppression that I mentioned.  Recommended the temperature targets for the program should emphasize growth and timely out migration. Recommended that we install a temperature control device for Trinity dam and make some sort of revisions to Lewiston Lake. It actually did mention the possibility of removing Lewiston Lake and is something that I don't think that I've seen mentioned anywhere else. Recommended a minimum pool of 758,000-acre feet for Trinity Lake. Recommend that we do some assessment of multi-year drought effects. And to develop a tool for modeling Trinity River temperature at lower flow levels, which I've noted, it is recently done. One of the reports that we've gotten listed for the last three months in the Executive Director's report is the one that did that building temperature model that functions effectively at lower flows below the summer base flow levels. OK. So that's all the completed ones. Now I'm going to move on to the four that are still pending. And the first one of those is the Cohort Reconstruction. We had a little bit of a discussion about that this morning. This was a collaboration between the Hoopa Valley Tribe, CDFW, and Fish and Wildlife Service. Originally funded in 2018 for $18,000 and was seen as a very cost-effective Synthesis report, however, we then realized that there were significant coding needs and so Reclamation later added another $40,000 worth of support through the Technical Services Center to get that code brought up to boarded over to a modern programming language as well as enhancements to support splitting up Trinity and Klamath stocks. The purpose of this was to build, gather requisite of data, build modeling methods and code to do the reconstruction the fall run Chinook and the cohorts as they return to the Trinity River.  And to also do an update of Bradford and Hankin review of adult monitoring. The status of this at the at this point is fairly nearly complete we've got the code done.  As Ken spoke to earlier, the data is starting to get put into that model and we should be seeing results coming out of that in the near future. This is also intended to be used as part of our limiting factors analysis, which also is a reason that we want to get this done sooner than later. Another pending Synthesis Report is the Channel Complexity report collaborators being Hoopa Valley Tribe, USGS, Tom Lyle, McBain Associates, and Fish and Wildlife Service, with Fish and Wildlife Service basically, as an advisory and reviewing role. This was funded in 2018 at $126,000 with the purpose of analyzing how to attain fish habitat through physical dynamics. So, I mentioned a couple of geomorphic ones earlier that looked at how the flows altered geomorphology or the scour. Then how that relates to habitat complexity and juvenile habitat. This then takes into the next stage of or completes the loop back to how we can drive those physical dynamics to create fish habitat. The objectives are to recommend changes to conceptual models. Recommend refinements of management objectives and actions and changes to science for plans. Says this, I understand there is a complete draft that Robert Franklin had worked on that Applied River Sciences the current name of McBain & Associates is working to bring this across the finish line. And that if things get off track there, then Hoopa Valley Tribe will be prioritizing this when the flow synthesis is complete, which I'll be getting to in a moment.  OK, the 3rd and the 4th are remaining, the large wood management strategy and we spoke about this a little bit under the topic of the Riparian Aquatic Ecology Work Group. Collaborators for this have changed quite a bit over time. This is one where the staffing changes have definitely been a major impact to this project. It began with Wes Smith and NMFS back in 2018 being kind of in the lead role, there was a little bit of funding towards him, but also a lot of in kind. However, he went through a shift to McBain Associates, and then eventually onward to outside of the TRRD. Other groups involved were Hoopa Valley Tribe and McBain Associates, the Yurok Tribe and subsequently, Trinity County and Fish and Wildlife Service have become involved. I'll also note that the Yurok Tribe, although they were funded to work on this initially, much of that funding was then shifted to other projects, including SC/DH Effectiveness Monitoring at Jardin D Gulch and several others. Meanwhile, Reclamation supplied an additional $33,000 to Hoopa Valley Tribe and McBain Associates in fiscal year 2022 to take on larger part of the board. So even if we include that money that went to Yurok Tribe, that was diverted to other projects, the total that we funded has been $76,879. The 
purpose of this was to target wood supply and storage that would foster natural alluvial processes and a variety of ecological functions within the river channel.  The objectives included looking at the technical basis of how large wood interacts with river corridor geomorphology.  The conceptual models of wood on the floodplain and estimations of wood target levels. We have some reports from 15 years ago roughly that looked at how much wood might be appropriate out there, it's a phenomenal amount and this was trying to zoom in a little bit more specifically on that. As well as also to developing a monitoring plan and to guidelines on implementation of recommendations. The status of this currently, like I said, there's been numerous staffing changes that have complicated this. Fred Meyer with ARS and McBain Associates and Veronica Yates rejuvenated this about a year ago, maybe a little more than a year ago. Bringing it much more to the forefront together for the program. Simone Groves now is taking over Veronica Yates’ role and also beginning very involved in getting this done. The Riparian Aquatic Ecology Workgroup has come on board basically as an advisory group to this with the Trinity County and Fish and Wildlife Service playing very active roles, so there is a lot of staff working forward on this, and it hasn't come to fruition yet, but there's a lot of momentum going on right now. And then the final one, the one that we funded in 2020, the Flow Synthesis report. Collaborators include Hooper Valley Tribe, Yurok Tribe, National Marine Fishery Service and McBain Associates. This was funded a little over $100,000 in 2020.  With the purpose of synthesizing the information we have learned about flow releases since we began the run and to make recommendations towards better temperature and food production in the future.  Objectives within that are to look at the history of flow releases.  Evaluate the effectiveness of those releases towards our program objectives and targets and to make recommendations on flow management. Status of this is basically it's been recently rebooted by McBain Associates, ARS as well as Darcy Pickard who the program knows very well from a variety of things, including working on our science plan. She's been contracted now to bring this over the finish line and there's intended completion date by the end of the calendar year. So hopefully we'll be seeing this being completed in the near future.  That's a lot of different topics in very rapid-fire pace, but to summarize, we've had a lot of these cross-topic analysis now involving complex interactions using data from our various monitoring projects. And this is led to a really good growth period for science and TRRP. As I said before, this a lot of the science programs focus on getting those long-term monitoring projects more honed, not so much with the cross-cutting analysis and now we it's become the norm pretty much within our science program to look across topics. It's been a growth process and it's been very successful in my mind and our annual science proposals have really advanced because of this. There's a lot of things going on that you've been hearing about in the program in recent years that have been brought out by these reports. They have been instrumental in moving us forward in the program on how to manage the river, particularly with regards to flows. You probably know that a lot of these reports question the timing of traditional ROD flows being limited to mid-April and later and how that impacts the temperature and fish growth. And some of that questioning look toward geomorphology and even riparian meditation as well. There was the noting of the disparity between juvenile populations being increased while adult populations haven't increased, and that is what led to our ongoing limiting factors analysis. And you also see in the beginnings of some questions on summer base flows, and you've also been hearing about the work that Todd Buxton was doing looking at full stratification, which was one of the recommendations out of one of these synthesis reports. And the synthesis reports specified that under the riparian topic as well as the spring Chinook run.  These topics that are very active, very much on people's mind in the program now, have really come to fruition because of this effort and putting these synthesis reports together, they began in 2018.  There's been a lot of work completed. It's really moved us forward and I believe it's really something to be proud of.  Some of it still needs to be completed, but the majority certainly have been, and it's moved us forward and we are getting pretty close on most of those remaining ones. And that's the end of my presentation. Thank you. 
JLy Did the SAB review any of the synthesis reports? 
EP I can say for certain if an SAB member has reviewed every one of them, because a lot of those peer review was done before I became Science Coordinator, but all the peer reviews that I've been involved in, we've had at least one SAB member do a review on it.  That has pretty much become the standard, I would expect it now.
JLy OK. Thanks. 
MD Acknowledging that at one point really it was just John Buffett.
EP Mike Orcutt, you had a question? 
KM Any follow up questions? Any follow up questions for Eric?
MO I add one way back to the slide about the Delta formation. On the upper basin tributary Delta formation, I'm not sure which part of this part of, but my question was what's the relative magnitude of the fish you're trying to affect there in those tributaries? That's one question because. I'd be curious to see what data you looked at there. I wanted to know what relative population size were of the things you're trying to affect there? What tributary delta formation in the upper Trinity? The population relative population size of any of those tributaries? 
EP So, this report did not look at fish aspects of the tributary Deltas.  It was looking at the sediments and delivered to the main stem by tributaries and particularly the effect on the mainstream. The adult synthesis report by Steve Gough and all did look at the tributary spawning, tributary surveys that are done by a variety of agencies, Forest Service, the Tribes. And I did not pull out any particular results from that to cover in this presentation.  We have to go back and look at that report to really think about populations of fish in the Rush Creek and Indian Creek tributaries.
MO So, the flow recommendation relative to any scenario or the sediment input not necessarily anything about what's it. I guess I'm just curious when you say delta, is that for access to the tributary? Or is delta the reflection of the relative magnitude of the sediments that might be accumulating in the mainstream?
EP For this project, it's the latter. It's sediment from tributaries accumulating and how that affects the morphology of the channel. 
MO OK, so it gets into the mainstream and then the values recommendation are to distribute those within the mainstream. They're not, not access or anything relative to the in-stream tributary we talked about.
EP So that did not come from this report. It came from the fine synthesis sediment report to convey those sediments as they're being entered into the river by having synchronization flow. So that's the primary purpose of the synchronization flows under our winter flows.  
MO So it's nothing to do with the volume, it's contributing to the mainstream, right?
EP Well, there probably is something to look at further.  There has been some proposals in the past to look more closely at how tributaries have built up kind of a stepdown form, that might be an impediment to this fish passage. That has not been actually turned into a fully funded project at this point, but there's been some discussion on it. But this was really more about how the sediments, once they come from the Tributaries and hit the mainstem, impact its morphology.
MO Then the other would be the populations, the analysis and focus on fall Chinook, and I got pretty good handle on all the numbers that relative to the goals. But my recollection of spring-run Chinook, this question mark about reevaluating the escapement adult returns in most years. I was at the Science Symposium and the open thing out there at the Lewiston Hotel, wherever it was, and in most of those years the only metric we have for relative abundance of spring run equated to spawning goals is the run-size estimate from the CDFW weir at Junction City and so most of those years you were meeting those numbers. So, my question would be because and it came up in the context of this spring Chinook holding experiment that continues to be vetted, I guess, and so and it was clearly from a concept of saying, well, what's broke with that picture in there to the meet the goals there, not the goals are wrong? That's what you guys say, is it reasonable numbers? They may well be, but they represent the best available science. And that's I think it's 6000 naturals versus 3000 hatchery returns, I believe that's right for Spring run. 
EP I'm not sure if I can add anything to that. I think those are some open questions still. This report recommended looking into those open questions. 
MO OK, so, my other point would be that we were then expending resources and evaluation and is it something; that's what was a missed a surprise to me as well what are we trying to fix there with those? And I've also had a concern about the modeling and just the conceptual model, the modeling's efforts that are underway way back to early work of segregating the spring and fall races, they're totally management objectives, one's listed under the State, one is petition for listing under Federal. So, there's whole different management requirements for the relative, the races of Chinook. And he did say that Steelhead are doing pretty well, right? So that's and that's the whole your flavor of your report is the debate that's been underway for about 5 plus years now about winter flow variability. And so, when you look at all of the species, you’ve got to look at those and we've been really, really focused on 
fall Chinook.
EP Yeah. Thank you. Maybe some of those are things that we should consider for the science plan in future years. Bringing through the IDT proposing process. 
MD Which conveniently brings us to FY26 science process. 
EP Yes.
KM Took the words out of my mouth. Do you need a breath, Eric? Are you still able to continue with the FY26 science proposals?
EH I vote for a quick break; I feel like we're melting. Can we move our break up?
KM Sure. OK. 15-minute break that still work for folks?
JLy   Yep. Yeah, we’ve got to move around after lunch.
EP I said you probably don't want to listen to me for two hours straight.
KM See you at 2:15.

