Riparian and Aquatic Ecology Workgroup Meeting Notes
Sept. 9, 2025 – 2:00 pm
Work Group Coordinator: Brad Nissen
Attendees: Brad Nissen, James Lee, Don Ashton, Eric Peterson, Ken Lindke, Jeanne McSloy, Patrick Flynn, Jackie Bridegum, Shane Quinn
Agenda Item 1: Discuss Next Steps on Recent Field Trip to Visit BOR Parcels
📝 Discussion Summary
· Brad Nissen opened the discussion by referencing the recent field trip to two Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) parcels and the follow-up memo drafted by James Lee.
· James Lee summarized the memo, which was intended to update the design team on the workgroup’s assessment of the parcels and initiate a dialogue about potential project designs.
· Yellow House Parcel:
· Easily accessible from Highway 299.
· Potential for public outreach and education (e.g., living classroom, citizen weed management).
· Could serve as a demonstration site for habitat management and possibly accelerated wood recruitment.
· River Acres Parcel:
· Smaller in size but has good access.
· Already accumulating wood naturally.
· Potential for vegetation management (removal of non-native trees for wood use and to facilitate native species establishment).
· Could serve as a source of wood for other projects.
· The memo does not make a formal recommendation for implementation but seeks input from the design team to explore potential collaboration and project development.
· Emphasis was placed on the unique opportunity these parcels present due to BOR ownership, which may reduce permitting and maintenance hurdles compared to other sites.
· Brad and James proposed giving the group until the end of next week to review the memo and provide feedback before sending it to the design team.
✅ Key Decisions Made
· The memo will be sent to the design team after the end of next week, unless significant feedback is received that warrants further discussion.
· Brad will re-send the memo to Don Ashton and potentially others who did not receive it due to email distribution issues.
📌 Action Items
	Action
	Assignee
	Due Date

	Review the memo and provide feedback
	All workgroup members
	End of next week

	Re-send memo to Don Ashton and confirm receipt
	Brad Nissen
	ASAP

	Incorporate feedback and send memo to design team
	Brad Nissen & James Lee
	After feedback deadline


💬 Additional Notes
· Don Ashton noted he had not received the memo due to a mailing list issue; Brad confirmed it would be re-sent.
· There was general agreement that the field trip was valuable and that the parcels offer promising opportunities for future projects.

Agenda Item 2: Discussion on Turtle Temperature Target Memo
📝 Discussion Summary
· Brad Nissen introduced the revised Turtle Temperature Target Memo, which proposes increasing thermal gradients to provide warmer waters exceeding 21°C (mean daily maximum in July) in peripheral habitats used by various age classes of northwestern pond turtles.
· The memo was updated based on prior workgroup discussions and includes a new section by James Lee on temperature impacts in the context of Trinity River’s managed flow regime.
· A key discussion point was whether to include a paragraph acknowledging that the target may not be achievable under current flow conditions, except in limited river stretches (e.g., between Douglas City and Junction City).
· James and others cautioned against assuming the current summer base flows are fixed, as this could limit future adaptive management.
· Don Ashton and Eric Peterson emphasized the ecological importance of thermal diversity not just for turtles, but also for juvenile salmonids, noting that turtles are stationary while salmonids move downstream.
· Ken Lindke raised the idea that habitat design, not just flow management, could help create warmer microhabitats. This led to discussion of specific sites like Dark Gulch and the site formerly known as Bucktail, where restoration has altered thermal and ecological conditions.
· James Lee elaborated on the challenges of creating turtle-friendly habitats that also avoid promoting bullfrog populations, especially under the inverted hydrograph (higher summer flows than winter).
· The group discussed the long-term nature of turtle population recovery, given their slow growth and reproductive rates, and the importance of thermal conditions for fecundity and juvenile development.
✅ Key Decisions Made
· The memo will not be rushed to the IDT. Instead, the group will:
· Review it thoroughly before the next riparian workgroup meeting.
· Plan to finalize and send it to the IDT in time for their December 3rd meeting.
· The group agreed to retain flexibility in the memo language to avoid locking in assumptions about current flow regimes.
📌 Action Items
	Action
	Assignee
	Due Date

	Review the revised Turtle Temperature Target Memo
	All workgroup members
	Before next riparian workgroup meeting (TBD, before Dec 3)

	Send reminders and meeting notes with review request
	Brad Nissen
	With next meeting invite

	Prepare memo for IDT submission
	Brad Nissen & James Lee
	After next workgroup meeting


💬 Additional Notes
· The memo is approximately 4–7 pages, depending on formatting and references.
· The group emphasized the importance of bioindicators like turtles and frogs in shaping flow targets and restoration strategies.
· There was strong support for continuing to explore thermal habitat diversity through both flow management and site design.
Agenda Item 3: Discuss Status and Next Steps of Wood Management Strategy & Plan Writing
📝 Discussion Summary
· Brad Nissen provided a brief update on the Wood Management Strategy, noting that Simone has not had much time to work on it due to the busy construction season but plans to focus on it more in the fall.
· The group reaffirmed that the strategy will be a collaborative effort, not solely Simone’s responsibility.
· Eric Peterson emphasized the need for a team-based approach, suggesting that different people could be assigned different sections, with regular coordination meetings.
· Brad confirmed that Simone is still expected to act as the central coordinator or “orchestra conductor” for the strategy.
· There was general agreement that the workgroup will support the effort by contributing content, reviewing drafts, and providing input as needed.
✅ Key Decisions Made
· Simone will continue to serve as the lead coordinator for the Wood Management Strategy.
· The strategy will be developed through a collaborative, multi-contributor process.
📌 Action Items
	Action
	Assignee
	Due Date