BREAK


FY26 Science Proposals
Decision Item

KM Hi. How are we looking?
MD Keli is trying to call us all back. 
KM All right. Thank you. Eric are you ready to take on more talking?
EP Please.
KM Fiscal 26 science proposals. This is a decision item and you're up, Eric. Thank you.
EP I think it's a little bit optional whether it's a decision item today versus tomorrow. This is really something that goes into the budgeting process. Mike do you see that there is a need for a decision today versus tomorrow? 
MD Probably is just preferred to vote on it today. I don't see a reason why we would need to make a motion to say because. It's it is part and parcel with my budget proposal. 
EP So yes, the fiscal year 26 Science Planning Proposals and it's really an IDT product here that I'm presenting to you and I'm just the one doing the presentation because I'm the Science Coordinator. I want to start with going over the IDT Science Proposal process. Including the SAB’s role and evaluating and ranking proposals and then we'll dive into the two proposals that we have that we're asking for the TMC to fund.
Those are both listed here, one of them is an addition of variable food intake to the S3 model. That has a funding request of $336,000. And the second one is to look at biological response to thermal heterogeneity via turtles with a funding request on that of $126,000 and 1/2 ish.  So, in total the IDT is asking the TMC to fund $463,000 worth of targeted science for fiscal year 26.  The process comes from the science plan.  There's a lot on the slide, sorry, it's small text there for people in the room, but. The science plan really starts with looking at the long-term goals of the program which has three components.  Restoring the form and function of the Trinity River, restoring and maintaining the fish populations in the Trinity River and then facilitating the full participation by independent tribal, commercial and sport fisheries. So those program goals were broken down in the science plan to look at key uncertainties and how to achieve those goals.  Five key uncertainties in particular were listed. Number one was wetted width which addresses goal number one of form and function. The second being nutrient flux, which also addresses form and function, particularly the function. The third is thermal regime towards the function of central goal. Then fish production, which goes more towards goal two and three, restoring and maintaining fish populations and full participation in fishery. And then the 5th key uncertainty is effectiveness of the ROD. And the science plan kind of envisioned that as something that we would be doing at the end of what we're now calling phase three of the program. But there are pieces of that that become relevant earlier on as we look into the science in the program.  The science plan, then structured an annual process to propose targeted science projects to the TMC based on those key uncertainties and how they feed up to the long-term goals. And as it was envisioned in the science plan, there were nine steps across about a one-year time frame where the IDT logs those key uncertainties, develops a focus for what to fund in the next year or funding. Develops the specific research questions around them. Develops an RFP. Has that post that RFP for proposals receives the proposals and evaluates them, has the SAB do a ranking and then bring that to the TMC for the June budget year, which is where we're at. We first went through the cycle last year towards fiscal year 25 proposals and recognize that there were a couple of things that really needed a little enhancement. So here is the enhanced process with blue text for the things that have been added. We recognize that it's kind of abstract to just jump into a meeting talking about these key uncertainties to figure out what the priorities should be. And we really need to be soliciting a kind of from the grassroots upward.  What the ideas from the work groups are what are the burning questions across the program that need to be addressed? And then the IDT confirms those in light of the key uncertainties. In developing the specific research questions, we have taken on turning those into research briefs generally targeted about two pages to describe what the project, what the question really is. That goes into the RFP, then we receive those proposals. We also recognize we give it a review step in there where the work groups and SAB review the proposals, and those proposals have a chance to be revised before they come all the way to TMC.  That's the step we got us a little bit behind last year, if you recall, we didn't quite have them finished in the completely polished level. For the TMC meeting and I had to revisit them during the TMC call in July. But this year, we are fully on schedule. To help organize how the timing of all these things needs to do, we developed a workflow for the IDT bringing things to the TMC, what you see here is much more than just the fiscal year proposals, it also includes water year plannings, and several other topics. I'm going to gray out those extra topics and focus on the development of the science proposals, but it's still a pretty major process.  Like I said, it's a yearlong process starting in the bottom left corner here, this is the summer quarter, which basically we're starting into now. The SAB and work groups bring ideas and key uncertainties to the IDT, those get developed into the research questions as we go into the fall quarter, SAB provides input on those. As we head into winter, we're developing the RFP Request For Proposals. Those get developed through the winter quarter and delivered to the IDT, which then parses them out to work groups for reviews. The SAB also does a review at that point, and then as we're going into the spring quarter those reviews are being brought back to the authors for a chance to revise the proposals. Getting down to those bottom right corner here, the SAB weighs in at that point, on evaluating and ranking proposals and then the IDT brings that here to the TMC at this meeting.  How this went down this last year, we developed three questions to the IDT that we wanted to address. The first question was monitoring the effects of tributary sedimentation events on Salmonid Redds in the mainstream river.  Kind of a follow up to the Delta Synthesis Report that we just covered, recognizing the tributaries often drops sediments, including a lot of fine sediment into the river when the river is not flowing at the same level, and that has potential for smothering Redds. This hits on the key uncertainties of fish production as well as raw effectiveness. However, we did not receive a proposal for this as the year went on. And I think that's twofold, 1 is, we're really at a kind of a limited capacity in geomorphologists in the program right now and that's only gotten worse with the early retirements and deferred resignations. We can stand to have some additional input to the program on the topics of geomorphology right now. But also, the winter flows did get passed by the TMC this last year, which gave us a synchronization flow and those synchronization flows are really about keeping that sediment moving so it doesn't smother Redds and so they're also made the burn behind this question may have dissipated a little bit. At the same time, as we were limited on time with geomorphologists.  I think two of those came together to results of us not receiving an actual proposal on this. The next topic was to develop a food scape model for incorporation into the Stream Salmonid Simulator S3.  This topic hits on the nutrient flux and fish production, key uncertainties science plan. We did receive a proposal on this that I'll cover in a moment here. The third question was in rehabilitation site design provide adequate thermal diversity for Northwestern Pond Turtle growth (Actinemys marmorata). This touches on the temperature regime, key uncertainty and we did receive a proposal on that. I want to also note that there is a little bit of a change in perspective on this one as we started this process a year ago we thought we were on the cusp of seeing Northwestern Pond Turtle listed under the Endangered Species Act.  Even having that proposed puts requirements on federal agencies for management.  With the change of administration, I think the perspective on that has changed. The urgency of getting that listed seems to have waned. I'm not sure exactly what the official status on it is myself now, but, at this point, I don't think we're expecting to see it listed in the near future. 
VR Basically on hold, like indefinitely. 
EP However, we've also recognized that there's been so much talk about thermal diversity in the river. And it's difficult to find a way to biologically assess that thermal diversity with organisms like fish that move from one habitat to another regularly. However, pond turtles are relatively stable in their locations and so, pond turtles are a great opportunity for us to see how there might be a biological response to diversity of temperatures in side channels, off channel habitats and back waters.  We still feel like even without the listing of the pond turtle, this is still a very pertinent topic to the program. OK, and as I said that first one, we did not receive the proposal. Looking a bit more deeply into the first one, we did get a proposal on, the development of a foodscape model for S3, the title as it was proposed was: Linking fish foraging with population dynamics: Incorporating variable consumption into the Stream Salmonids Simulator S3. This is a partnership across the USGS primarily the USGS office that has developed the S3 model. CDFW, Yurok Tribe, NMFS and an additional office in the USGS here at the Humboldt Campus. Request for funding on this one is $336,000. That goes pretty much entirely to USGS for the development of the S3 model to incorporate this this aspect. And for background on that, the S3 model program's been using this for a number of years now. It's an important part of our annual flow DSS, probably has advantages for many other uses in the program too. But it's been recognized for some time that it's limited in its ability to incorporate any variation in the food in the river. It simply assumes a uniform rate of consumption throughout the 40 miles, throughout the whole river and across time, a uniform from start to finish of eggs coming out of gravel to hitting the planet.  The program has been recognizing more and more that we have an issue with fish growth and that one part of that issue is likely to be food, and so we need to have some way of assessing fish populations with consideration of food. The project is twofold, one-fold is to enable that variation through consumption rates and the drift foraging model, and I've got a start on it there, I'll come back to the drift foraging model in a moment. The other aspect of this twofold project is to calibrate data based on available drift data as well as an actual collection of Otolith analysis of Otoliths for understanding consumption rates.  There would be 250 juvenile Chinook collected for Otoliths for this project. Their commitment is to have a report done by the end of September 2027, so it'll be a bit of time to get this completed.  It'll take more than one fiscal year, but we're asking for the funding all in one fiscal year today. Circling back on that drift foraging model, it is a significant complexity of this proposal.  That needs to look at how; it's going to be using SRH2D, and it's got a very fine mesh cell with over 2 million cells across 40 miles of river, and they need to look at all those cells across all the flows and a bunch of other variables to compute some lookup tables. That would be then used for being able to run the model efficiently in the future. The developments from that aspect of this is computationally very complex, and even requires them to involve a USGS high computing facility center, I can't remember exactly what this is called, effectively a supercomputer that USGS has access to. Yes, I can take the question now.
JA So a couple of weeks or so, USGS was worried that, like Russell Perry's office was going to get shutdown. I haven't heard an update from news sources or anybody but if that happened, what would happen to this project?
EP If that happened, I imagine the funding would be kicked back to TRRP and we would be able to fund something else. My philosophy and the philosophy of many other people around federal governments in this current situation is to keep going forward until told we can’t.  Then when we can’t, we'll deal with it then, but to try and be optimistic that in this case, that they will still be there, and we'll be able to do this project and if not if they can't, then we'll take the money back and reassess.
EH I just have to make sure and the agreement that we have in place on how you're working with the agency and finding of funding, have that ability?
JA Sure. Right.
EP I would also expect that we would know if that's going to happen before we got through the process of going into the fiscal year 26 and then getting the funding to themn.  We're talking about quite a few months away before money would actually reach their office to start working.
JA Sure. 
EP So hopefully before they start spending any of that money with that resolution. Moving on to the other one on Northwestern Pond Turtles. 
SQ I have a question. It says there that available drift data. Is there a time sensitivity to this to that proposal? I think is the drift foraging project happening currently?
EP We do not have a drift foraging project going right now, we've got a benthic macroinvertebrates sampling project. So, the drift foraging data that they are referring to is Starkey-Owens, I think was the name and the thesis, it's from the recent past.
SQ OK.
MO I got a question. So, you said we're going to take the up when we take up the budget, right? Tomorrow.
MD It just seems logical because it's like it could be…. 
MO That makes a lot of sense because there's a lot of uncertainty in this year's budget, let alone next year's budget. So, we're jumping into a regular pattern here that's not the norm here, so that's a big, big, big block question mark me at this point. So, to move this one to the ahead of it, I'm not even sure we're going to take action on the other one with all of the uncertainty.  We'll get there on that discussion, as far as what level of expected funding.
EP Yeah, I think it's reasonable to consider the funding of these in the context of the broader budgets.
MO So I'm going to, are you finished here? Should I ask my other questions or wait?
EP Yeah. Well, I want to cover the other proposal in in a little more detail too. But 
MO OK, I'll wait till then. 
EP The Northwestern Pond Turtle getting into the specifics on it. The title of the proposal was: Thermal Assessments of Turtle Growth and Habitats of Rehabilitation Sites. Partnership includes Hoopa Valley Tribe, Applied River Sciences and US Fish and Wildlife Service. The funding request is $126,600 that goes entirely to the Hoopa Valley Tribe and Applied River Sciences, Fish and Wildlife Service will be in kind. Background on this is that there's a previous study back in 2015 that looked at growth of turtles in the focal reach of the Trinity River versus the South Fork and found they were substantially reduced in the focal reach. So, this project would include a summer of field work. Looking at three sites that are selected by occupancy of younger turtles. Younger ones specifically because it's easier to see the growth rings. They're pictured in this photo here. So better for measuring the growth. They will be spending basically 2 weeks’ time at these sites, capturing young turtles and measuring the growth. They will set up temperature sampling with HOBOs in the water there at the sites of the turtles we're using as well as a location nearby in the mainstem, and then do some additional sampling of the site in general and I'll come back to a note on that. Next slide. The analysis will be looking basically at the growth rates versus temperature and also, comparison existing data from other thermal regimes, particularly in booking that southward data and again in the light of the new data. There's also potential for comparison to a temperature model using SRH-2D, the Yurok Tribe has been looking into some potential collaboration there. They are not listed as part of the regular partnership here because there's still some uncertainty as to whether or not that model can really be applied.  The target date for a report on this one is December 2026, so, fairly rapid reporting on this after the collection of the data. So, those are the proposals we received, the SAB evaluated those and ranked them. This evaluation, I asked them specifically to provide feedback that would inform the TMC as to the worthiness of these proposals.  They did not evaluate the cost of the proposals and it's not a cost effectiveness analysis. It's just looking at the scientific aspects of this and whether or not proposals are worthwhile. The SAB agreed overall that both projects can provide important learnings for the Trinity River and are worthy of funding, but they did note some concerns, and this is a memo that is on the TMC's meeting page, so you can download it and read the details of their evaluation if you would like.  The most notable concerns that they had from the S3 model advancement they noted that there's a lot of assumptions needed to develop the group foraging module, and so that may make its predictive capacity somewhat limited. Not that it necessarily would, but there is an uncertainty. The SAB also noted on the study design for turtles that using multiple methods to collect temperature data may not necessarily be produce defensible results, and particularly they were looking at that sampling across the site in general. As I mentioned a moment ago, the Turtle Project really looks at 3 aspects of temperature, one being where the turtles have been collected, another being the mainstem nearby or contrast. But then there was the 3rd aspect to describe the site thermal heterogeneity in general and the strategy that was proposed there, the SAB had some concerns on.  I'll note that the proponents of this project are flexible in reexamining how to do that, and I think the IDT would be willing to work with them to make sure that we do end up with a sampling scheme that is fully defensible.  The SAB ranks the Dodrill et al, the S3 Proposal somewhat higher as it addresses the primary purpose of the TRRP fish production a little more directly.  The requests for the IDT to TMC is to fund both of these proposals. The IDT believes that these are a value, and the SAB did say they are both worthy. So, the proposals, again, just reviewing the linking fish foraging to population dynamics into the S3 Stream Salmonid Simulator, over $300,000 that goes to USGS and this other one being the turtle growth and thermal heterogeneity with $126,000 plus going to Hoopa Valley Tribe and Applied River Sciences.  Again, I think that it makes a lot of sense to consider the actual funding of these in context of resting budgets.  Deferring that decision until tomorrow makes a lot of sense to me, but if there are other questions on these topics, this is a good time for it. 
MO Early you had three different focus target objective areas. You said that effectiveness of the ROD was something, but I don't see it as one of those 3 target areas. And one of I'm not even sure which one, you never even got a bid on one of the first items there, whatever that was, the tributary thing. So. Apparently that's.  But my general view though is, I would like to have time; I'm not ready to take action on the budget for one with the uncertainty we're talking about. We're talking about; you already said it earlier, eight months into a year, we're actually running on fumes here, so with the uncertainty in budgets, it's a lifeline and for our consideration. So, with that understanding, not knowing what the future looks like, I’m really reluctant to act on much of anything on the budget, but I'll listen tomorrow. But the other thing is the 11 or 13 items that we had, the lens of that seems to me that's why I’d like to get some extra time to look at it, because if that kicked out, I don't want to downgrade our IDT members participation at all, but if I kicked out the Western Pond turtle there. I'll say this, I have a strong track record here of questioning anything in regard to wildlife because we have no baseline populations.  We look back our regulatory standpoint we talked about baselines to run when before the dam was there and then afterwards. So, a lot of uncertainty there. We cut a lot of the some of those things that were projects that had been funded for years and they were fairly well, I won’t say protected, but somewhat, so I'm really continued to be concerned about it. The ESA on the fish stuff, we can keep our head above water on that, we're going to be doing good, let alone wildlife. So that's just the wave of the future here. And so, I would for us look like look back at it and see what that lens looks like. It is a lot of, it's just time and kind of thinking through all this stuff because we've been through a lot of strong debate, strong disagreements, and we need to channel that into an effective, like what do we want to talk about here? What do we want to fund? What do we? What is the insert? Whatever you know, and I've been at on the other side of it, largely a lot of times on a pretty unbalanced platform there but, we still are working on things and working with a lot of folks that had linkages back to when these things were developed and so it just takes a while, I'd like to have that time to do that. It could be just those are all outdated in the new shirt, the new brain child, brain trust in town, you know, I don’t know everything, but I would say look at the numbers, and so that's not necessarily the case. So, we did take a lot of time to put into those 13 points or whatever it was called when we signed off on the EA. I don't know if everybody knows that about that, signed off on the EA concurred with the Regional Director back on December 11th. So, that's the lens of what I want to take another look at reevaluation, but just given the uncertainty of the budget, I'm not ready to, if we do much of anything, it'll be very, very piecemeal. And we've learned this that we can do some things that are like keeping the doors open kind of things and progressively moving to the because I don't know if we should, so to speak, buried down into bunkers or not? Yeah, but we got to find out a better understanding of some of the future. 
MD I guess I have 3 items. One I agree that the budget uncertainty puts us in an awkward position for making decisions about the next fiscal year, but I think if we don't establish what our priorities are for funding, then we're going to be chasing our tail when we do find out when Congress passes it. It's very possible that Congress is going to pass a budget well before the start of the next year. There is a first time for everything, they haven't done that in a while, but they're trying really hard this year. I think having our budget priorities identified and agreed upon in advance is helpful, and then we can talk about walkdowns. I also, I don't want to advocate for either of these proposals because I want to let the science plan play out for itself and while I have a preference that's irrelevant in which of these projects gets funded in what order. It happens to agree with the priority with which the SAB ranked them. But in defense of the turtle project that was ranked number two by the SAB will say two things: One is that, as Eric said, as they went through the further discussion of this and as it was going through review the project, it's a lot less about turtles than it is about using turtles as a proxy. So, there's a lot that we can learn about how the river functions, including how it functions for fish, irrespective of what it means for turtles. Turtles are kind of a surrogate species for this study, the other thing that I'll say is that the primary law that holds Reclamation’s feet to the fire to manage this river for the continued preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife is the ‘55 Act which did specify fish and wildlife.  So even though we have built this program specifically around objectives related to an anadromous fish, we have obligations to species besides anadromous fish as well.
MO  I've been in all the courtroom battles about all of that too, and so I also did sit down to table these, my life has been very, very; kind of gets into that, like, with the fish stuff you know what the populations are, you got roles, objectives. Took us years to get a goalsld statement and we just did that however many years ago, and it probably doesn't say much about wildlife, but just the fact that the wildlife that evolved into the systems or not into the system aren’t necessarily historically what they're doing before the dams, but that’s not what we are here for today. But I think that, sure, I'm on board with the prioritization and there'll be some work past years we can do that in a walk down bridge. So that's what I'm not going to say is totally throw it out, but that's my first gut reaction here just because, you know, we're chase AFAs for decades. You had written occurrences of time frames, the new administration knew this, we went to the calendar year approach based on your guy’s recommendation and here we are sitting in June again without any kind of understanding where the money's coming from, let alone, with that, I have some questions about the service. When you get to the budget, you know, it has a term in there that not very often referenced but it's “reimbursable” and that’s worth reflecting.  You guys stuff, a fair amount of it is reimbursable, taxpayers pay for it, but you get the money back. Same thing with your agency, but it has that in there that terminology in there. So those are those are all kind of building into a fair amount of angst, but we'll do the exercise. I'm not, I'm not averse to that custom yet.
KM There's a hand from online.
MO Well, I when I look, sorry. Just curious, Eric, you never responded. But like how?
What window did you guys? Who shows up for the IDT meetings? And what kind of lens did you guys look at relative to the things that I mentioned, including the assurances? The processes that the Tribe agreed to, the concurrence that we in the EA that we signed off on. Does that involve anybody talking about that? 
EP Each partner agency assigns two people to the IDT, one as a core member and one is alternate. And like with other all of our work groups and like in TMC, sometimes people don't show up. In general, we do have a majority of people show up. So, as far as who comes to the IDT, all of our program partners were at the table there. As for how that fits to the 13 points, these three questions were identified last summer and developed into the questions as we see them on into the fall.  We had those research briefs completed; I believe in November of last year. The 13 points you're referring to came to us in December.  There wasn't really an opportunity to really use those 13 points towards this year's cycle of the IDT proposals that are guided by the science plan, however we will be going into this process again in the very near future in the IDT meeting that is scheduled July 15th, was it?  There's something close to the 15th, and the work groups have been asked to bring ideas forward to that already. So, there's an opportunity to bring ideas forward this new year to the IDT happening right now. Those can be brought to that meeting in July, and we will move forward with things and putting them in context with the science plan and seeing how that works out. So, there's an opportunity there. I will note that those 13 points for an agreement between Reclamation and the Hoopa Valley Tribe.  The point of view in the IDT is that many of them are relevant, but it's not specifically a TRRP agreement so much as a Hoopa Valley Tribe and Reclamation agreement. But yeah, there was certainly lots of room to bring things forward to the IDT that are our burning questions for the program. 
MO I'm going to take a short response. 
JA Everything you said is true about this process, but separate from that, we have been having conversations specifically about how to evaluate the winter flow actions within the IDT group and subgroups, so, what Mike is asking about, and your answer is sort of like you're parallel tracks, but, the answer to what you're asking is that is being worked on, it's just not being worked on within this specific like future science planner?  We're reading over most of this weeks ago.
EP Yes. 
JA So we will be talking again in the next few days.
EP The Flow Evaluation?
JA Yeah.
EP Efforts.
JA And that's where the points from the agreement with Hoopa are getting captured and figuring out what it is needed in order to meet that obligation the Reclamation
agreed to. 
EP OK. It still suggests and maybe this is above my pay grade, but the presumption of the IDT is that those 13-point stipulations are an agreement between two entities in the Restoration program, They're not a broader restoration program agreement.   
MO But the law says the law says concurrence, we went back to the district court. 
EP In my view, the IDT has taken this on because it's something the Restoration program as an adaptive management program needs to do.  The fact that it's stipulated in the 13 points from that agreement has added bonus reasoning behind why to do it, but the reason we need to do it is really because we're an adaptive management broker, we've had a change in our management, we need to do an evaluation of that.
JA Sure. So are we. Actually, the motivation might be slightly different, but the end result is going to be the same. Still, through an exercise as the IDT of like looking through them so that everybody's aware of what it is. But you know what then going to be. 
EP I also recognized earlier today that having that as one of the 13 points helps bring it to the forefront in an efficient timeframe. So yeah, there's definitely added value there. But I see it as added value on top of the Restoration program’s process.
JA Because I was just trying to assist because I think the question to our answer,
Mike, wasn't getting to his concern.  I was trying to open an opportunity for you to speak to the parallel process that we've been working through that does this type.
KL Are you talking about the?
MO Only other thing I would add is if it went back to August of a year ago and that was priority then, sure.  I mean we, this program has to you guys, got some kind of the new governor? The new administration added the government efficiency requirement now, and he got stuff up there that, to me, has been vetted and you know, we can talk about something way over here to have something to effectively over there. Yeah, there might be some linkages you could put them there, but the fact of it is this program is pretty centric on its evolving into where we are, golden responsibilities are. At this point in time, this latent to a program talking about those things. Especially under this situation. That's just, I'll call it the red face steps on that one. But I'll say there. Because I thought it was yellow legged frog that's yellow and yellow. I got to get up, I'm sorry, my leg.
KM All right. Don has had his hand up for quite some time. Don, do you want to go?
DA Sure. I just wanted to comment that we do have some, we don't have a lot of good pre dam data on the turtles, but we have a lot of data from the 1990s as well as the 2000s and that does include animals that were using the river prior to construction of the dams and there are no doubt, still turtles in the river today that predate the dam. That's just going to be a few of the older, larger turtles, and those are not the ones we're going to specifically target in the proposal because their growth annual eye will not be discernible anymore, but these are very long lived animals in the system and they can really tell us a lot about the biological function of the river and more specifically about how the biology is responding to thermal conditions and we do see those signatures and the older turtles. And regarding the listing decision, Fish and Wildlife Service expects to make a decision by fall of 2025.  But Brad or somebody else would have to jump in on that, I cannot speculate on what their decision might be but based on the species status assessment they will likely be moving forward with listing, but under the current administration, there's it's really hard to predict how that will go. So anyway, I'll let you go, just want to add that into the into the conversation. Thank you.
KM Appreciated. Thank you. Anyone else? If we're not voting, if this is going to be a deferred decision topic for tomorrow, is there any closing remarks before we hop to our next topic?
SQ I just have a not about the closes or anything, but you guys were referring to the 13 points. Is that something that is shared amongst the group? This is the first time hearing of it.
MO I can get you properly. It's a decision document that was incorporated into the approval of the EA. 
JA It was shared with your Tribal leadership.
SQ OK.
MO And then there's the. Yeah, I've been evaluated. It's this TRD consultation 100.
Yeah. 
VR And I'll just chime in on turtle too, you know. I think on the listing decision, it's largely on pause for now. So, I mean as far as priority levels, I certainly don't think it's like kind of priority of programs. So, like if push comes to shove and we're making decisions on like future funding, I wouldn't raise it to the top. I do think though that it provides valuable data that could also help the system overall, including Salmonids, but, I mean, if we're going to prioritize, I also would see this as probably the lowest on the on the list so far, but still valuable if we can swing it.

NFWF Trinity River Watershed Restoration Grants

KM Thanks, Vicky. All right, let's move on to the NFWF with Trinity River Watershed Restoration Grants.
FF Can you hear me on the should I move up a little bit? Probably. I also have a handout, and I'll share this in the chat too. Maybe I can move? This better here?
KM That sounds great. Yes, thank you. 
FF That sounds great? OK, and then let me share with the folks online, a little handout. I'll share it after since I don’t have access to add it to chat.
Let me see. Nice.
KM We can see it great.
FF Well, good afternoon everyone, I hope you're still awake. This has been a long warm day here, but I'm pleased to be here. I'm Femke Freiberg, I'm the Western Water Program Director with National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, or NFWF, as we call ourselves. I think I last spoke to this group maybe two years ago, kind of around the time we were kicking off leaving this Watershed Restoration Grant program in partnership with the Trinity Management Council, and so today I'm giving an update on how things are going. I’d like to advance. Yeah. So quick overview, in September 2021, we formed an agreement with Reclamation’s Northern California Area Office, NFWF to administer this Watershed Restoration Grant Program and the goal of the program was really to support actions to reduce fine sediment delivery in the degraded watersheds or improve habitat connectivity to improve fish and wildlife habitat in the Trinity River Basin. This was part of the actions required after the record decision, and so this is meant to be one of those options. And so, the approach for the program was to develop a competitive grant making program. We, NFWF also with simultaneously managing some funding with the Klamath Basin Area Office for salt SONCC Coho restoration. And so, we put together a joint request for proposals and kind of had an approach here we had kind of one joint Klamath Basin wide request for proposals to solicit projects for both the Trinity funding and the Klamath Coho funding. And to select projects, we worked in consultation with Training Management Council and formed a review committee and we also brought in a consultant team to help with environmental compliance and to serve as a liaison between Reclamation and NFWF and the grantees that we selected to help kind of streamline environmental compliance and permitting for projects like that program.  And so just to kind of remind you of some of the priorities. So, there was a lot of overlap with the Klamath Coho that was funding from the Klamath Basin Area Office and the Trinity Program. So, the priorities were around access improvement, barrier removal, project to improve habitat and exposed to cold-water refugia, instream habitat enhancement production projects, as well as some water conservation projects and looking at water use in those areas to focus on improving water quantity in flow limited streams.  And then for Trinity River only there was a focus on fine sediment reduction project. And so, a little bit more of an emphasis on road maintenance, road rehab, road decommissioning. And there was kind of a pretty specific geographic scope that tracks back to the record position. So, the review committee shifted slightly over the years that we have run the request for proposals, but generally invited members of the Trinity Management Council to participate in the review, we also had members from NFWF program staff, including myself, as well as our science team, so members of the science team also participated, but the IDT was a pretty large and robust review committee that reviewed all the projects that were submitted to each open request for proposals and of course, if there was a review committee organization that applied for funding, then they recused themselves accordingly from the review process.  Just to give an overview of the grant making, we did 3 grant proposal solicitations. And so, over the course of those three open RFPs, we had 11 pre proposals invited 10 full proposals, ultimately, funded 8 grants, so, we kind of have eight projects that were selected. We also have funded 3 contracts and so for that we had separate solicitation processes looking for experts, contractors.  One was for the environmental compliance contractor who is also supporting compliance and permitting for the Klamath Basin Area Office, then we have kind of some efficiency there, that's heat environmental. And then we also in recent years we kind of picked up some of the priorities of the science team and we were able to put out the RFQ, request for quotations, for the scoping of the limiting factors analysis, kind of the design, and then to get to hire the implementing entities to carry out the limiting factors analysis into the for two separate processes that led us to framework for scientists pairing up with practice analysis. So, including those contracts we funded about $2.3 million dollars of projects we've brought in those projects have pledged about $2.3 million in match. So that's about four point 64.7, almost $1,000,000 of conservation impact in the Trinity watershed, so. Pretty robust efforts, at least in my humble opinion, managing various conservation efforts across the Western region. So just to show you the map and this is also in the handouts, there has been a focus on tributary watersheds of Trinity River between Lewiston Dam and Weitchpec that we did include the software for Trinity River and there was some focus, and it came up at various times in the review meetings on areas where there was previously funded work under TRRP and so that is with East Weaver Creek, Deadwood Creek and Indian Creek. And so, you'll see on this map there's a lot of like it's kind of hard to see on the screen, but the printed version, there's like a lot of small kind of navy-blue dots, those are all of the previous TRP projects have been funded over the years, and then the bigger orange dots are the recent projects that were funded through this grant making program. And so, there were some areas where we've been able to kind of build on at least kind of as they continue to advance efforts in certain sub watersheds throughout the Trinity Basin. So, that's been kind of an interesting focus of the program and effort to try to continue moving overall TRRP in, in the direction that they need to go. So, the expected impact of the projects that we have funded there have been a few projects that are looking at water conservation to kind of balance demand in the basin. So, there's a project looking at rainwater storage tanks, there's a project looking at kind of economics of the services district, looking at how to kind of reduce direct withdrawals from key tributaries to the Trinity, there's also expected 13 acres of restored watershed habitat and this is just for the implementation projects that we've funded, 35 in stream habitat structures targeted at Coho Salmon, and then this half a million pounds of sediments prevention entering Trinity River watershed each year and that is primarily coming from the Salt Creek Floodplain Restoration project, which I will highlight right now. So, this is the largest implementation project that was brought up earlier in the day by Mike, but this is Watershed Research and Training Center and we actually recently, the initial award to them was $470,000 I think something we were able to increase their funding. There was another project that kind of completed with other funds. There was some movement of funds, and we were able to push up this project a bit. But obviously a very large-scale project, they're addressing erosion and kind of degraded riparian conditions and disconnected flood plain along Salt Creek and so it's going to be a large process-based restoration effort. They are about 80% of the way through their environmental compliance or doing an EA process, and they're working with our Chamber Environmental, which is the consultant. And so, they're getting close to finishing up the compliance for this effort and they are expecting the break grounds next summer.  June they want to break ground. And so, I think we're in good shape to get everything lined up for this project implemented on time.  That's a pretty large-scale project.  Another highlighted project is the 5C's. It's East Branch/East Weaver Creek migration barrier removal and so this is one where they've, you know, documented.  I think Mike brought this up too, but they documentation of steelhead kind of in this downstream pool there's this kind of failing culvert. This is actually on Forest Service road, and so they're going. What'd you say? County Road. And I believe we're going to make an arch over kind of restore this so that there's more easy passage for fish.  And this one is at 90%, Eric is the on all the calls with Amer, 90% of the way through it's compliant, so getting very close and gaining some break ground as soon as possible.
MD It's literally in our cultural resources staff’s hands and I walked to his desk and discussed it when I was in Sacramento for a meeting last week.
FF Oh good.
MD Yeah, I think it's on a good track.
FF OK. Love that. So, getting very close. So, that's an exciting one that seems like we'll likely have an immediate benefit when completed. And then another project to highlight is with the Yurok Tribe. This is a kind of feasibility study looking at Indian Creek and kind of looking at how to improve stream crossing here and improve fluvial functionality of this area and stretch of Indian Creek, and this project is very close to being done.  Because it's categorized projects, I think this one's about to be done. And it's been, there was a bit of a delay in activating a couple of Yurok projects willing to do with bureaucracy challenges. And not on anyone present or entity and but now that we got through that, it's been very swiftly so appreciating that. So those are a couple of the types of projects that we've been able to fund under this program. Looking ahead, all of the funding that we currently have that are managing in the agreement has been obligated and we actually, we didn't have a new, we didn't include having like a new solicitation in 2025 for new projects. And so, we were already just kind of focused on seeing through the projects that we funded and seeing them through to completion. We are set to end our agreement between NFWF and Reclamation in September 2026, so that's when our program expires.  And at that time, like I said, there's a few implementation projects that we expect to be completed, but there also are significant projects that will be, that have been funded through this effort that will need support for implementation. So those are those design projects. So, the project about you know I mentioned restoring fluvial function in Indian Creek and then additional projects that cover 17 miles and 700 acres of work in Upper Hayfork Creek. So, there are, I think we'll have some pretty big gains to report next year when the project when the program closes and there's definitely work that's teed up that will be location to kind of see through. What we've seen is that the grant making program is kind of a nice central source of funding for restoration activities in the Trinity Basin and it's an opportunity for other entities to come into the fold of the Trinity Restoration Program and access some funding and pursue project in different parts of the Basin. And so, it's like I said, because it's an open competitive process, it's a kind of a transparent flexion process with their criteria. It's a way for people to access this funding and participate in the overall goals of the Trinity Restoration Program and I think a big benefit that we've seen is that the grantees in this region have been very successful leveraging state funding to benefit Trinity River watershed. So, we've been able to bring in, you know, one to one match with that, you know, the $2.3 million that we've awarded. So, it's a, it's a pretty big bank and that's because of the hard work of grantees and the good organizations pursuing restoration projects in this region. So, yeah, that's kind of the, that's what I have for the update I and like I said, when I figure out my electronics, I'll send to the folks online, the little handout that I had, which has all of the projects listed. We are, not all of these projects are still active, so you know the work is still, we still have another, you know, little over a year left and so this will be a busy coming year. But I know this is also a program that is coming to a close and there's budget uncertainty. Blames this effort, along with all of the other things that we've discussed today. So, just wanted everyone to be aware here at the Trinity Management Council that from NFWF’s perspective we've been very grateful to work on this program. There's a lot of fantastic restoration practitioners and scientists in this space in that we've been able to meet and learn from over the past couple years and we're looking forward to seeing this group to the end and are open to discussing what the future looks like beyond 2026.  
EE Let's say I love that you're able to find two funds which if we just did this on home. So that's what I'm. More efficient? 
MD From a very selfish standpoint, I'll say that I enjoy working with Femke and Erica and the Hamer Compliance Team vastly more than I enjoy dealing with Reclamation’s Acquisition staff on every individual grant. They have been fantastic to work with and it's been really helpful to have them to some extent as a foil as we try to hold our grantees feet to the fire on actually allowing us to comply with our obligations under the law. It's really streamlined our permitting to have them facilitate.
FF I know there was a bit of a transition from when we brought on Hamer and they were initially there was a little bit of resistance of like, do you really have to do all of this compliance stuff, but I think we've gotten through that actually and now we're getting, you know, we're getting through, right? 
EE Yes.
MO I got a question. 
FF Yup. 
MO So, I've been here, in case you haven't noticed, for a long time, and relative to this program and the evolution of this component we did support. The solicitation process had very specific criteria and objectives and all that, and so my general question is, and I, my general sense, was that transition into your guys’ formatting needs. But I would note that there's two that strike me as, these are lists of the ones that so the resiliency and greater that one plus the eliminating factor analysis.  Now it's just out of sync with. So, I've always chosen. 
FF So the resiliency, that's the storage Tank Array project, that effort is really looking at building the looking at water and demand and trying to reduce water that's being drawn from flow limited areas of the watershed to improve kind of cold flows for fish.  So it; is it's like a; once it's a habitat, it's meant to be a habitat project with water quantity but it is a bit removed, it's not like a sticks and stones project, so if I hear what you're saying, it's a little bit outside the box of I think some of the traditional projects and the review committee at the time and that was selected, I think decided let's it's a priority area and it's kind of entering Budget Research and Training Center was getting some good ground at the time with new agreements with landowners is a different kind of watershed again. Kind of like bringing but building trust and bringing folks into the tent of thinking about the watershed or managing water in a different way so that that's my recollection of the selection process of that one.  But you're right that it's a bit outside of the balances of the other ones.  Limiting of Factors Analysis, that came from the science team. This is my, I think this is what happened, essentially we had some funding that was available that was basically could cover the analysis that was, I think, identified by the science team as a priority.  And so, the decision was made to use the funding that we had in the grant program to pay for the analysis, which had been prioritized. 
MO which is a different factor. It's how you're allocating money for different priority areas of….
FF Yes. And that's one of the things that I think is, I feel is kind of a positive of the ability of this particular program has some flexibility in how…. 
MO It’s the same color money in one way, but it just doesn't seem to fit regular. Yeah, but back to the other one. So, the usage of the water, it doesn't matter what.
MD It does. We have a prohibition against it being used for cannabis. We can't legally spend federal funds on cannabis, it has to be for something such as domestic water or irrigation.
FF Any other questions?
KM Anymore? Go for it, Mike.
MO Maybe it's confusing your organization with something else. Do you guys do the, earlier today, the presentation was by looking at key land areas that would be beneficial to the mainstream restoration efforts. Is that a part of you guys’ portfolio? FF Is that acquisition? 
MO yeah, acquisition being the middle person, whatever. 
FF We have; we do fund acquisition. We currently are not engaged in any acquisitions in the Klamath Basin.  We have in the past using private funding supported water transactions in like Scott River, for example. Voluntary deals to dedicate water to in stream flows. But we do, around the country, we do land acquisitions like large scale, and we did have a project funded by our National Coastal Resilience Fund, I believe, with the Yurok Tribe around a small parcel of lands on Water Creek, if I remember. I don't know exact the latest on that. So, we do a time we currently are not.
MO Thank you.
KM Right. Appreciate your presentation today. Yep, go ahead. In the back.
KL Did we do a type of watershed EA recently? Like somewhat recently do all these projects fall under that umbrella?
MD Most of them would if we had actually gotten to a FONSI with all of the partners. We're almost there. 
KL OK, so that EA is not complete. 
MD So, if a project is funded by Reclamation and it's happening on private lands,
we have signed a FONSI, and we can action that. If it’s on BLM or USFS lands, we need to wait until they sign FONSIs. 
KL And this is maybe a stupid question. When you say fund by Reclamation, this is included in that. 
MD And then our next is for these projects is the. Federal fund for our funding the project.
KL OK. It was the Salt Creek one when I found out other only at 60% of the EA.  The EA should have been done because there's a watershed EA but. What's the range?
EE It's actually more than 60%. I think that one was at one point now. That is at they estimate, that's at about 80% and that is I think the plan is that it will get its clearance, under EA to watershed.
MD This is just like specialist reports and stuff. In the weeds.
EE Yeah. Yeah. But I think that you're, but I think that's a project that is going to fall under the EA. I think they're just waiting for final signature. That's it.
MD And ideally and not even ideally, in reality I think the process that we're having to go through for a lot of these projects right now will be significantly streamlined once we finally get that version. But there's projects that are on a timeline that didn't allow for that team, I guess.
FF Unlike the design projects, they're all under the categorical exclusion; they've been streamlined already. I think that's the goal for the Watershed EA. 
KL Imagine if you're just seeing something you don't need to do an EA on the design. 
EE Correct.
FF There were previous errors, not here, but in other areas we've worked where it's still somehow took years to. So yeah, yeah.
KM So for the for the Trinity Restoration EA, I know the Forest Service is still in the objection period through the 7th of July. And then we should be signing the FONSI shortly thereafter, or the decision notice shortly thereafter. I'm not quite sure where BLM is in that process, but I think they're pretty quick..
MD It's close.
KM The fun, fun facts is we have different regulations. So, there will be a different process on BLM versus Forest Service tiering to that EA, but it's it should be pretty streamlined for both.
MD But we don't even have regulations anymore because they just deleted the entire 40 CFR regulation section about NEPA and the NEPA handbook. So, we're just making it up.
KM Yeah, there's that too. Nothing to see here.
MD So, with BLM, they're basically in a place where they just need another level of review of The Wild Scenic River Section 7 report because BLM is responsible for Wild and Safe rivers consultation for a chunk of the Trinity watershed and at this point, it's being slow rolled a little bit unintentionally because, like me and almost everybody else who’s a federal employee, they’re wearing multiple hats. They have an assistant manager as their acting field manager, their field manager is acting district manager, and their district manager is acting associate state director. And so basically they're sitting on it waiting for Jen Mata, who's normally the field manager to get to it, to sign it. And I'm told it’ll be the week of June 22nd. 

Election of new TMC Chair and Vice-Chair

KM The Forest Service are is hoping at this point we don't have any objections, so we can make it through the July 7th without objections. We should be able to sign it shortly thereafter. So, cross your fingers. Alright, moving on to our last topic of the day. Election of a new TMC chair and vice chair.
MD So Keli, I didn't get an answer to my question on. I know that you have no bandwidth for this, which is why we're calling the election for both the Chair and Vice Chair. Was Bobby interested in running? If you guys switch places? Or is she in the same position?
KM She is. She's in a similar situation, but probably I lost about a third of my staff. She didn't have many to begin with, so.
MD Just see if you know how many people get to pick.
JLy Yeah. So just for just for clarity, Keli, are you don't have the bandwidth to be the chair, but what about the vice chair? Are you open to that?
KM I am open. I'm open to vice chair, but I don't see myself as a pathway to success for the chair.  I See myself not able to meet to make all of the meetings and have, and therefore Bobby would be fair.
MD Yeah, to be fair, she was vice chair and got stuck with being chair. So.
KM True, also true
MD If anyone has anything to add, let me know.  If people want and I need to figure out. Keli and Patrick, if you could e-mail, I will add your e-mail to the book tally.
So, it's going to be a blind vote. And I think someone's hat or a box or something to collect  the ballots. Typically, how we've done it, and there's nothing in the bylaws that prescribes that, but we've typically had a vote and the person who gets the most votes as chair and the person who gets the second most votes is vice chair. If Keli specifically wants to be eligible only for Vice chair, we would have to do 2 separate votes, one for chair and one for vice chair.
EH She's currently vice chair.
MD She's currently chair. 
JLy Chair.
MD The bylaws prescribed that upon the chair not being able to perform their duties any longer, the vice chair automatically comes the chair. Yep. 
EH So would how long is that for?
MD It's supposed to be through December of the next year. 
EH So, to theoretically she could pull herself automatically down to vice, and then we're only voting for the chair.
MD I don't think our bylaws allowed for that.
EH I know I'm just trying to pick otherwise this is.
MD Well, we could do a vote for chair and see where we end up.
JLy Yeah. OK. Vote for chair, right?
KM And then Patrick and I are emailing Mike.
MD Yep. And so, your choices are Vicky, Elizabeth and Justin.
SQ So we're making two votes?
MD Just vote for the chair and we'll see how things shake out.
MO Just everything I was wrong with I go.
MD Well, the Forest Service is saying they can't, they don't want to be considered for chair.
MO Did you say Elizabeth?
MD Elizabeth, Vicky and Justin
MO Vote for chair.
JLy OK, we're ready.
SQ Has Bill served shortest term?
EH Yeah.
JLy Yep. It would be Keli, actually.
EH Oh yeah.
MD Oh yeah, yeah.
KM I missed the comment. Uh oh.
EH Served the shortest term ever. 
KM Oh.
EH As chair.
KM To be fair, when I was voted Vice Chair, I wasn't present. So just to bring that right around.
MD Right. Just waiting on one more vote. Patrick.
JLy Is it close? Is it close?
MD Actually, you know what? It doesn't matter. Yeah, right. That's a good point.
Patrick's vote doesn't matter because there's a two-vote difference. Justin, guess what? You’re chair. So, we can now do a second vote if we want to include Keli in the vice chair running and exclude you from the chairman. 
JLy We should, we should just to be clean.
MD we need a new set of papers.
JLy I tore my initial one.
MD Remember, if there's a tie, it's a cage fight. And again, we don't need the wait for Patrick more there is more than a one vote difference. So, Vicky and Justin, now you guys can have your TMC discussions in the same building.
KM OK. Congratulations you two.
MD Well, that's it. We're 15 minutes early.
JLy Yep. Meeting adjourned.
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Notes: Microsoft Teams.    Transcription: Samantha Maier

Wednesday June 18, 2025
(Scheduled from 9:00 am – 12:00 pm PST) 


Introductions

JLy Sound check folks online. Can you hear us? All right. Thank you, Patrick. We'll get started pretty soon, OK. Thank you, Samantha. All right. Good morning, folks. It's 9:00 AM and we're on our second day of the Trinity Management Council meeting, and we'll do a round of introductions. I'm Justin Lee Ly with NOAA Ffisheries. For those who weren't here yesterday, we did an election, so, I'm the new chair. He got he got some applause there.
VR Good morning. I'm Vicky Ryan. I'm Deputy Field Supervisor at the Arcata Fish and Wildlife Office and was elected the vice-chair yesterday.
EH Introductions again? 
JLy Yes? 
EH All righty. OK. Elizabeth Hadley with Reclamation.
MO Mike Orcutt from Hoopa Valley Tribe.
TM Good morning, Trevor Morgan State of California.
MD Mike Dixon, Executive Director of the Restoration Program.
JLy Let's go around the room, Ken.
KL I got a mouth full! 
JLy Sorry, how about Justin first?
JA Justin Alvarez Hoopa Valley Tribe 
EP Eric Peterson, TRRP Science Coordinator, Restoration Program office, 
KL Ken Lindke, California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
FF Femke Freiberg, National Wildlife Foundation.
EE Erica Engstrom, National Wildlife Foundation 
SN Seth Naman NOAA Fisheries.
PC Patricia Castro, Fish and Wildlife Service. (Not clear as she was sitting far away from the mic) 
JLy Welcome.  Folks online, TMC. Let's see, Keli?
KM Keli McElroy Forest Service
JLy Welcome. Patrick?
PF Hi, good morning, everybody. This is Patrick Flynn, Trinity County, serving as the TMC Rep for today. Thanks.
JLy Good morning. And Chris, are you representing Yurok Tribe this morning?
CL Yeah, Chris Laskodi here. Yeah, I guess I'm. I'm representing Yurok until Shane gets there.
JLy OK, welcome. All right. I'll just go down alphabetical order Kiana?
KA Everyone Kiana Abel, Trinity River Restoration Program, Public Affairs Specialist.
JLy Good morning. Michael Dodrill?
MJD Good morning, everyone. Mike Dodrill with USGS.
JLy Good morning. Karl?
KS Karl Seitz with Hoopa Valley Tribe.
JLy Good morning.  Morgan?
MK Good morning, Morgan Knechtle, Cal Fish and Wildlife.
JLy Good morning.  Samantha?
SSM Good morning. Samantha Maier, Secretary for Trinity River Restoration Program.
JLy OK. Good morning. Is it Jenny or Jean? Jane?
KA I think Jeanne is not by her desk, so.
SSM That is Jeanne McSloy for Trinity River Restoration Program.