	Begin drafting Wood Management Strategy (as time allows)
	Simone
	Fall 2025

	Coordinate contributions and assign sections
	Simone (with support from workgroup)
	TBD

	Provide input and review drafts
	All workgroup members
	Ongoing once drafting begins


💬 Additional Notes
· No immediate updates or deliverables were expected at this meeting.
· The group will revisit this topic in the fall, when Simone has more capacity to lead the effort.
Agenda Item 4: Update on the Environmental (Winter) Flow Study Being Discussed at IDT
📝 Discussion Summary
· Ken Lindke provided a detailed update on the Environmental Flow Hypothesis Study, which is evaluating the effects of implementing environmental flows over a three-year period (starting in Water Year 2025).
· The study team has been meeting biweekly and is currently:
· Compiling hypotheses from foundational documents (e.g., Flow Study Science Plan, IAP, conceptual models).
· Refining and prioritizing these hypotheses using a structured scoring and filtering process.
· Planning to develop short study plans (a few pages each) for selected hypotheses.
· The process will result in:
· A prioritized list of hypotheses to pursue.
· A list of hypotheses not recommended for further study (to be included in an appendix).
· The initial goal was to complete the hypothesis list by the end of September, but that timeline is now TBD due to the time spent developing the refinement and prioritization framework.
· Once the hypothesis list is finalized, it will go out for programmatic review, followed by development of study plans, which will also undergo programmatic and SAB review.
✅ Key Decisions Made
· The peer review process for the hypothesis list will likely involve:
· Distributing the list via IDT to workgroup coordinators, who will then share it with their groups.
· Collecting feedback by a set deadline, rather than through extended workgroup meetings.
· The study plan development will begin only after the hypothesis list is reviewed and finalized.
📌 Action Items
	Action
	Assignee
	Due Date

	Finalize hypothesis refinement and prioritization
	Environmental Flow Study Team
	TBD (initial goal was end of Sept)

	Distribute hypothesis list for programmatic review
	Ken Lindke / IDT
	After list is finalized

	Begin drafting study plans for selected hypotheses
	Study Team
	After review phase

	Prepare for TMC update presentation
	Ken Lindke
	Next TMC meeting


💬 Additional Notes
· The study will primarily rely on existing data streams due to timing constraints and limitations in the TRP science planning cycle.
· There may be opportunities for targeted studies funded outside the TRP process (e.g., via Reclamation and tribal agreements).
· Ken and others noted that while field capacity is limited, some low-effort data collection may be possible using existing program staff and equipment.
· The group reflected on the challenges of balancing fieldwork with administrative responsibilities and shared anecdotes from recent site visits, including a float trip from Lorenz Gulch to Evans Bar.
· A brief discussion touched on past land use issues (e.g., illegal grows and trespass cabins) and their resolution.
Agenda Item 5: Update/Discussion on FY27 Science Needs
📝 Discussion Summary
Eric Peterson provided an update on the status of science planning for FY26 and FY27, including funding uncertainties, project prioritization, and coordination with the TMC and IDT.
FY26:
· Two projects were proposed to the TMC:
1. S3 Model Enhancement – to allow variable consumption rates for fish.
2. Turtle Temperature Target Study – to assess biological responses to thermal heterogeneity.
· Due to federal budget uncertainty, the TMC deferred approval of both projects.
· Eric submitted the S3 model project to Reclamation’s Science and Technology Program as a backup funding option.
· The turtle project was not submitted to Reclamation due to misalignment with their priorities but may still be viable for TMC funding if the S3 project is funded externally.
FY27:
· Initial grassroots idea generation was conducted by workgroups, including this one, but the IDT shifted toward a top-down approach, focusing on:
· Environmental flow evaluation outcomes.
· Key uncertainties in flow management.
· A major consideration is the scheduled topographic survey in 2027, which will consume a significant portion of the science budget.
· Additional potential budget impacts include:
· Turbidity monitoring installation (~$100,000).
· Monitoring and modeling reviews, which may recommend changes to long-term data collection strategies.
Ken Lindke emphasized that FY27 should be a pivot point for rethinking science and monitoring priorities, especially in light of review outcomes. He also raised the need to explore the relationship between benthic invertebrate availability and drift, which aligns with gaps identified in the S3 proposal.
Brad Nissen noted that the workgroup has completed its monitoring and modeling review forms, thanks to James Lee, and submitted recommendations to the IDT.
Eric also reminded the group that they are listed as a secondary reviewer for the Detrended DEM review and asked Brad to follow up with Smokey to ensure the review is routed appropriately.
✅ Key Decisions Made
· FY27 science planning will likely focus on environmental flow evaluation and topographic survey integration, rather than an open RFP.
· The workgroup will review the Detrended DEM review as a secondary reviewer.
· Brad will reach out to Smokey to obtain the review materials and distribute them to the group.
📌 Action Items
	Action
	Assignee
	Due Date

	Follow up with Smokey on Detrended DEM review
	Brad Nissen
	ASAP

	Distribute DEM review to workgroup for input
	Brad Nissen
	Upon receipt

	Monitor outcome of Reclamation S&T proposal for S3 model
	Eric Peterson
	Next 1–2 months

	Track TMC decisions on FY26 proposals
	Eric Peterson
	December or January

	Prepare for potential FY27 science planning tied to environmental flows and topography
	All
	Ongoing


💬 Additional Notes
· The group discussed the limitations of the current TRP science funding cycle and the need for flexibility in funding urgent or emerging priorities.
· There was strong support for using the monitoring and modeling reviews to guide a strategic reassessment of long-term data collection.
· The workgroup was commended for being highly engaged and proactive in the science planning process.