Comments on Non-Agenda Items

JLy Oh, OK. Thank you. Appreciate it. OK, we'll go to non-agenda items.
Anybody have any announcements or comments on non-agenda items?.
Welcome, Shane. You want to do a quick introduction?
SQ Shane Quinn, Yurok Tribe. 

FY26 TRRP Budget Proposal
Decision Item 

JLy Welcome. No comments? Not seeing any. Alright. Well Mike, looks like fiscal year 26 budget is next.
[bookmark: _GoBack]MD All right, TMC Members, you guys should have a paper copy of this that’s easier for you to look at that if you want to mark it up. So, I did get a chance to meet with most TMC entities, but not all. Justin, I canceled on you, and it was an insane last week and I never re-scheduled. I didn't hear back from the Hoopa Valley Tribe or Trinity County, but we did meet individually with several of the TMC entities to talk through what we feel our budget situation and priorities are for the coming fiscal year. Kind of reiterating what was mentioned yesterday, we don't know for sure what we're going to get our FY26 budget. What we're planning for is what was requested for the FY26 budget. There's no guarantees or likelihood that we're going to get that, but all we can do is identify our priorities and plan for them and if we need to walk stuff down as the budget materializes, we'll have that conversation. I know with several of the entities that I met with in advance of this meeting we did talk about potential priorities for walk down, or what things we would choose not to do. We can have that conversation if folks would like to have it. I feel like it's not necessary at this stage to have that conversation. I think we should plan for a full budget and then go from there. But. Anybody have any thoughts before I jump into numbers?  One of the things that I emphasize that is probably beating a dead horse, but I want to make sure when people look at our budget across multiple years (because we usually list the previous couple years on here) at across the different costs by program activity, recognize that how we break down costs doesn't necessarily fit into a neat box.  For example, program administration, you would think that's all of our overhead, but we have staff salaries there that primarily support rehabilitation and science under those categories. And similarly, in the program administration under technical assistance there's the time that a lot of staff are putting into specific projects. So, looking at the dollar amounts and how they change between year doesn't really reflect anything real through time because those costs shift throughout the budget and there's a lot of lead over between what they are. But they are reflective of how we track costs historically and they are reflective of how the TRRP’s budget is actually issued by Reclamation. So, I would say don't get hung up on the categories, but it is a convenient way to present a budget. The other thing that I'll throw out as a caveat is I still haven't gotten corrections on our 2025 working budget. I wish that we were sitting on $600,000 extra dollars, but that's not real. So we don't need to have a conversation about what to do with our surplus funding, because if anything we’re slightly overspent and I'm trying to close that gap so we're here to talk about 2026. What you can see in the bottom table for 2026 is the projected dollar amounts for our various sources of funding. Again, the first line it assumes that we're going to get what was requested in the President's budget, which is about $12,500,000 in appropriated funds. It assumes that we're going to get our million and a half in Central Valley Project restoration fund dollars. We were plussed up on that in 2024 in order to allow us to implement the Upper Conner Creek project; that did come to some extent of the expense of how much funding we got in 2025. Which is why you see the 2025-dollar amount for the CVPIA H37 funds is lower. And then for Fish and Wildlife Service, we don't know until the end of the fiscal year how much they're going to have left. This is for those on the call who haven't been through these budget meetings before, these are funds that we get at the end of September based upon the salary savings for Fish and Wildlife Service employees that primarily work on Trinity tasks that do reimbursable work on other non-Trinity tasks and so they're able to bring some of their salary savings into support tribal monitoring projects. But because we don't know how much salary savings there will be till the end of the year, we're just planning for what we got last year end of this year, and if we get nothing, we'll adapt. But we're planning for $350k this year, which is what we've got in 2025. Any questions on this page? So, then let's go down to program administration. So, the spoiler with the program administration page is that this is the status quo. I'm not proposing that we change anything on program administration this year, assuming that we get the full budget that we were anticipating. Program office personnel, I think there will be a minor adjustment to that number that's now that is just my salary and Samantha Maier’s salary that previously included Kiana’s salary, but Kiana is now being paid out of a separate fund at Interior and previously this also included Deanna Jackson’s salary. That position has also been removed from our org chart - I got confirmation this morning. So, if we get to keep the salary savings from positions that were consolidated in Interior, that dollar amount will actually be a little lower and some of that will come back to us. So, no real change there, other than we might save a little bit of money. Office operations, this is assuming that we're not traveling much this year, which is likely going to remain the case because we're currently only authorized mission essential travel. And this assumes that we get a new lease at roughly the same cost that we're paying currently. The one changes that I know in advance is probably going to add some money to this as we have fleet vehicle replacement that's going to happen in FY26, so, we can probably add $60,000 to that amount.  That's not reflected in this office operations projection, but again for those who haven't been through this before, office operations is kind of the roll up of all of the lease, utilities, fleet, various other mundane things. One thing that's a big unknown about our office operations costs for FY26 is how overhead from Interior is going to be charged to us. So, typically office operations is also where we pay for, like our acquisition staff in Sacramento when they're working on contracts or grants for us, they will bill some time against the program. That cost is reflected there now that acquisitions and property and other functions are rolled up into Interior. Interior’s overhead rate went up by like 40% but we don't know how that's going to be billed to Reclamation yet.
If it's going to be something that comes out of our working capital, or if it's something that's going to come out of individual program budgets, there's no guidance that's come down yet from Denver and DC on that. So, it's likely that office operations will be more than this just because of the fleet costs. It's possible that it might be considerably more if we have to start paying for more of the initial support functions that have enrolled to Interior. Yes? 
EH Questions now or just wait?  So, it's possible that any savings in that first section would be offset? OK.
MD That's actually probably the most likely outcome, but because I don't know what those numbers are, we can only ask our budget analyst for projections, and I can only take what he gets me because we just make assumptions. And so, these are based upon certain assumptions. We have no notetaker or public education outreach grant costs because those tasks were eliminated by DOGE this year. And then everything else on this sheet is status quo technical assistance to the various agencies. Those are the actual dollar costs to the state and NOAA, Forest Service and Trinity County; and then the Hoopa Valley and Yurok Tribe AFA technical assistance tasks are just the projections scaled from last year because we'll need to update their indirect rates. So, once we start talking about the calendar year 26 AFA, we'll get firmer numbers. But more or less, this is status quo funding for program administration other than what was eliminated by DC. Any questions on program administration before we go to implementation? OK. 
On the implementation side for office personnel. This salary projection assumes that we keep James Lee, Oliver Rogers, Elliot Sarnacki, and the projection assumes that we do not have the opportunity to fill our natural resource specialist position that was vacated by Lauren Alvarez. Again, as a reminder, we have to pay for her position through the end of September, but then if we get to keep those salary savings, our costs will go down for that task for this year, and that's reflected here. We're assuming that we're not filling that position in FY26. I would like to fill that position but with the hiring freeze, I don’t know when that would come to pass. Under miscellaneous, these are kind of recurring things that we fund as well as a one-off thing. So, the FEMA/Flood Compliance Updates to Denver Technical Service Center, this was assuming that we're going to pay them to do the same Letter of Map Revision work they do for us. So, for those who haven't worked in the implementation side of what we do much, when we do channel rehabilitation projects, we have to work with Trinity County if there’s private land involved in getting a floodplain development permit and we also have the County with their obligations as the floodplain administrator to update their flood insurance rate map with FEMA. And so, we work with Denver TSC to get the hydraulic modeling done and stamped for submittal to FEMA so that we can meet our obligations with the county when we're changing the floodway. This cost may be different this year because Denver Technical Service Center’s costs us just went up dramatically.  We're hoping that that equalizes in the coming fiscal year, but we don't know what to expect. So, what we projected was a modestly increase just due to year on year increase amount of funding for that. River Acres Road house acquisition, purchase and removal will drop off next year's budget because that is done. The house is no longer there and we're actually trying to figure out what to do with that parcel now. Realty Acquisitions, this is our temporary access agreement that we have with various private property owners for a litany of things across the program, but in this case, it's for the irrigation that we need to do in Conner Creek in the R2 flood plain that's largely on private property. We're going to need a new realty agreement to succeed the construction agreement to cover that for the next few years. Planning is what it sounds like. The top two tasks are components of our contract with Ironwood Consulting. So, that top line is the option year one of our newish contract with Ironwood to do NEPA support, but also year on year compliance obligations like the wetland resurveys and the riparian resurveys and things of that nature that need to happen to meet our obligations to the water board.
MO I got a question. Sorry, I was looking for yesterday's report. Backing up to the lens of Realty. Yeah, I was surprised and on the I guess it would be the science report on the Workgroup report, there was an item that said plan a field trip to parcels to brainstorm restoration activity. Does that mean we talked about the spin in the past about clearing flood plain of land? Is that not the same thing or not?
MD Well, these were because… 
MO I meant to ask you yesterday.
MD Yeah, these were parcels that were acquired for that purpose. They were parcels that were standing in the way of our ability to release the maximum fisheries flow release.  We've just retained title, and you know one of the parts of that is in Douglas City is actually being cared for and trespassed by the neighboring landowner who likes to mow it, so it looks nice, but it does mitigate the fire risk associated with that parcel. There's the other parcel in Junction City, well, three parcels in Junction City that we acquired that River Acres house and so the riparian aquatic ecology group visited those places to figure out what can we do to make these more, you know, valuable as a component of the river corridor instead of just being attractive nuisance for….. 
MO So that was a different focus area, not like pairs remaining sites because access and all of land owners, we are there.
MD There's no large-scale push right now to acquire additional parcels for the purpose of restoration beyond the Hoopa Valley Tribe’s assisting with the Smith Pit acquisition, that's going to go to BLM, I guess. It's actually in between two restoration projects, but it's not within the footprint of a project that we're going to do, but… 
MO There's no new initiative to do that, that was very specific. Not what I was talking about. And then, and then we have done some smaller scale stuff like the Yurok plan for this, mini examples of the same concept. OK. Thank you.
MD So going back to the NEPA/CEQA stuff. Revegetation Supply - This again is part of the Ironwood contract, but because, as is the case this year, our AFAs are not always funded in a timely manner and because container stock isn't just kept on the shelf of a lot of the species that we need for revegetation, we have an optional task in the contract. We can action what allows us to pay a nursery to grow out specific plants that we need for revegetation in the coming year. Unlike what was asked in the DOGE review, we can't just go buy those plants at Home Depot instead. We can't go buy native sedges and brushes with the right genetics at Home Depot, so that's why we have this task.  That was my favorite questions that came out of DOGE. Technical Assistance is just what it sounds like. This is kind of like the Program Administration technical assistance for TMC entities but this is funding that we provide for the support that BLM has to do to allow our projects to occur in the BLM managed portions of the river.
And then Geophysical Support Services, once this covers a suite of activities, but this year it's just our annual 40-mile photography and then the as-builts for the Upper Conner Creek project that we've constructed this finish this year. New funding for this year is under Design and Support Services. We've been catching up on implementing designs because our projects are taking more than one year to build, but we're now at a place where we're going to have fund some new design work, and the Yurok Tribe is next in queue to push a design forward. So, we're proposing to provide funding to them to develop the 30% designs for the Upper/Lower Rush Creek Suite in Lewiston.  For those who don't know these projects, there was a design developed for Upper Rush Creek many, many years ago. There was not a willing landowner at the time, but that situation may have changed and because it is one of the 47 sites, we're proposing to fund the Yurok Tribe to do the design development up to 30% in the coming year for those projects. And then TSC Modeling Support. This is kind of a slush fund for general TSC support. There's a lot of reasons why we need to lean on Denver Technical Services Center for help.  This pays for Nate Bradley's time to update our SRH-2D models. This is also the pot of money that paid for the updates to recode the cohort reconstruction model to R. So, we try to keep a pot of money available to set aside capacity at our Technical Services Center to do whatever comes up in the coming year. So, we're asking to do that again this year. And then moving into Construction. Once again, we're proposing to use construction as the balancer of the budget. This is because, as has been the case for the last several years, our projects will take more than one year's funding, and so they're inherently scalable because we can write performance work statement for a given year based how much money we have available to execute that work. So, if everything in this budget were to happen exactly as portrayed in the spreadsheet that this is based on, we would have $4.77 million for construction this year. I suspect it will actually be considerably less than that for the reasons that we've already largely talked about. But what this will actually cover for FY26 is completing the work at the Sawmill Gravel processing site that needs to be put to bed. That's going to require $2.275 million for FY26 funding. The balance of that would go to executing the first phase of the Evans Bar project. I'm going to jump to the bottom of the page, and it's a little bit awkward because on the one hand, we've been so satisfied with what's happened under our NFWF grant and it's odd to propose pausing funding for a year on our watershed funding, but I want to propose that we sit on watershed funding for one fiscal year for two reasons. One is I want to maximize how much money can go into that green box for construction for the Evans Bar projects that Trevor's going to be talking about this afternoon, specifically because we have some neighboring land owners there that while the project doesn't directly impact any private property, they aren't loving what's being proposed out there. I want to get in and get out of the part of the project that acutely affects their lives, and we need to make sure that we have enough money to implement that portion of the project in FY26.
It's kind of the same reason that we were able to get plussed up for Upper Connor Creek - we really wanted to get out of the west side of the Junction City neighborhood and get the boat launch there functional again because there's some specific impacts on the local community with that part of the project. In this case we want to get in, do the floodplain lowering and everything else that Trevor's going to talk about, and get out so that those people have their access established again, and their peace and quiet back. To do that, we need to make sure we have enough funding.  The other reason that I'm asking that we consider pausing watershed funding for FY26 is, and I think I spoke to this a little bit, to some extent our usual suspect grantees are a little bit tapped out on capacity right now, and so getting projects on the ground and getting them to deliver the products that are required for compliance to allow us to put projects on the ground has been challenging and I think that it would be valuable for us to let people get caught up. A lot of our usual suspects have gotten FRGP funding and BIL funding and inflation reduction funding for a lot of projects, and it's going to take a little bit of time for that to work its way through the system. I don't like, I don't love that I am proposing that we pause watershed funding for one fiscal year because tributary restoration is, for me, one of the most fun parts of what we do. But I think that's probably the right thing. 
EH But what I'm hearing is we're actually; we're not pausing the work. We're pausing adding funds and new projects, right? Because what I heard you just say yesterday was that the existing projects are still ongoing and there's a lot of work to do. OK. 
MD Yes, there's going to be on the ground work with our previous watershed funding over the next year. 
EH So maybe we just, so we can rephrase that to say we're not pausing, because we're not pausing. We're just not adding new funding and new projects, right? 
MD Yeah. What specifically what I'm asking for at this time is that the TMC not direct me to work with our acquisition staff to solicit for a new grant in FY26. If the situation on the ground changes or funding changes, I may come back and ask the TMC for such a motion. But right now, I think that it would be prudent for us to make sure that we can get in and get out of it of the upper portion of Evans Bar and not pursue a new grant this fiscal year. 
JLy Mike? 
MO So, on your table, we probably construction businesses grants and combined discussion here, the 25 has zero. So, what it says working 25, does that mean? Was there money in watersheds in 2025?
MD In 2024, we put $1,000,000 in, so we basically we fully funded the remainder of the grant, so, we paid 25’s portion of the funding in 24.
MO So that's why. Because what?
EH Yeah, that's a good question.
MO In fact, that means you didn't have money in 2025 because you did 2024 and now you're causing that pause in 26. I’m just trying to get the record here
MD Yeah. So, we issued a $2.675 million grant to NFWF.  $675 the first year, and then the assumption was $500,000 for each of the subsequent 4 years. In year three, we paid for…..In year four, we paid for Year 5. And the rationale for that was it will take time to put those projects on the ground and they need to be able to get their reporting done and their final invoicing done by the time the grant ends.  So, it didn't make sense for us to wait in FY25 and put the last 500,000 on it. We could get it all under the grant and then get all of those funds out for award early in the project.  
MO I'll just make a comment on the concept here that you’re promoting here a little bit of a pause of 26 is yesterday's presentation was informative and my long-time interaction with that, would note somebody else doesn't say it in a public comment that $2,000,000 was always a number that people toyed with and a whole bunch of consistent from the stakeholder groups. But when we kind of cleared the runway a little bit on some of this stuff, I was also very concerned about the software. But and then fairly consistent interaction with that group, the guidelines and scope and priorities I thought should have been towards ESA and all these other things like tributaries that might help benefit Coho, for example. But what I saw yesterday was a local. I was surprised a little bit on a couple of them because it looked like to me there was a lot of things that got placed over there, and that limiting factors analysis was one of them. The water can, I mean, we're getting pretty innovative with how that goes, and you know, I assume it went through the technical scrub that was done with. It's kind of getting. So, anyway, all it's to say it doesn't seem really centric.  I was also surprised that there wasn't a lot of South Fork project because that has been in his books. Recalled there were limitations against using many, many years based upon the isolation. So. I supported out. I'm sorry at this point, but I want to look at the whole package. Sure, there you go so.
MD Yeah.  I don't want to belabor this, but on the one hand, the watershed restoration aspect of what we do was one of the actions we were directed to undertake in 2000 ROD. We have, how do I say this? What we were directed to do in the 2000 ROD was largely focused on reducing gine sediment inputs in the Upper Trinity River. With the exception of a couple of recent fire impacted drainages, we feel that we've accomplished what we were directed to do under the 2000 ROD specifically for watershed restoration. However, if we want to meet our recovery objectives specifically for Coho and Steelhead, we have a lot of work left to do on the tributaries. So, I do think this continues to be an important focus for the program and I don't like that pausing for a year is what I landed on is the proposal, but I think in light of the broader context it makes sense.
JLy OK.
EP Just a detail in there, the Limiting Factors Analysis was part of the NFWF funds.
We wrote a mod specifically to include that because the way that we set up the Limiting Factors Analysis in Phase 2, the NFWF vehicle for funding that was convenient, they did not use any of the watershed funding though. We wrote a specific mod to bring that funding into NFWF. 
MO So it was on that document that was presented. I don't know. You guys are aware of how you guys’ ship money around. It's all the same color green somewhere along the way that. So, my only last parting comment would be, there's also been a lot of, like you said, FRGP no one has money, the state was pretty flexible money.
So, that's also another factor, whether built in our money might be. Help being acquired, other sources and so we should number that some positive.  Yeah.
MD It has been a great source of match for a lot of these grantees. They've been able to secure a lot of match and that's great. We don't require match for our funding and that's not the case for a lot of other grantors. So, it is good seed money. 
MO The history of this program. Anyway, I'm sorry.
MD But I guess the other thing that I wanted to say, and it undermines my argument a little bit, is that a lot of that match has come through things that are supported by FRGP, which is funded by PCSRF.  PCSRF is on the chopping block right now in the big, beautiful, bill, so our funding might get to be much more important for some of our grantees if PCSRF is eliminated I think we can revisit this conversation based on the situation. 
There's nothing else that's unusual or a change of status quo on the implementation proposal.  We did include a little bit more for large wood because we'll be finishing up the Sawmill project and starting on Evans Bar and there's a possibility that we may have a proposal from the work groups sometime next year to do our first wood augmentation strategy. One of the things that's been proposed as a component of wood augmentation is that we need to prepare the river channel to receive wood because if we just dump wood in the river in the same way that we dump gravel in the river, which is nothing that we would do, that's ridiculous, but if we were to do that, it's just going to end up in like Tonga or Hawaii or something. We need to place wood in strategic places in order to allow wood jams to evolve in response to wood that we placed into the river. So, we're asking for a little bit more money for large wood than we had historically to give us some flexibility to do some of that in FY26 if we get a full proposal from the work group to do that.  And beyond that, oh, the Value Engineering study. We haven't done one of those in a few years. We actually have a value engineering study coming up this year and that is one of the reasons why my budget isn't adding up for 25 yet, I'm not tracking that cost. We're doing a value engineering study this year on the alternative designs for Evans Bar. We were proposing to do one next year on the designs developed by the Yurok Tribe for the Rush Creeks project, so that that is something that we didn't include in the budget for this year. But nothing else is changing. The revegetation and irrigation for this year will cover the maintenance of the Upper Conner Creek plantings, as well as reweaving some beaver dam analogs that were constructed in previous channel rehab projects, and that is it. So, any questions on implementation before I move to science? So, similar to program administration, science is pretty much what we're proposing this year is status quo so. Program office personnel this assumes that Eric keeps his job, and Jeanne McSloy keeps her job and one of these positions was being tracked. So, this the dollar amount for this may actually go down, but our assumption is that right now for planning purposes the data steward position remains vacant. Both physical sciences positions remain vacant. We were tracking Todd Buxton’s salary in this projection, that number is higher than it would be if we have to hold all these positions. The two other program office personnel are Chris Laskodi and Simone Groves. Those are just projections, much like the technical assistance tasks we need to get updated fringe and indirect and stuff as part of next year's AFA to get real numbers assigned to those, I think I scaled it up 4%. And then SAB participation, that's the actual cost for the next year for four of the five SAB members. John Buffington is looking to roll off the SAB at some point and is not asking for any additional funding. He also feels that because he's a full time Forest Service employee, the government already pays for his time and shouldn't have to, and I appreciate that philosophy. He doesn't feel like we need to pay him to play, so that cost there is paying for the other four members that we have contracts with.
MO Taking question, are you? 
MD Yeah. 
MO So, backing up to those ones like the riparian ecologist. How should we interpret this information relative to the Fish and Wildlife Service’s budget?  Part of it transferred through and pretty much, we'll find that had it funded in the past. 
MD So the funding from that we get from Fish and Wildlife is typically applied to the outmigrant monitoring task and if there's more funding it goes to redd monitoring.  
MO So, it shifted the RFP to the right variant.
MD Yeah. 
MO Pretty prior when it first started that position? 
MD I don't know, but all I know for the last number of years….. 
MO I’m asking because it is that they have a component of you guys have a pretty clear, ridiculous production. 
VR So we don't have a budget yet. I mean, we're just getting like allocations for FY25.
So I mean, we don't know, but I mean we are expecting to see some results, but we don't know. I feel like Bureau of Reclamation probably has a little bit more information on potential budgets, we're not really getting any information at this time. So, we'll just have to wait. 
MO Because subscribe in your document, that's what I said. It says something about the second paragraph. “FWS funding for tribal participation in monitoring tasks is also anticipated to be lower to due to a reduction in reimbursable projects.” I'm not sure. Doesn't mean what, reimbursement?
MD Well, that's like hard to….
VR Yeah, it's part of; like we get reimbursable funds from Bureau of Reclamation as a result of like, the Klamath Consultation, there's RPMs in NOAA's BO where Reclamation in Klamath pays us to work on the rotary screw traps and other things.  We get that reimbursable funding from various Bureau of Reclamation offices, but we try to make it fair and streamline across all the different programs we've got going on because there's been a cost savings.  So, it's kind of a juggling. And then it's next…..
MO Reimbursable whole bunch of other fronts. It's a whole different meetings. 
MD Not in the Central Valley project.
MO Yeah, yeah, yeah, I understand. I get away with that. OK. 
VR Yeah, in different parts, right? Like it's kind of coming at us differently for different offices.
MD It's like when we harvest trees on BLM land as part of a channel rehabilitation project.  One Department of Interior Bureau has to pay another Department of Interior Bureau to harvest trees that stay on that Bureau’s land.
VR Yeah.  
MD We have to move the money around in a circle.
VR Yeah.  
MO For now my original question is, it's covered; the Riparian Ecologist position; however it’s covered…
MD It's covered in the Science Budget
MD Yeah. 
MO Any of those is still. 
MD Yep.
MO Because it's on this budget, it'll be covered with one of those sources, right?
OK. Thank you.
VR I guess too, I mean like maybe for like the if it's like more-clear maybe like more transparent you know on some of these like the Redds and outmigrant surveys we've got like in blue, the doesn't include Fish and Wildlife Service salaries and we could put it in a line item or something? 
MD We used to, but it got messy because people couldn't figure out why stuff didn't add up because it wasn't part of the pot of money that we were distributing at TMC.
VR Yeah.
MD So it got messy then, I think it was when my predecessor was here still, we removed the Fish and Wildlife Service salaries from the budget.
MO So that's what you'd have to do on repeat, right? Bottom asterisks. 
VR Yeah.
MD Yeah, yeah.
MO And it's 350 in 2025?
VR And I'll say that's kind of a guess. So like you know, it was less in 2025 because we had Ty working with us and I think we had a little bit of a decline in budget last year too. Or like in FY25. So we're guessing for FY26 it'll be pretty comparable because we're not going to have Ty. We're not going to backfill, but we're expecting a little bit of a decline in budget. So, it's kind of a placeholder for now, it could very well change.
MO Thank you.
MD For the entire Status and Trend block, I will just say that all that's being proposed here is to do the same work in FY26, subject to funding availability. In the case of tribal funding, its scaled for year on year increases based upon an estimate. In the case of CDFW those are real dollar amounts from their agreement. So, no change was proposed there. And then the only other thing on this budget is the two projects that Eric talked about yesterday, the IDT proposes that we fund them. I propose to the TMC that we fund those projects subject to the principal investigators satisfactorily responding to the comments that were received from the SAB during that review. There are some comments to be addressed that may slightly change the cost of those projects, but I think they should be funded if we have money.  I will say we can certainly dive into the “what ifs” and scenarios, you know, game out walk downs if you want to. The first thing that I would propose not to fund if funding comes in lower than anticipated is these two new science proposals for this year. They will help fill information gaps, but there's no long-term data series that's riding on them unlike any of these other projects. 
I actually skipped one thing, and I'll mention it to you just to get it in here thinking for next year.  I have stream gauging on here, that's the cost that we pay the USGS to operate our stream gauge network on the Trinity River. As part of our monitoring review that all the work groups are doing, it is it has been tentatively identified that we may be able to drop the Burnt Ranch gauge. But there is an interest in instrumenting a couple of other existing gauge sites to be able to monitor turbidity.  Once the gauges are instrumented for that, it becomes fairly inexpensive, but doing the instrumentation is not inexpensive. So, that probably won't come to pass until FY27 sometime, but just to put on your radar, we may propose to drop a stream gauging location, but that won't necessarily immediately save money because part of the suite is to actually match some additional monitoring locations. 
EP The recommendation to make those changes has not been reviewed by the council yet. Also. 
MD It syncs up well because our interagency agreement with USGS needs to be renewed in the FY27. So timing is good.  Sometime next year the TMC can have that discussion. The one thing that I'll say is that the Burnt Ranch gauge is not directly used for Restoration Program purposes that anybody has been able to identify, but it does have a really long data set. So we do give something up.
VR Any questions? 
MD Sure. I'm done talking.
EH So thank you. I mean, this is really great, I understand we have so much uncertainty and this is just a framework and conceptually kind of looking at where to focus money, regardless of the actual dollar amounts. I do have concerns starting something new. Given the dynamics we're looking at and wonder if it's better to take any funding we do have and focus it on existing projects. So, my question to you is with this $426,000 that's being proposed for the two new projects, could that money if let's say we get it, we get fully funded, could that money be spent on the implementation project and add it to that, to make more of an impact on finishing that, since you mentioned how important it is to get in and get out on that specific project?
MD Yeah, again, those projects are inherently scalable, so we can build more into next year's plan of work for the Construction Corporation than we have. I don't have a strong recommendation to the contrary from what the IDT has proposed, so I'm bringing the IDT’s recommendation forward.
JLy Mike?
MO Of this first area I'm concerned about is. The, yes, you, you, you flagged those two projects.  My concern after hearing the discussion yesterday about the IDT team and its function and all that is with all the rules and work group guidance and all of those things to hear that a… The major thing that this program has really been contentious issue I’ll just put it that way, the winter flow variability the shift. And timing of the flows that were not allowed. So, how and what goes into evaluating any of those things? There might never get done, but as we move forward in the future here with the winter flow variability. For the IDT team to say we're not even aware of that Environmental Assessment Management Program that doesn’t like; My general question is the regional director signed it was a part of the EA and so how and why that wouldn't be a framework? It was an institutional knowledge stepping back.  Some of the things we put in our 13 points, what do you guys call it? 12 1/2 points, whatever it was. Was one item that was concurrent sign on. Everything below, above that were all long well thought out. Reaching out to a lot of different people that have input into, well, what are the studies, the information that's needed so not to have that in the framework is really troubling and maybe it was somehow, but.  I guess kind of back up and say well, the regional director and the decision with the tribe part of the NEPA documentation. Why wouldn't that be the factor in? Do we have to direct the workers to put specific kind of so that that's a concern about that?  And then specifically, the wildlife discussion. That has been a real, I don't know going to get to that in a while that the guy on the thing that again yesterday, but wildlife part of the program. Has the 55 legislation does reference that, but very intermittently at best. And then the regulatory overlay that we have in temporary times here is a situation where a lot of the wildlife stuff I repeatedly asked wouldn't this be objective to some of that stuff where we don't have goals pre-dam level on fish populations, we have numeric targets and objectives. Don't have that with some of the others, the wildlife that I'm aware of, and so anyway that's one I don't want to beat that to death because, but I would note that it was then stated. Well that was in August last year. Well, this new administration I guess I'm a little concerned about. How they're going to view some of that stuff and there's linkages and all that. Well, there's a whole bunch of linkages on stuff that could be made into arguments by anyway that that's my concern about that part of it. And then overall with the budget here.  There's a lot of you kind of hit on it, but I'll re-read say what I thought you said there.  Was eliminated the position they had to be funded to the end of the fiscal year. We don't know if those traditionally are going to be added back or not. Pretty good chunk of money we're talking about potentially.  So, those all areas are of uncertainty and like I said at the end of the day, we probably need to. This program needs to have chunks of money for construction, for admin prioritization kind of concept. I think we need to engage and start in that conversation. I'm not sure we're going to get to the end of it today though on limited time.
MD I guess in the context of the budget and what you're bringing up Mike, there are a couple things I would highlight, and Eric can redirect if I start to wander into inaccuracy. But a couple of the bullets that the Hoopa Valley Tribe and the previous RD agreed to are incorporated into our current science process. The flow synthesis report was one of the stipulations and it is funded and is underway. My understanding is there was just a subcontract issued to Darcy Pickard to push some of that across the finish line, so that didn't need to go through this year’s science planning process. There's momentum there. And then as you know, doing an evaluation of the expected outcomes and hypotheses related to winter flows, I think there is a spectrum of opinion within the ad hoc team that's working on that flow evaluation framework that Ken is helping lead. Largely, most of the group feels that the monitoring required to evaluate the expected outcomes is already in place and we don't necessarily need further studies to evaluate what we're trying to achieve.  There is conversation ongoing in that vein, though. If that ad hoc group does come back to the work group and the IDT and it believes that there's a fundamental piece missing, then we're going to have to revisit that conversation. It wasn't incorporated as a key uncertainty that was being addressed in this year's science proposals. And we're trying to really focus on the process that we put a lot of time into developing. That science plan developed during the refinements process is one of the better documents that this program has developed since the flow evaluation study. It’s very direct in terms of how it organizes our thinking around our adaptive management process. And I really think that we should focus on that, and so if there is another study that's not part of the framework that we're working through in the science plan, we can talk about that. But that's kind of the lens through which the workgroups approach this.  What was proposed through the workgroups to the IDT then the TMC was the process we are talking about.
MO So what? What spawned at all?
JLy Yeah, yeah 
MO So, What was stated yesterday was the Abel paper I think puts one framework and so I think what you're saying is there's new obviously since that document was completed that report the winter flow variability, I'm not sure it came for the EA or not, but moving targets have time at the end of the game, not all of that. So, anyway, that was in the report yesterday. What you're saying is Ken's report today will give some insight into additional information that might be pertinent? 
MD The ball is just getting rolling now. 
MO And I would say that's where I think our stuff because it is, you know, one year it's not going to be a magic bullet, all of those things. You say without merit, you have to be at one this year, but if you don't do it next year, you're out of that. Really. So useful. So anyway, should we wait until then or not?
MD Yeah, I mean we could have that conversation in the context of the budget, if there's something that you propose that we add or shouldn’t. I don't, as far as I'm aware, know of anything. Ken, you're not proposing anything that will change the budget for now? 
KL We're not even close to knowing that answer yet. 
MD We'll cross that bridge when we get to it.  
MO So no, no new big thought rocket that we'll miss something here somewhere, right?  
MD Yeah.
MO OK.
JLy Mike? Question? So, for the science proposals, what's the timeline to obligate funds?
MD So these are 26 proposals. So they're still maturing on the vine because we need the authors to actually revise them, there were fairly significant concerns that were raised by the SAB.  Once we get into the new fiscal year and have the money, assuming that they’ve adequately address them we would direct those funds to where they need to go. Almost all of the S3 money would go into an interagency agreement with USGS, is that correct Eric?
EP Yes, all of it. I should note that the number you have up there is a little less than what I had on my request.
MD Okay.
EP Yes, that would be entirely to USGS for the thermal heterogeneity projects and….
MD So, then that that the timeline I guess would be as soon as October potentially we can fund the proposals. And for the calendar year 26 starting January 1st AFA. 
JLy But that's on the soonest end, what about the latest end?
MD That’s a good question. So if the money didn't get there right now...
JLy Right, or if we wanted to hold off a little bit and let the dust settle regarding USGS situation. I mean, if they're wiped out. 
MD I mean, we could certainly approve a budget that assumes that those projects are funded, but then not move forward until dust has settled on the USGS reorganization. 
JLy Right.
MD Yeah, that probably would be good. I feel like on the other hand, we're probably not out much if we enter into that IAA and then that shop is disbanded. 
JLy And then pull back.
MD There's little risk, although I shouldn't say that because it's not a foregone conclusion that when money gets de-obligated off of an agreement that the program gets it, I have to negotiate that process. 
JLy Right.
MD So if they're critically short of funds in Sacramento, they can always sweep anything that comes off of an agreement.
FF Am I allowed to comment during this conversation?
MD Actually, I think the public is allowed to comment before TMC entities in terms of how it works in our agenda.
FF Yes, just kind of a comment you made raised a question with me. So, going back to the watershed grant, I know I have two kind of comments.  One is on the timing, so I definitely value what you're saying about kind of giving the implementing entities time to kind of clear the work that we're currently working on.  I will say that the funding that we have right now that is obligated to these grants, it does run through the end of FY26. So, they're funded through September. So new money that would be obligated to. Your budget would actually go to work that would happen after FY26.  It kind of gives a runway, so there's always a bit of a lag, so I will say it's not necessarily like there's a bunch of money that we then have to like that has to be spent next year if more gives them to plan out the work into the future and that's part of the mechanism of running the program. We have a little more lead time so that folks can kind of plan multiple years into the future for their implementation projects. So, I do think that folks are busy, and I think there's a lot of anxiety right now about funding coming from the Federal entities, coming from even State entities and so. Watershed Grant program kind of being paused or not being available to even apply to will certainly not do anything to ease that anxiety, I think, even for folks who are who have current grants that they're working on.  The other thing I'll say, and I don't know how relevant this is, but we did, we have seen this because we have a lot of work with federal entities, for example, in the Klamath Basin Area Office of Reclamation, they similarly had a first cut of a budget where they're like, OK, we won't put in the Watershed Grant program in this first cut kind of want to priorities, other things. Then later they said, OK, we do want to add it in now, but essentially they were like, well, it wasn’t on the first cuts so we're not going to put it back in.  The powers that be were above the staff who was working on it.  So, I would just say from, you know, a well perspective sometimes when there isn't like even the placeholder, NFWF has seen it's harder to get it added back. So, for consideration, even if it's a reduced amount, having some placeholder for the Watershed Grants, they go a long way and flexibility in the future and also just the perception among the grantees on the ground as far as this pro, the TMC’s view on that program and kind of the value of it. But apologies if any of that's to be out of turn, but those just a couple observations and thoughts.  And that's, I'll say, our NFWF’s engagement is going to end, so this is more to speaking about the future of the program continuing knowing that NFWF is not even necessarily would not even be administering that necessarily we would have to enter into a new agreement, but more just I know that trends in the grant making world right now, you know it's, everyone is very nervous about the future of Federal grant funds of being available for anything across the board. So, if there's a chance to have a little placeholder, it may be something to consider.
MD And I should, I guess I'll elaborate because I didn't.  I don't know if everybody on the TMC is aware of where we're at with that grant. So, if we, if you do direct me to pursue funding for Watershed Restoration grants, that would be through the pathway of me having to work with Acquisition staff in Interior to solicit and issue of new grant.  As is, fully funded in its current status and ends at the end September 2026.  So, we would be pursuing a successor grant, which would have to go through DOGE review.  So, that, there is nuance there and it's not just adding money to NFWF. it is starting over because we can't sole source. I don't know why we can't sell source to NFWF, but I lost that battle the first time and I don't expect win it a second time.
JLy Mike?
MO You got to go way more confused than that. Was pretty good started but.
You just said, you said over here you said it ends in 2026, right? No matter what?  That's true? 
MD Yeah.
MO What you just said is, we fully have obligated money to get us to that point in time, and if we do anything above and beyond that, it will a bunch of new additional work to do that. 
MD we issued a five-year grant, and the five-year grant expires next year and there is some…..
MO So, so I’m being confused by you saying put some seed money in there and you're saying well….
FF To a new, it would be to a new, a new renewal, either right….. 
MO To go beyond 26. 
FF Correct. Yes, yes. 
MO that would be the seed money? 
FF Exactly.  It wouldn't necessarily be to NFWF, but to continue the Watershed Grant program, it would need some money to go beyond 2026. And that money would be going to project work happening beyond this year, the projects that are happening are already funded. By this year, I mean FY26.
JLy Question. So when you recommend a little bit for placeholder. How are you defining little like $100,000 or $200,000 thousand?
FF I don't want to overreach into your budget, I think.
JLy Yeah. 
FF I guess that.
JLy Yeah 
FF I deferred to you all on that.  There's definitely needs for projects that are being designed right now that will be ready for implementation. I mean, I think the need seems to get whatever money is available, seems to be used.
As well, say from the ground thinking perspective, but I don't want to overlook it to the…
MD I know, at least for usual suspects, some of what’s in the works right now.
I think it would almost be more valuable for us to go a totally different direction and fund a lot of money upfront because some of these projects are pretty ambitious. So the Salt Creek Floodplain project that was mentioned that we're funding a portion of yesterday is a $2.6 million restoration project, and that's at the scale that's bigger than a lot of the early mainstem restoration projects.  Similarly the Yurok Tribe is funded it to do the planning for Phase 2 of Indian Creek Restoration project. That includes considering alternatives for replacement of the current bridge and removal of Army Corps levies.  That's also going to be expensive. So if you only funded a $200,000, we might be able to pay for planning projects, but we're not going to reach the scale being considered for some of this projects and I was seeing that when we were funding projects at that $500,000 a year level. We're not getting projects with large impact anymore because the projects that need to happen are just so much more expensive.  It's like the funding that we've been that we've been prioritizing for Watershed Restoration hasn't kept pace with the cost of implementing the work.
JLy Right. 
FF But it can be a lever for other funding that requires a match. 
JLy How long does it take to go through the acquisitions process?
MD Between six months and never.  Usually a rule of thumb is about six months from starting the project to actually getting funding.  With how strapped for people they are right now, I think that would be pretty optimistic.  
JLy Right.
MD I mean, what used to be Reclamation's Acquisitions Team in Sacramento is completely gutted to the extent that the GS-14 who’s responsible is working grants herself right now. The manager is actually working on grants because she has no staff. So they got hit particularly hard during the DRP.
EH 70% of the department.
JLy What if like, what if TMC approves all of the proposed budget minus the science proposal and leave that on hold for now, until we have, you know, more information on the budget, and USGS and everything else. 
MD I don't see a risk there because we can continue down the path of updating the proposals and then we have whatever designs equivalent of shovel ready projects, as if funding is allocated.
JLy Yeah 
EH Basically not promoting new projects at this point until we know what the budget looks like. 
JLy Mike.
MO What's your best intel and what your you should know a number of some point right? 25 is going to be some number that that affiliated and obligated, whatever those words are. 
EH This is the most atypical year as far as budget process goes, we usually get a draft that's provided it’s called the Green Book that is shared with the with Reclamation before it goes before Congress and we have not, so I have no idea.
MD Essentially, they haven't asked the Bureau how much money they need.
They're going to tell the Bureaus how much they need.
MO But just so backing up a little bit, so that 25 aftermath of the prior administration, whatever they proposed? They don't know what the new Green Book is going to be?
EH We proposed a budget in fact last year, when we went into the budget development process internally. Yeah, but that that whole process was stopped and cancelled. So, it absolutely might.
MO So along the lines of what, I don't know, I guess you're trying to create some leg room here to potentially keep this Watershed with this organization going, right? Is that what the intent is here? I support the pause on the other ones, by the way.
JLy On the, on the science proposals? 
MO but I just got to get a sense of exactly where as best you can, when is that going to be? You got three months and then a new fiscal year starts, right?
EH For all we know, we could hear next week that our budget's cut in half.  I don't know.
MO So we'd have to reconstitute and renew the agreement at that point.
EH Exactly. So, I think that's why I’m supportive of this proposal, because we're essentially saying, if everything stays the same, we are ok with the status quo, and nothing really went big. That's what I'm hearing what we're recommending and if when we get more information, we'll reconvene. 
MO A major part of that is, you know, there's X amount less employees too, right? So, that's that.
EH And that's factored in here. 
MO I'm going to cross the board with the Reclamation as well so as far as the overall bounds.
EH I think it's the best we can do right now.
JLy All right.
MO Well, I think I think we're taking a shot in the dark no matter how you look at it.
JLy Well, anybody want to make a motion? Or take a quick break?
Caucus with your folks?  OK. All right. Well, we'll entertain a motion then.
VR I can try to recapture what you said, and we can regroup right? But I can make a motion that we pass this tentative budget and put a pause on the science projects for now until we have a better feel for like the actual budget.
MO I'll second it for discussion purposes.
JLy Thank you, Mike. Perhaps we should put fiscal year 26 for clarity? 
VR yeah.
MD Bylaws don’t prevent you from making a motion, I think it's just kind of precedent, but if nobody else is making one...
JLy Yeah, it's just been our practice to for the chair to not, but yes, the bylaws do not specify the restriction.
MO Could you make it bigger? I can't read it focusing. 
JLy That's better. OK. Comments questions? Folks online, any comments or questions as well? TMC folks.
KM I do not.
JLy Online? Ok. Mike? 
MO OK. Like just for clarification, I think a lot of uncertainty.  I'd ask for consideration. The science or new ones on the bottom of it, but well, could be a realignment in fact. Some of the seems to be motives here and I'll see if that is true or not. Is what the Watershed having some continuity of that program?  So that's in a construction budget, so. I would hope that excuse me, I'll throw some examples out there. It's they reduce the budget by $400,000 because of the reduction this. So yeah, for $1000 surplus, where does that money go? I'd like to have the flex. I'm just saying that I'm not. You guys would have hopes and ambitions or wherever they go, but that reality sets in and you've got the same amount less people. So that where does that money go? I just ask for consideration of more discretion amongst those because there's going to be other areas that are going to pop out.  These are really focused ones for now because they're new and watershed people are here and those are advocating understanding what that is.  And I would say that's a longstanding commitment to Watershed, this body as well. So I've asked for some consideration, not just science, but across all budget sectors. Yep, for the most part, yeah.
JLy Would you like to make a friendly amendment?
MO You guys don't own a real estate here, but how to do that competing motions or I just it's a science. Yeah, but I'm in the friendly of amendment, I'd say; All budget.
I want it to be a three-admin construction and science right?  I that's what I want it to incorporate. Have the ability if there's holes to fill or not any of those across the sector, not just in the science.
EH Can I try a word?  So, we're passing the budget, put a pause on the science proposals comma and commit to reconvene when we have a better understanding of the budget. I think that's it 
MO Yeah.
JLy Everything’s on the table.
EH That’s instead of until. “When we have.”  You have to agree. 
VR Yeah. Yeah. OK. Totally agree.  Yeah. 
MO I think it's a contingency clause there to say, hey, tomorrow you said 50% less money, you're going to have to do a whole bunch of.
MD Can I comment that I understand why we're adding that, but I feel like it's also implicit in us passing a tentative budget.  At the end of the day, if I read it like if I'm going back in posterity and rereading this motion and trying to figure out what I've been directed by the TMC to do, if we have a continuing resolution on October 1st, I don't know that I can spend money on anything when I read this motion in the way that it's currently worded. So, what I'm looking for in June from the TMC is the ability to get stuff ready to be funded when the new fiscal year is funding is available. When I see commit to reconvene, it negates the purpose of us making the budget decision in June. Because I can't move forward with anything the way that I see that. 
EH Is there another word instead of commit to reconvene or?
VR Or maybe we can I commit to reconvene on like Watershed grants and, like, list out the specifics.
EH But that's not what I'm hearing. I mean what, I'm what I'm hearing is we need to get back together when we have the budget because it could be completely different.
MD What if? What if we focus on reconvening, if the appropriated budget is substantively different? That's not the right wording, but hopefully you know what I'm saying. What I hope for when I come to the TMC at the June meeting is direction to start to implement a budget for the new fiscal year when the new fiscal year starts.  And if we don't have the money to implement it, obviously I'm going to need to come back to you guys, but if we do, I want to be able to move forward. And now I don't think I can do that with this wording.
EH So how about this commit to reconvene if the actual budget is dramatically different than the…..
MD There’s some ambiguity there.
EH I think you're going to run into that anyway you go though, because we really don't know what's going to happen. You're going to pass this this shell of a budget.
MD Honestly, we could say if the budget differs, you know more than 15% from what was planned for something like that. Like just give me some threshold at which I need to put that on the agenda for December or we need a special TMC meeting before December.  Just something where I know how to move forward and when not to. 
MO I think we've actually factored that way starting back with. Everybody was big emphasis on June. What we're going to do in June, that's where we're at today, but we truly did up that three-month period with special meetings. Thanks, flexibility in this anomaly year. Why is the word we're struggling with is tentative?  I think it's an adjective, right? I think it's an adjective we're struggling with. For your purposes, for planning purposes and obligating and working on agreements. All those things so.
I wouldn't just say we have coordination meetings monthly scheduled right on schedule.  Have a special meeting.  We get more clarity on all of it.  I think it does those things in my opinion.  And.  Watershed one is one hole that we might wish to look at once we got better certainty. And the science again, does that help you at all?
JLy Mike prefers like 15%. Something like that. 
MD In the perfect world.  We used to discuss the budget in September, and it put us in a really tight spot to be able to develop and fund agreements.  So we started doing it in June, but…
VR Everybody just might be in that place for this year, though I don't know how we get around that.
MO Is it the coordination with the meeting just to get new information right?
EH Better clarity if you want to, I'm assuming you get some of that.  Report on it.
I think you still have enough certainty because salaries are going to be what they are. Certain status quo things are going to be what they are. What I think you're going to run into is the concern over executing new agreements, and we're not going to be able to understand how to do that until we have that information, anyway, and so I think we all give you that latitude to keep with most of status quo. It's those new agreements, you know when we don't….
MD That's not really how it reads. I mean, I feel like if we if we had the amendment.  Commit to reconvene if the budget was substantially different, and then at our monthly meetings, assess whether or not are we in a place where we now feel like the budget is substantially different then the TMC can direct the change. I just know that this doesn't tell me that I can move forward with anything. All it says is we agree with the tentative budget and we’ll revisit it. If it's if instead of 14.3, it ends up at 13, something less than 13.5, whatever our number.  It would make it less; I would feel like I was operating less of a gray area in terms of moving forward. 
JLy So a 15% deviation would give you a good benchmark?
MO I sorry, I don't go ahead.  
MD It would be clear.  On the one hand it's helpful for me to have wiggle room and ambiguity to operate within because sometimes we're faced with situations that we didn't anticipate when we talked about something at the TMC.  But on the other hand, I feel like I don't want to be in the position of moving forward with funding something and then coming back to the TMC and finding out that that really wasn't what you guys wanted me to do. In this case, I don’t like the ambiguity.
EH Yeah, how about this? So after science proposals comma and commit to reconvene if the actual budget is greater than 15% difference then estimated
Does that work?
MD That makes me feel like I know. OK, good.
JLy OK, so Elizabeth made a friendly amendment, and the second? 
VR I'm thinking to get to Mike though. I mean, I feel like maybe we should also have like, with the understanding that we will be coordinating or collaborating on the budget as we have updated information. 
MO And that’s, we have monthly coordination meetings, special meetings if necessary, take action on budget.  
MD It's explicit there.
EH Yeah, I think that's ok.
MO I just don't. There's to me that 15% thing.
VR It could make some wiggle room to like actually like move on things when we have an opportunity.
EH Which helps everybody, instead of being stalled.
MD It just gets to be tricky because every one of our agreements has different expiration dates. Option years start at different times, so I just want the flexibility to be able to be like all right, CDFW’s agreement needs funding by this date.  Am I authorized to fund it or not? 
VR No, I totally get it. And with like limited staff, I feel like 100% we should move on things as soon as we know. But yeah, we just need to make sure that we are talking.
So no one feels left out. So I agree.
JLy Mike?
EH Mike, you have to agree. 
MO Well, I guess one question would be, I would have is, for the director is how much would you lose if you?  Look on the schedule when our coordination meeting is, we do have. I'm assuming you're getting information, all the time. And so I just, I like the model that we did because you struggled with so often. We had special meetings in September. Under Karen, we did this tentative approach, I guess with “true ups”, and it worked pretty well. So, that model is applicable here. I just getting more rigidity with percents and all that stuff and just like somebody to come back.
So did you know that? Was that was 13.2% Mike, and that's so that's why we did that.
Any of those things could happen, but I'm just kind of curious on the timeframe you're talking about. We know what the timeframes are agreements 25 years now and might be different next year and next, go round, but we just went through a first cycle anyway. We know what that does as far as certainty of stability, we need so.  If he's OK with that, we have a coordination meeting and it's oh. Now this is with 25 numbers kick out this is what you have Sir. The big ones that I think is personnel oriented, that's where that's what budget plus salary plus fringe and all that stuff adds up pretty quick. So, those are all like unknowns that will become more clear, so.  If, if that's the intent here, in the spirit of what we're talking about next month, we have a report, that's nothing new, then he's moving on it, the direction of what he needs to and he says, well, we're at this and we're moving on AFAs and CDFW and whatever else, agreements. And people, progression leaders.
JLy So, Mike, are you OK with the friendly amendment?
MO I'm having a struggle with that the percent thing but, I can live with that. 
JLy OK, I'll take that as a yes.
MO All of those things happened to me before. All that when you say oh, did you know that that's the way it happened for him later? I don't like getting sucker punched. 
MD I'll try not to…
JLy Yeah, alright. Any. Oh, Keli, you got your hand up?
KM I want to say I very much think that it is important for Mike Dixon to be able to move forward with things and that we, you know, I think we agree with the vast majority of the budget. I like that we'll come back and talk about the science proposals later and if it's way bigger, we'll reconvene.  But I don't, I don't want to have to have the budget or have everything on pause, as we wait for monthly meetings. So, I like how it's written, and I wouldn't want everything to be dependent on those monthly meetings.
JLy Yeah. Thank you.
KM That’s my two cents.
JLy Thank you. Any other comments or questions?
MO My last comment is if you have some reduction budget. Constantly. Everybody's going to impact. 
JLy Shane? 
SQ So, just to be clear, so the total science budget that we're going to proposed be closer to 4 million, than the 4.4?  
MD What I think you guys are saying with this motion is that we're proposing the four million but that I am not to move forward with funding those science proposals until we have a good discussion. 
JLy Yeah, yeah, 4 million, because we don't know where that 400ish will end up.
It could be Watershed, it could be implementation of channel rehab or science proposals.
MD It could be up to $25,000.
JLy Alright. Any other comments or questions? 
SQ We got to place in Douglas City you can rent out if it gets….
MD Do you know how dumb I felt that we demolished that house? A year and a half ago? We could have fit most of our staff in that.
JLy Let's vote. Reclamation?
EH Yes
JLy Fish and Wildlife Service? 
VR Yes.
JLy Forest Service?
KM Yes. 
JLy State of California? 
TM Yes.
JLy Can we Scroll down a little bit? Trinity County?
PF Yes.
JLy Can we Scroll down a lot more? Yurok? 
SQ Yes.
JLy Hoopa Valley Tribe? 
MO Yes. 
JLy and yes for NMFS motion passes. Thank you. Wow. That's amazing. OK! 

Motion: Vicky Ryan moves to pass the FY26 tentative budget but put a pause on the science proposals until we have better understanding of the actual budget

Seconded by: Mike Orcutt

Friendly Amendment 1: MO pause on science proposals and commit to reconvene when we have the actual budget. Agreed by Orcutt and Ryan.

Friendly Amendment 2: by EH pause on science proposals and commit to reconvene if the actual budget is greater than 15% different than estimated.  Agreed by Orcutt and Ryan. 

Competing Motion A:

	
	Original/Friendly amended Motion (Yes/No/Abstain)
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	Reclamation
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	FWS
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	USFS
	Y
	
	

	State
	Y
	
	

	Trinity
	Y
	
	

	Yurok
	Y
	
	

	Hoopa
	Y
	
	

	NMFS
	Y
	
	



Approved Unanimously

EH I am leaving, and Emelia is on the team chat she will be taking over for Reclamation.
JLy Alright, thank you.
MO A risk of belaboring something. I guess I will. The work groups the question I had asked earlier about the IDT teams operating in the protocols and everything.
We'll just have to, I guess, attend those meetings and ensure that those things are in the framework of the way that those things are operating all of it, including IDT, 
JLy OK. All right. I feel like we need a break. So, let's reconvene in 15 minutes.
11: 50.  16 minutes. 15 now.

BREAK


Environmental Flows Adaptive Management 

JLY Welcome back folks. All right. Next we have Ken. For Environmental Flows, Adaptive Management Discussion.
KL Do you want me to get up or just call her from back here?
JLy Whatever works for you, if you got a, you know.
KL where's your microphone? People online, can you hear me ok? 
KM I can hear you.
KL OK. So we've already covered a lot of this in various parts of the meeting, mostly yesterday. I look back at the, you know, 12 points that were agreed to between Hoopa and DOI. It seems like this effort is one of those bullets, and that's to develop a study plan for assessing the effects of environmental flows and I'll just take a second here to plug Communications on Kiana's behalf. So we've not been calling it.
We kind of decided a year or so ago, or maybe six months ago to rebrand into Environmental Flows. So when I talk about environmental flows, I'm referring to winter variable flow. Kinda. Those are kind of synonyms at this point, but when environmental flows is a little more broad. So, like if it includes things more than just what was agreed to in terms of synchronized release elevated base flows.  We're kind of trying to move the narrative or the communications to this kind of term environmental flows. In the IDT we met, and I agreed to lead a group to develop a study plan for the implementation of environmental flows. That we don't know exactly when it started, there was a partial implementation in water year 23.  There was implementation this year that was a full implementation, but it was also overlaying with safety of dam releases and then we haven't decided on out years necessarily yet, but that's an annual decision. But the idea is that if these if this difference in flow regime is implemented for a couple of years, we will want to make sure that we have the hypotheses in place beforehand for what the effects of them are going to be and a study plan for how we're going to address those hypothesis.  Now this is, it's something that we, it's always been planned in the process when we're developing the winter flow recommendations and ROD and EA and the report what hypothesized effects are going to be and how we can study them. They weren't.
They weren't developed into explicit, testable hypotheses. So, that's one of the goals of this. This effort is to refine those into testable hypotheses, and then the methods that we propose were a little bit conceptual. So, another piece of this effort is to get the methods described in sufficient detail that they can actually just be implemented.  We, Eric and I were together to form a subgroup.  That subgroup encompasses all of the seven of the eight entities on the TMC. Forest Service didn't have the capacity to participate, but all of the other seven agencies are represented.  And then we also have a representation across pretty much all the major disciplines in the program. So, this obviously preparing plant ecologists, geomorphologists and wildlife.  So, all of those interests are represented, and then things like, you know, physical flow and temperature is kind of covered by, you know, a combination of those disciplines, right? And depending on the subject.  So we had our first meeting a couple weeks ago. I think that is now. And we, you know, we didn't, it was kind of just a preliminary introductory meeting. We didn't make a lot of progress, that wasn't the intent of the meeting, it was kind of to introduce the process.  We haven't set our next meeting date yet, but I think it might be next week and then we're probably going to have recurring meetings probably every two weeks until this effort's done and we're targeting the end of September, so.  The fact that it's, you know, the effort itself is only like a few months long should give you some sense of like, the scale of it, which is not going to be massive, it's not, we're not trying to write an IAP.  It's intended, it's going to be intended to really focus on hypothesis that are testable in ways that we can test them with the tools that we already have in place. So long-term monitoring our models and then we haven't yet decided as a group whether we're going to propose any additional monitoring or monitoring that we don't already have in our hands or is on board. I personally would advocate for just sticking with what we have, but that decision is not up to me, that'll be a group decision. And the reason I think that is that we have a lot of good information streams already in place that I think are more than adequate to address the question that you know, some of the main questions or main effects that we expect. So but again, that's going to be a group decision that we have not made yet so, that'll be part of the process. What else? Oh, so Eric had already before this subgroup was even formed Eric and clicked together kind of a strongman outline of the study plan, and there's a lot of preliminary stuff in the background on program manage and all that kind of stuff and then goes through and pull out and believe from the winter flow report and science plan kind of the main topics that we could address, and it seems more comprehensive now than we'll probably end up with.  That was by design, kind of like let's look at everything and then pare it down to what's most important and also achievable so.  I'm getting back reviews of that outline from the members of the subgroup. We'll use that moving forward. And then Scott McBain has also provided some good recommendations on process that will, we use to make sure that the way we move through developments, study plans and structure, so. I think that's kind of most of it, unless you have to add, Eric?
EP I think you’ve done a really good job with it, thank you.
JLy Thank you. Mike?
MO So, the environmental flow. Are you guys going to pretty well define that specific period of time that you're looking at? Considering winter flow variability is the target, but there's other, as far as monitors, so.  It would be outside of those for you guys would?
KL So there we that's not. 
MO I don't want to say much more work, yeah.
KL That that hasn't been decided yet, but there is a section in the in the outline that kind of, you know, I guess, prompts us to make decisions on exactly what the scope will be. Mike you're right.  So, I you know, some of the questions I have are like should we consider the 23 partial implementation?  Should we include this year's implementation?  Because it's full implementation, but you know this, the safety of dam releases was a pretty significant deviation from what was proposed and approved.  And then you know, obviously you know, like I said, we still have a decision to make. We don't, you guys do have a decision to make on whether what implementation is going to occur in water year 26-27 and beyond.  So, we'll have to decide as a group exactly what the scope is and things like is, you know, like do you include?  We'll see…  We have to agree on, what hydrographs are used for modeling as an example. OK. So. 
MO Because I think it does overlap into like for example, there was a year where there was a September flow outside of the water stuff, but that was proposed and then not approved, so to speak, and then they re-programed. That's why I was.
That's the nature of my question there, yeah.
KL So the, you know, kind of the nuts and bolts that it's like for any models, well any model I can think of off of my head?  There might be exceptions, but we you have to have a hydrograph to run the model for the most part, right? So we're going to have to decide on what those are and we'll have to decide if we use like actual releases or we limited say to not include safety of dams or, not include FARs releases or ceremonial releases, or all these other pots of water that are different than you know, the string volumes and the prescribed flows.
MO And I know there's some clarity on it, but it'll ask it anyway that another would be the Humbolt County provider. So, anyway, somebody will give you guidance I'm assuming. 
KL Well, I think probably, I mean again, this is going to be a group effort and so, it's not really up to me personally, but I would imagine that the process will be, you know, we develop the study plan and hope to have a solid draft for review by the end of September and then that will be an opportunity for IDT review, SAB review, review by the TMC.  Those are the opportunities to make sure that all the pieces that people feel need to be included are put in to consider.
MO And I don't want to take but I just got a couple more. So this is the flow work group environmental subgroup of that work group or is this work? 
KL I would say it's kind of an ad hoc, more like a subgroup of the IDT.
MO Well, that's kind of because you said Scott McBain’s name and I know on the limiting factors, yeah.
KL This is a separate, separate group. So we have.  Let's see if I get off everybody, Eric and I, Seth, Justin, Scott, John Bair, Chris Laskodi, Patrick Flynn, Taylor Daley from Fish and Wildlife Service and Brad Nissan. 
MO So, that that should suggest that, yeah, so and so anyway, whatever that means.
I just want to make sure that we're exactly know where who would be at the table on those worms.
KL So for you guys, it would be Justin, Scott and John.
MO So the other couple questions is you said you guys didn't, you mentioned 12 points, but yesterday, when Eric’s presentation, I I'm trying to figure out which group, I guess it was a science or IDT team about the new Science Proposals and I thought you said that that was something that you guys. I'm trying to get what your link is to that.
KL It's not. There's not really a link, and I think that's mainly because this effort is so new.  We haven't gotten to the point where we're making recommendations on what new science may be needed to evaluate the effects of environmental flows.  But if we do identify something, you know that is going to happen relatively soon in the next few months and then there would be opportunity to integrate that into the next fiscal year science planning process.  We have a meeting in the next couple weeks to kick off the, oh, is it July?  
EP Mid-July for the kickoff of the FY27 science priorities. 
KL So those two are going to be kind of just happening up there.
EP Yeah.  
MO And that's what I'm trying to do. I'm just trying to keep track of everything because something said yesterday in this new group, my only last one would be.
Do anything about it, but I'll raise it to Reclamation that there is to this day no documentation of the shift in prioritization of the timing of water releases and maybe it's maybe it doesn't matter to ask the question anymore, but just seems like when this first happened and was a meaningful dialogue and a proposal.  To this day, other than the reports that have been written, there's no like reset of why that occurred.
the augmentation and the timing of year and when the Record of Decision was developed. I would note that when, for example, 150 to 90, that was a CFR decision making process for the parallel Interior, and they've documented on this public to this day that I'm aware of this new time.  It's made me question for you that sounds like.
JLy Thank you. 
MO Thank you. Appreciate it still.
KL Any other questions? Anything anybody online with questions? 
JLy Don't see any.  Any other questions for Ken?  So, I heard about the 12 points or 13 points that the Hoopa Valley Tribe wrote, is that is that going to somehow address?
KL So my, you know, like I said, I look back at those yesterday and again this morning, and as far as I can tell, this effort is one of those bullets. And that's to, you know that there's a several points in that bullets, but the gist of it is, make sure that there's a study plan in place.  There's another bullet that's like make sure that study plan feels executed at the end of it, and we actually do the analysis and write a report and that’s a separate effort. This is only intended as a study plan and so.  Again, we haven't made decision as a group yet, but I envision, you know, kind of each hypothesis being maybe 2 pages. Like the hypothesis and the methods in which those will be evaluated, something from 4 or 2 pages and then, you know, I would like to see that boil down to like a pre distilled set. That's not because there aren't a lot of important things, but things that we think that we actually have good information to speak to and are both intended effects or unintended like, you know, but known say so there's potential positive and negatives right to change in flow and then, so, intended effects in biological benefits, right? We don’t want it to be like the IDT, which was not to speak bad about the IDT, but it was kind of like a kitchen sink approach, right? It's like any hypothesis anybody could think of got refined and then put in there and it became just an untenable set of things to address. And we want to make sure that what we put together can be like executed at the end of this trial period of flows and then we can get meaningful results out of it.
JLy Sounds good. Shane?
SQ You might have mentioned this, but is the monitoring plan going to be reviewed by the SAB? 
KL Yep. 
SQ OK.
JLy Alright. Anybody else?  I think we're good then, right, Ken? 
KL I’m good. 

PFMC Klamath River Fall Chinook Workgroup Update

JLy All right. We are running early, so we will shift the schedule and have Mike Orcutt talk about the PFMC Klamath River Fall Chinook Workgroup Update now. Since he needs to leave earlier, so can you.
MO But I'll start before you get him up there. So, we have a number of presentation fronts, here with the TMC.  Tried to keep the TMC apprised of some other processes that are underway that are going to potentially affect the way this program.
Refresh to fisheries to escapement. The program is to restore pre-dam levels and so.
We have tried to put an attention on that and so one of the things that has occurred.
So the one of the things that have occurred is. The Pacific Fishery Management Council is established under Magnuson, and they manage ocean fisheries from breed of 200 miles that so-called economic exclusion. 
MD Exclusive Economic Zone. 
MO EEZ Zone.  So, under that law, they, for example, set standards for conservation, they have a fishery management plan that dates back to the late 70s on fish management plans for the Klamath Fall Chinook.  Amendment 9, arbitration amendment 16 put everything under control roles and so that sets, that is, in ocean fisheries and one of the things also that PFMC is follow applicable federal law and so since 1995 they've had to set conservation standards for Fall Chinook and also set aside an entitlement of 50% of harvest surplus of the fish for Hoopa Valley and Yurok Tribes. That's a matter of law. I would say The Trinity Restoration Program may be debatable, but it's standards and its objective under federal law, kind of fall into that range too. But it's not my responded to by PFMC. So. So what I wanted to do is kind of walk through the timeline, the dams first year of full access below the six dams were there, four have been removed. Link River below the Upper Klamath Lake and Keno Reservoir below Lake Ewauna still remain and transferred to the Bureau of Reclamation’s control. License transfer and all of that, we've heard presentations about animal, but anyways, with that action, the Pacific Council early on said, hey, we need to see how the management's going to occur in ocean fisheries, among other things. And so they established an ad hoc work group. They have what's called terms and conditions.  And one of the major, for the last several years is what are our recommendations going to be for management. So, in 2024 there were reductions, you know, people knew it. Recreational and ocean fisheries were closed in large parts of California and Southern Oregon, to, as one of the objectives to put fish on the spawning grounds and also what emerged as well as the severely depressed Central Valley stocks as well. So there was actions taken.  Is that a flashlight? 
JLy I think it's the second one.
MO It is OK.
JLy Next one, OK should I scroll or?
MO Keep going.
JLy Keep going?
MO So the workgroup members early on, by the way, early on, we strongly advocated that The Bureau of Reclamation, what I just said, operates Keno Dam.
That's the control point now below the climate project in Oregon, Bureau of Reclamation operates that.  The Bureau of Reclamation operates the Trinity Restoration program, operates the Trinity River Division, they are a major player. A lot of the funding for monitoring restoration in this basin comes through the Bureau of Reclamation.  So early on in that process, this ad hoc group who said the Bureau of Reclamation should be represented, they are major players here, and yet, what that establishes there’s number of PFMC staff. There's some technical team, there's statisticians and modelers, NOAA Fisheries are involved. Fish and Wildlife Services is represented by Steve Gough.  Steve Gough Yurok Tribe is Barry McCovey. We have a seat there and several of my staff participate along with myself. CDFW has their staff.  Brett Kormos and others within CDFW. I'm not sure the CDFW people are, but those were the initial core group and when we said Reclamation needed to be, I'll get to it a little bit more in that story further in the slides here. But that was the initial focus work group. They came up with terms of reference of like what are we going to do? One of them is to establish recommendations for fishery management that will be now and then if it's longer term, they will have to consider it as a fisheries management plan amendment. Next slide.  So, why this this doesn't jive with what I see, but anyway.  Sorry about that, I'm filling in for Brett because he’s not here today.
So what emerges in our kind of like four different approaches now, status quo is the harvest control role. I don't want to go into a lot of detail, but what that means is under Amendment 16 and these lower abundance years, we can't run it all the way to zero and so there are what so-called de minimis fisheries. That's what we would have been operated for the last several years. And what that does is quantifies and kicks out numbers. Is one example here, so, what I said is 50%.   So, this year, 2700 under the Harvest Control rule or Tribal non-Tribal was available for harvest, which means that half is for Hoopa Valley and Yurok Tribe so about 1380 or so of that is available under status quo. During the process that was underway there with the development alternatives, we strongly advocated that the Trinity should be looked at independently.  Closing the fisheries for getting fish to the upper Klamath doesn't necessarily mean that it's going to push the Trinity River.  It reduces the opportunity in some instances and so we strongly advocated, and I'll get to some of the building blocks of that in the upcoming slide here, but that there would be a potentially separate management process for Trinity, acknowledging that the law itself says that restorative fisheries. And the state of California, I believe, also advocated for a habitat-based approach. I think they've maybe the author of the initiators of the bottom line, Matrix-based approach. And so those are the four alternatives.  Just keep it the way it is and do it on the annual basis or not reduce fisheries or not.  In any given year or go to some of these other things and approaches so.  Those are all post dam removal and understanding that some major shifts in the composition of the fishery, Iron Gate Hatchery is no longer in use. Fall Creek Hatchery has been established to meet that for eight years. They're going to be something to note there as it's about half the production capacity that Irongate used to produce.  This year they only are producing a couple 100,000, a couple 100,000 fingerlings, I believe to release. You can check that Morgan Knechtle so you can check that number, he's the authority person there, but otherwise. What everybody's seen on the internet and newspaper pretty regularly is there's a lot of fish that were actually what it went back to, Irongate Klamath Fall Chinook salmon that repopulate the colonies in the areas above Irongate in the state of Oregon. As just of interest for me, my understanding we just spent with the Klamath Tribes that we have Inter-Tribal Fish and Water Commission.  Fish, my understanding they got all the way to the head gates, not identified as fall Chinook at Link River Dam and so right at the base of Upper Klamath Lake. Still not in their former reservation boundaries, but they got up that far, and that was a surprise to me, some of them returned in Keno. So, those are knocking on the thing up there now and how is that going to be assessed, evaluated?  And then, in this case, how will management actions be shaped around those outlooks?  The next slide. I think this is the punch line. So why is TMC, why are we here talking to you folks?  Well, one of them is says we're storing pre dam level for fish populations, Trinity County State has a fishery above the Hoopa Valley Reservation. And so a couple of areas to note that I think there's strong overlap indeed for the program to be fully involved is the limiting factors analysis for fall Chinook is an opportunity to utilize scientists there. Overlay that with the folks and the expertise that is in this work group, I think it's a real major potential for some potentially good sharing of information and or how that data might be used for future management.  Cohort reconstruction modeling, so, I keep asking for that.  That's been way overdue getting that completed and just the overall restoration in response to management. Excuse me. The restoration activities, inclusive of the Hatchery mitigation responsibility there as well. And so this is my last slide and all I like the Trinity gold under losses to restore the pre damn level restore pre dam levels of fish population abundance. The 96 amended extension of that access record dependent tribal and non-tribal fisheries. And so I believe it's time for the TMC and the TRRP to start looking at some of those actions and how it affects this program. And so the last thing I'll say is we tried to agendize this for a couple of meetings in December the Tribe sent a letter directly to the regional director requesting Reclamation participation. Then Reclamation commit regional director Karl Stock responded with a letter that said we will be involved. He drafted it over there, so they're going to be involved in the technical and policy aspects of the ad hoc work group. I hope that there's going to be some consideration in the future of the Klamath, because that's such a major unknown and what happens in that regard there. But we have a letter that says that, and I believe have a meeting in July.  Another one in September, but at some point how that management action will have direct effect on this program and push that pulled the trigger.  So, open for other comments or there's other, the state is a is a player here in the work group, Yurok Tribe is as well, National Marine Services, any other comments that anybody wants to clarify, or I might have made a trying to be non-biased and not put my advocacy on the table. So I'm trying to be there's that information and there's expose fair and unbiased manner. 
JLy Thank you. Questions? So is somebody from Reclamation on the PFMC workgroup been this one?
MO The original eight are on that that slide. One thing that does interior is the non PFMC is a 14 member California, Oregon, Washington and Idaho, both the agencies are represented there and or industry people are appointed by those entities. The Department of Interior is represented as a non-voting.  I'm not even sure who that person is, but in the past they are non-voting, so they advise the Council of different things, but they are non-voting PFMC member. So I think there's a lot of latitude flexibility that can be asserted, it can get right information.  Steve Gough is official auditor is.
JLy Right. So you, the Tribe requested Reclamation to have somebody from Reclamation be on the work group.  So where is that I guess?
MD So, right now myself and Derek Rupert are representing Reclamation in a public capacity and if we have business to bring or perspective to share with the work group or with the PFMC it is as the public because appointments to the PFMC, including its workgroups, is a whole thing and Reclamation is not a position to pursue that right now.  So, we were authorized to attend basically in a listening mode, and if Reclamation has an interest to express, we can do it via our partners at the Fish & Wildlife Service.  
MO It's actually.  Here, with us talking about, it's pretty not real rigid in my opinion.
For example, the initial meetings Oregon asked for Klamath drives of Oregon to be involved.  So, the flexibility I don't think it's as rigid as we might imagine, and I just want to get the right people there because I would say that the Bureau of Reclamation now operates Keno under a biological opinion. They have funded the Trinity River Division of this major environmental Restoration program here. They contribute a lot of money for monitoring, evaluation, among other things, the data and information we're collecting, we've had a vision here and now there's a purpose and use for that for some of the like the core reconstruction, potentially the limiting factors analysis to integrate all that mine and brainpower is something that possibly, potentially looks out for our interests in this program. And what our interest is put fishing in the boat.
JLy OK. Thank you. Any comments or questions for Mike?
MO And I, like I said, I'm not sure, Morgan, but I think there's some state folks or anybody else that wants to comment I welcome that or clarify.
JLy So, Morgan chatted that Fall Creek Hatchery will release roughly 200,000 yearlings this coming fall.
MO See my concern there, though, is their surrogates. The only thing harvesting Trinity River hatchery, fall Chinook, Iron Gate in the past, fall Chinook when you're talking 5 to 7 million fish and reduce it to 200,000 yearlings. They're just the precision and accuracy of those estimates are going to be shifting dramatically.
JLy Is Fall Creek Hatchery only producing yearlings?
MO Morgan was 5 to 7 million total, a mixture of fingerlings and yearlings this year as of the egg take. I guess that's why the yearlings.
JLy Yeah, go ahead, Morgan.
MK Hey, thank you, Mike. Appreciate all the information there that usually fearing to the team here in the TMC, just a couple things I could add. Let's see here Fall Creek hatchery. It's a slow start, you know, there's been a fair amount of, there was a fair amount of effort put into trying to acquire brood stock last year. Not all of those efforts were successful. Will be sort of doubling down and increasing our efforts this year, potentially adding a few different tools in the toolbox to try to get our hands on some more brood stock because the production goals for Chinook salmon are currently 3.25 million, like Mike indicated about half of what was current, what was historically raised at Irongate Hatchery. Those are broken out into different life phases. The earliest and youngest releases are 1.25 million, that we're calling fry. Those are pre-smolt essentially by April first, they’re swim ups essentially 500 fish, roughly 5 to 700 fish per pound. Very small expected, extremely low survival for most fry fish.  1.75 million smolts, or fingerlings, depending on what you want to call them.
Fish that would normally be released in the late spring, early summer of the year and about 250 and additionally 250,000 yearlings that will be held over for the summer and released in roughly the fall of November 15th.  And it's a slow start and you know, it takes time. I think that we've got some, we've got some decent numbers of fish that are, you know, still coming out in the ocean from Irongate Hatchery releases that had some partial imprinting at the Fall Creek Hatchery that are yet to return.
So we have, you know, there's some reason for optimism, we're hopeful that there we're going to be able to continue to ratchet the program up each year with incremental steps, although it doesn't feel great right now with only two hundred dozen fish from last year's production. And I think the only other thing I would add is that, you know, one of the work, one of the workgroup products was, you know, a contemporary analysis of stock productivity for a following and essentially you know, there was a, you know the prior stock record analysis that took leverage data from you know the late 70s, 80s and 90s.  The most recent analysis that was a work group product that leveraged the most, I think the most, the most recent, I think 17 years to complete broods and sort of the take home message from that was that the productivity is about half of what it was in the in the earlier time series. So you know we're, and that and that's looking at both sides of the basin in a pre-dam removal environment.  So, that you know the capacity of the stock to produce returning adults is significantly diminished over the just only you know, 20 to 40 years ago.  So I'll add that and yeah, thanks Mike. Thanks everybody.
MO Yeah, I would just I'm glad you brought that up.  So the Klamath Falls Chinook mass on the stock brood recruitment analysis and the combined populations before when he's talking about the first, the last update 2006 MS 5 for the combined population was 41,700 MSY valued by the guy that does the stocked food analysis from NOAA. Did another one with the newer updated information and it was like 3000 less.  That's an indicator of productivity and shock food analysis and dynamics all that kind of stuff and all that, but it's a productivity indicator. And so that'll be assessed and evaluated as recolonization occurs.  And I would also make a pitch to that we're trying to maybe do this through the inter-Tribal there's partly through the inter-tribal fishing, water conditioning, now Oregon's a real player here.
So, fish are spawning in Oregon, Oregon has under some kind of state statute for responsibility to monitor and manage reintroduce fish in the state of Oregon.  And so, they are actually using Trinity River hatchery Spring run for some other reasons, genetically among others.  So those things should all come to the table, and I hope that some of them I think are the meeting today in Ashland about the monitoring and everything that's needed to be there. And then more important, equally important is having a resource to support those analysis and evaluation are major of things that are happening right in the midst of how recolonization occurred, and reintroduction occurs.
JLy OK. Any other questions or comments? 
MO Thank you.
JLy All right. Thank you. OK. We are early. Trevor, how long do you think yours will take?
TM 20-minute presentation and I guess it all kind of depends on how much follow up discussion. But yeah, I mean, I can go for it pretty quick. You know, everybody knows as far as that just kind of shifts. I'll be up to you either now or after.
I'm happy to go over. 
JLy Well, if we blast through it, we could be done before noon.
TM What's the best way for me to join teams? OK.
MD Well, he's doing that. One of the things that I wanted to raise yesterday was just in the absence of a dedicated scientific note taker, we have Samantha Maier taking notes for the meeting based partially on the recorded meeting and transcript thereof. That said, when she's physically somewhere else, it's going to be hard for her to attribute who said what sometimes. So I really want to encourage TMC when I send out draft notes. Please take a careful look at the notes and make sure not only did the notes pick up what that you said, what you thought you said, but that it actually was you who said it.  We're in a tough spot, I am the one in NCAO who gets to decide what is mission essential travel and what's not and I could not with a straight face say that making a note taker travel here for physically present was really mission essential.  Given the scrutiny that our travel was getting, but it does mean that they're probably going to be some inherent errors in notes.
TM OK. Yeah. So. Let me share kind of the latest that we have with the Evans Bar channel design concepts and just remind folks, you know, we're kind of a combined team with the state and Yurok. I think everybody knows where Evan’s Bar is, so I'm not going to dive into too much, but upstream of Junction City and immediately downstream of Dutch Creek. It's a second TSL outside of the Cannon Bridge. Kind of just want to quickly go over this slide just to show that you know at like 4000 CFS, we have this floodplain that's not getting wet like it's high, it's dry and we really want to lower it. So that's one of the major problems we have here at Evan’s Bar is that left kind of flood plain area is needs to be a river.  So, property ownership here I think might kind of relate. There's we do have some, some private parcels on the right bank, but all the work and that we currently have proposed is in Forest Service land there along the left bank. And then consume there and see if there's any private parcels that might be sold earlier and they do access their property line you are my left bank, and then typically voting in Christ and so. That's something that we want to make sure we maintain access to the homeowners on that side. Project is now pretty similar from kind of our typical registration projects to you know for the sake of time identities, but. Like I said, it's a little bit unique about that as far as just that really high flood claim. So site layout and existing features. So we have two designated parking areas that the land owners use, and we've met with them multiple times throughout this process and a priority for them is to maintain their access roads to those kind of parking areas where they would drop off the trailer and then go across.  So we want to make sure that's kind of a hard constraint for us is to just maintain that access to your field and it's flushed away. We do have a fish calendar here that's run by CDFW. And kind of staging area for that location and then we have the Evans Bar boat ramp. And so this is kind of like all the existing constraints conditions that we have for the site that we during the kind of our early conceptual design phase process, we have to look at. So kind of key features right in two locations that we'd like to maintain, we don't really want to modify or change that the land owners and the last meeting. Pretty vocal about any changes, so we want to make sure that stays consistent with minimal change. We do have the CDFW fishing type Weir that is movable as we talked to Ken and others, obviously you know.  Within reason, ideally you'd like to try to not modify it, but it can be basically as well as the boat ramp, it is movable. The very downstream of the ESL we have, the Silver Creek hole. Pulling, we've been told that you know it's a great fishing hole. So we want to try to minimize any type of impact or disturbance to that. And then something that's, you know we discovered is an issue years ago designing Dutch Creek at one point we had a lower Dutch Creek design in which we would were toying with the idea of spoiling in the Evan’s Bar cell and that became problematic with, you know, spoiling your foot.
Playing having a snow net rise and so we know that spoiling considerations and wherever you put spoiling is an existential tailings will be a bit of a challenge in this sense. So because of kind of some of the constraints that we have on this ESL, we kind of this segmented up Evans Bar and kind of resignments in upper middle and lower segment. The reasons for that is we wanted to be important that we maintain parking access for the neighboring land owners on the right bank. So ideally we'd like to have some type of, you know, design features that are, you know, connected throughout the entire site, but that just wasn't a reality for what we were working.  So we ended up having to kind of look at this site in three segments and so we ended up having we analyzed it, we have a design for the upper design for the middle design for the lower. We have both designs right? So then when it came to developing services, modeling was like, well, how do we put this together? Now they say they're being efficient. So we came up with an alternative point alternative two and we just combined, you know upper and middle and lower segments together but going forward we foresee that our current alternative after the 30% based on input would be some type of combination or hybrid of alternative 1, alternative 2 outputs and feedback.  So I'll dive into these here in a minute. I just wanted to give you like I know they're just weird shapes and colors at the moment, but just kind of give you a like an overall glimpse of what alternative one looks like. Alternative two and like I said, we'll dive into this. We'll come back to this graphic. So I'm going to start with the upper segment. We have alternative one on the top and Alternative 2 on the bottom. Alternative one for the upper section we're currently kind of proposing a side channel to be activated at lower floats with two flood plains and again you know, we're as I'm talking, we have a team that's currently modeling and developing services changing and getting teams updates this morning on volumes and animation and all this. So these numbers are, you know, pretty rough, but you know, floodplain activating around 2000. Number one, you see there thousand 1500 range and then this orange color on here would be maintaining that access for the I'll turn it to the upper reach would be some type of you know bar feature, you know over topping potentially around 800 to 1000 and have a split channel on each side.  Begin with that flood plain. That would be kind of ramping and topographically, variable and data from 1000 to 3000. And again, making sure that access is being maintained for residents. Looking into the middle segment now, this is between kind of that two parking locations. Just kind of looking out side by side here. Alternative one on the top. I'll put Alternative two on the bottom. Alternative one is just looking at just blood, plain lowering. Just kind of ramping different. Animations so you know kind of activating around 6 to 3000 for R1R2. You know quite a lot. Show kind of exploring what we could do in that upper. Flood plain area, but that would be higher in the nation level. Alternative two would be kind of more of a meander bed complex, you know, kind of something similar like you saw in Dutch Creek. We have a flood feature that would be kind of a ramping flood feature, but over topping would be around 6000 flow.  We have a kind of a different complex standard band with a floodplain loan on that. Gravel bar feature and right in here. We're kind of leaving this blank right now, but we kind of envision something that may be hard feature. We don't really know quite yet. We're still exploring ideas for that. So going to the lower segment. Again, this is alternative one on the top, alternative two on the bottom, lower side. Third one is kind of a bit of a mandate with a plug. This one would be a little bit more robust overtopping foresee around 12,000.  Again, these numbers are moving. Again, one of the kind of unique features about this is we have this overflow on this channel where it would feed into kind of an alcove area. The team was messaging me yesterday that first model run that's worked pretty well they kind of tried to see how that plays out. 
MD Is there any concern about head cutting from that alcove that the channel flows into?  Like here I could see if high flows are coming through here.
TM Yeah. So we would have to. Yeah, we would have to dive in, and I don't know whether we would be some type of features, but we'd have to look closely at modeling. I'm fine modeling that and trying to predict the evolution of that. But yeah, that's a possibility. And but I think they really wanted to kind of see if we get some water as a way of getting one. So again, these are, you know, I think this one we just had our first model run yesterday on this this feature here. So a lot of work to do.  Alternative Two is a little busy here. This one would require moving fish counting weir just a straight a little bit, which is still I think my understanding of feasible location. And we'd have to create a staging area for that, but essentially it's like same design, just scaled down and downstream. But it being a split zone. Gilbert. And a flood plain on the on the Left Bank there and then we'd have to. Kind of create a new boat ramp and parking facility. Would be kind of building in with system. I think this one's being modeled today as Mesquite. So kind of curious to see how this mutual crap initial run plays out. Again, just looking for now that you have done 30% again looking at its entirety Alternative one. Alternative two And again, we kind of foresee that preferred alternative you know at some point after the 30% import study and input from would be some type of combination between alternative one and alternative two because this is kind of an almost a plug and play scenario where we can pull from the upper middle and the lower segment and I think as Microsoft before you know, this is something that could easily be phased in. And you know based on how we follow the season, you know, because they're not necessarily connected features. Some status next steps. We're kind of all the way down to conducting 2D high. Folks that are been involved in this process, it's like YouTube modeling and then review the modeling outputs and then come back to the surface and make edits on the surface model again, review the modeling outputs. So this is back and forth process that takes a while until we get to a point where we're, you know, happy with what we're seeing and then we can go into additional model habitat modeling. Great adventures and all. All while this is happening, we're working on a 30% land port, which is well under its way, and we feel like we're on track to have a report to hand off to the program by mid-August. So that's all I have on Ryan. Yeah. So I don't see any questions from folks here. But. 
MO So I was, is this a revisit or it's a totally new design? 
TM We did stage on Evan’s Bar for Dutch Creek, so maybe that may cause some. 
MO There's a lot of activity in that. The fish and game weir's there? Somewhere, right? Yeah, yeah. So all that region. Where so like general questions and everything though, like. That. You have. Other impacts to other that's kind of my concept of flood plains. But anyway we got all these other considerations about interaction with machine access points. Land owners. And so I'm not sure how big of a, I would observe in past experiences I've seen, those are major effects on the project, and it is sometimes substantially intended the restoration effort. So that's, that's one thing set up aside for me. It's like, but it's reality until we buy out. We're on one plane. A meaningful way to allow full access and full meandering river channel there. On set, but the other has just been involved a fair amount in some of the Controversial program and I've always kind of searched for like words. The commonality and all the designs because you said this to Yurok and state design, right? 
TM We’re a design team. Yeah. 
MO So is there just some basic questions for me would be helpful like.
Or is there an agreement on? All of a lot of what you said is like. Flood plain side channels. Is there a commonality in the designs? Because that's kind of what I'm looking for, a clarity of. 
TM So when I when I say state and Yurok, I mean those are the folks that are actively. Following in pre design together, however, you know where it's at. When these designs go out. It's a design team. They're input. From we go back to design team at their work roles and all the members of design team, we make revisions. We have valid engineering things. So you know, I guess we've kind of, we've gotten in a habit of saying, oh, this is a year off design state team. 
MO No, these are and that's where I'm looking for that for this many years, my direct involvement in some of this. How much commonality and parity and I know there were things like. McBain in restoration hand book, so the commonality there, because I've been on. So we utilize the channel design guide. 
TM So you talk about the channel design guide. Yeah, I think that's what your so reference. And we look at. But again this is something that we have design team at large, and we see an input and guidance, and this is a collaborative effort amongst all the partners in, in. 
MO So one example that. Float in that area before. Was a Contra. Anyway, my other question would be, is a rule book change because. The rolls before was design team, whatever. That's where it is. Of whatever to sign up on it at the final say so you can take all kinds of input but final say on the design was the design team. So I'm not sure if that rule's there or not, but we've had instances where we've had a lot of big debates about things but went out and floated and looked at it. I'm just trying to just to see if how much has changed relatively, I'm not short period of time, but maybe a long period of time. But like the one I remember was. I think it was called Volt, Volt upriver, and so that was a big deal, and we had guys who said scrolling Beane and I think Frank can work with us and a lot of lot of just reason not to do it and we could have wrote a DE. Bonus would have told that that was going to happen. And then it did happen. And my observation of that though is it was only even accessible by drift boats. And so that other thing starts to resonate mine. What are we? You know, catering to as far as what effects would the I'm looking at more fish yet up river there. Have you got through to bushfire up there? It's going to come. They got to go through our reservation to get there. So that's why I'm trying to way into the impacts of that. Some of those things that I'm aware of and there's probably a whole lot more of these days that we speak. Talk directly to our design team representatives in a while, but those are things that I, when I look at the lens of what you're talking about here. Otherwise, it's like, well, the landowner didn't like the view over here. So we made it sign down further and we we're modeling and whatever else. Pick up and say well, then we made-up for that. Well, what was the output was? Some quantified improvement in habitat versus, well, we moved it and made-up what we lost. So those kind of things are the way I looked at the lens of what you're presenting at.
I want to go to the office. 
MD I think Mike’s concerns are valid, certainly in terms of we don't want to compromise our ability to be effective by avoiding all the things that people care about.
There's only so much we can compromise and still achieve our restoration roles.
But in the case of what we're looking at here, you have private property only on river right? Arguably, that corner might touch trees, but that's probably not real.
Here on the left. I think from a practical standpoint for trying to restore river function in this reach all the work to be done is over here.
Here there was a lot of alteration, but this on the right is a lot more native ground with shallow bedrock. The left was mined, so that there's really less work to do on the right side anyway. So we're really not waiving much by not by having those property owners be interested in working with us. There was some talk about throwing in this property and see where it goes. I guess that didn't make it in any of the alternatives. 
TM No, I. You know, I think that alternative to middle section, I think the outside of the property that's supportive that you might be able to couple that. It's those two big middle ones we can actually go into. It's a little closer to the front and we actually at one time thought about pushing it into that property, there's some bedrock concerns. We feel like that we may not necessarily need to go all the way up the goals for. 
MD But the thought is we can probably carry out a project that's going to do really good things in that reach of the river and still address the concerns of the land owners, whether they want the project to happen or not. The real issue they have is access, because there is no road access to that property, they have to be able to drive up river and then cross my boat. They don't have an adjudicated easement of any sort but the thought is that they probably would be granted a prescription easement across the Forest Service. I don't want to speak for Keli, but if they went to court, they would probably be granted an easement. We're trying to not touch that issue by just ensuring that they have the same level of access in the future that they have.
MO Well this I don't want to. This negative term, I would say I've checked with Justin and others. He's got another whoever. I've heard that there's a lot more parity as far as the concepts of designs and that sort of thing. So that is that is positive, but it would also observe that the landowner, has been a consistent chronic area where the program is strongly criticized. So I think it's important that we need to deal with some way that's. Those guys and you get new land owners, somebody else buys lands on other you know. Anyway, that whole tradition of programs affected by land owners. So it is something you need to deal with.
JLy Any other questions? Comments for Trevor.
MD I’ve got one more because it wasn't showing there. So we did bring up the Dutch Creek project, which was up here. We used portions of the Evan’s Bar ESL for access.  So we drove across the river right here. This was part of the Dutch Creek environmental study limit for the purpose of CEQA compliance. So this was technically part of Dutch Creek. Why that's relevant is, Dutch Creek is the first project that we've had in many, many years that at the five-year mark we're missing our one-to-one riparian vegetation replacement obligation under our RRMP. The RRMP is our basically our obligations to the Water board for our water quality permit. So we're supposed to get one to one riparian vegetation replacement at the end of this project. We ripped out some existing narrowleaf willow on the that was not optimal vegetation anyways as part of the project, but then the lower part of the floodplain for Dutch Creek hasn't revegetated to the extent that we had hoped for and anticipated that it would. We have kind of an opportunity here because this was within the environmental study limits of Dutch Creek and it's with the environmental study limit for Evans Bar so if we plant this really heavily, we may be able to meet that obligation for Dutch Creek. So, it'll probably be something that we look at in the re-veg design as how do we ensure success there. On the balance, we're far exceeding our one-to-one replacement. We increase the amount of riparian in wetland habitat in the restoration reach by a lot, but we don't want to get into nitpicking over whether or not we've missed it at an individual site, and we certainly don't want to have to go back into Dutch Creek because it’s extremely difficult to access and would destroy a lot of vegetation to get back in there, vegetation that's recovered in the last five years. So anyway, just something I wanted to point out. 
JLy Thank you.  Keli?
KM I have not seen Evans Bar on our program of work, so I just want to remind folks to be keeping the Ranger there in the loop, which is Tara Jones. Just to make sure that it stays on her radar there since she's managing that.
MD So we should talk offline Keli, but the Dutch Creek project went through the Forest Office, not the District Ranger’s.  So like I think it was Chris Losi that we were dealing with because he was, he was planted there. And I think it was the forest supervisor that signed off on that. But we've talked about it let's make sure that we've checked the boxes to make sure that it ends up in our house
KM It's. OK. We just want to make sure that there's no other projects in close proximity that that need to be incorporating this in now as a as a foreseeable action.
So thanks.
MO Yeah, as far as that, we're movement thing actually from. HGMP requirement if you move that down lower in the 40-mile reach, that probably would be a better. If you get access as far as the weir the secondary function. Now the integrated weir operation HTMP along. Stream further closer to the northbound would be great.
JLy All right. Well, thank you, Trevor. Appreciate it. So I know we're running a little long, but we only have one more, which is topics for September and then we are done. So any suggestions?
VR Budget. 
JLy Yes, yes, of course. What do we normally cover in September, Mike, as a standard. 
MD September is usually our quietest TMC meeting, we don't have a lot of standing topics for that time of year.  I think you know we get; we're trying to work off of some of the captures. I think we should hopefully have some preliminary observations from this year's Winter flow implementation. I'm looking at people shaking heads. Well, I mean what we have initial migrants and things of that nature by September. 
EP Probably optimistic, but we can try.
KL Sampling, like mid-August, that would be pretty quick. I mean, Pear Tree will be done, but. This is Fish & Wildlife Service still, it's kind of a steward. Yes, yes, it's like in the like two years they run the estimate we give them that. For them, it's like ready to run the estimate. Yeah. So that in 23 it was a bit of a crunch to get. The estimate, but maybe more importantly, what we're like size or size? We're still more open. Maybe we can do that. Switch more only think fish. Wildlife discuss lots of people.
By in particular, who was likely to lead to that. And so I don't know.
VR Yeah, I mean, if there's anything, let me know how it could be more efficient on that, and we can prioritize whatever we need to, but. 
JA These things with data is the new database that you guys have built?
VR The RTR database.
JA Yeah. OK. The export functions don't work, so you can't, unless you do an individual records, you can't pull anything out, without copying and pasting. 
VR So, that we actually just, weirdly enough, got funding from Klamath Falls Office that we're going to be working with Mike. I forget his last name with RTR to like upgrade that feature. So if… 
JA That was one of the topics 
VR Yep. Yeah. So, so that might get addressed, but I mean. I don't know how long that will take. So I mean, if there's anything like we can talk offline, sure.
JLy Any other topics for September?
MD So one of the reasons that we had moved the Weaverville meeting to September initially was to be able to get the TMC out on restoration sites. I don't know where we're going to be at on ability to travel, but I want to bookmark having half a day to go do a site visit of Upper Connor Creek. 
JLy That'd be great. We'll keep our fingers crossed.
MD They should have a nice little boat launch.
KL TMC ever done a full day like full day flow and there's a bunch of sites. You know that really between Evans Bar and Upper Connor Creek. 
MD We can float Evans Bar to Upper Connor, and you can see all the one project that we've done for the last eight years.
JLy That would be great!  
KL I can Volunteer to row around.
MD So since we already have a light agenda, maybe we do plan to have the second day to be a float.
JLy Let's do it. OK. All right. Well, we still have some time, so if you can, you know, come up with topics, shoot them to me and Vicki and Mike and we'll put it into an agenda and shoot it out before September. Sound good? With that, we will adjourn our meeting. Thank you all.
KM Thank you.
JLy Thank you.
EB Thank you. Have a good day.
JLy Bye, bye.
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