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Notes: Microsoft Teams.    Transcription: Samantha Maier

Wednesday March 25 and Thursday March 26, 2026
(Scheduled from 9:00 am – 4:00 pm PST) 




Motions:

Motion #1: Brett Kormos made a motion to approve the agenda for March

Seconded by: Vicky Ryan seconds the motion
Motion Approved Unanimously 


Motion #2: Bobbie Miller made a motion to approve December Meeting Minutes

Seconded by: Brett Kormos seconds the motion
Motion Approved Unanimously


Motion #3:  Mike Orcutt made a motion to approve the recommendation of the IDT to fund the two projects with some assurances that if between now and June an unanticipated funding need arises, that we (the TMC) would have a coordination meeting. 

Seconded by: Elizabeth Hadley Seconds the motion, 
Motion is Approved Unanimously


Motion #4:  Mike Orcutt makes a motion to table Oregon Gulch fish passage project discussion until after Lunch

Seconded by: Liam Gogan seconds the motion
Motion Approved Unanimously 


Motion #5:  Elizabeth Hadley made a motion to approve the Set A hydrographs recommended by the Flow Work Group

Seconded by: Brett Kormos seconds the motion
Motion Approved Unanimously


Motion #6: Mike Orcutt made a motion to accept the recommendation to fund the design of the Oregon Gulch Culvert with the understanding that TRRP or partners would apply for additional funding for implementation of the project, if unsuccessful it would roll back to the prioritization for watershed projects the next time around. 

Seconded by: Liam Gogan seconds the motion
Motion Approved Unanimously


Approval of Agenda:

The group reviewed and approved the agenda after adjusting for an unexpected absence that removed a scheduled BDO presentation. Mike Dixon proposed shifting other presenters to fill the gap, and Reuben Smit agreed to move his session earlier. With the revised schedule confirmed, the agenda was formally approved.

Approval of December meeting minutes: 

The committee conducted a vote to approve the December meeting minutes, resulting in unanimous approval. Justin Ly noted only minimal edits were needed, and Kiana also had very minor adjustments.

Several members, including Mike Dixon and Mike Orcutt, commented positively on the improved quality and balance of the minutes produced using AI support combined with human review. They reflected on past issues with overly literal transcripts and emphasized maintaining sufficient detail when documenting controversial items.

A motion to approve the minutes was made by Bobbie Miller and seconded by Brett Kormos. After confirming no further questions, the approval vote passed unanimously.

 Comments on non-agenda items:

During the open comment period for non‑agenda items, Justin Ly invited public or participant input. 

Mike Orcutt, attending virtually, reported several fisheries‑related updates that would connect to presentations later in the day. He noted improved escapement numbers in the basin and developing alternatives for ocean fisheries after multiple years of closures. He emphasized cautious optimism regarding 13,000 fish spawning above the former Iron Gate Dam, highlighting this as an ongoing productivity and sustainability experiment.

Mike also announced new funding awarded to the Hoopa conservation hatchery facility—over $8 million—to support tribal hatchery initiatives across West Coast basins. He described this as an opportunity to advance conservation testing and broader application of sub‑basin principles.
A brief lighthearted exchange followed between Mike Dixon and Mike Orcutt regarding travel plans, after which Justin Ly confirmed there were no further comments before moving to the next agenda item.

 Executive Director’s report                          
      Mike Dixon Presenting
Opening 
Mike Dixon began by emphasized that TRRP staff have been busy across several projects, including:
Design updates for the Evans Bar Channel Rehabilitation Project
Preparations for renewed work at Sawmill, including hauling excess material
Upcoming gravel augmentation at Steel Bridge day‑use area
Organizational Updates
No staffing changes currently.
Regional leadership is receptive to filling a vacant physical scientist position involving flow scheduling.
Mike Dixon is officially acting as Deputy Area Manager for NCAO until July 11 or until the position is filled.
Jennifer Abel’s email and affiliation changed following organizational realignment but continues working with TRRP.
Financial System Difficulties
The Department of the Interior’s switch to G‑invoicing caused significant internal problems:
Funds were stuck due to missing fund codes and inter‑agency system confusion.
Issues occurred with both receiving and sending funds, including transactions with Fish & Wildlife Service, NOAA Fisheries, and BLM.
Thanks were given to Samantha (secretary) for stepping in to help navigate procurement and financial tracking during the transition.
Budget Status and Project Funding
Key budget notes:
Yurok AFA is in review; Hoopa AFA awaits council acceptance before signatures proceed.
Evans Bar Project will not begin this year due to delayed value engineering; funding will be carried over so the full project can be completed next year.
Budget spreadsheet shows no major changes, though TRRP must pay two years of BLM funding due to last year’s financial system issues.
Watershed grants for FY26 were not funded discussion to occur at next quarterly meeting due to grantee performance challenges.
Grantee Performance Issues
Mike Dixon highlighted:
Some nonprofit partners are failing to use allocated funds or complete projects.
NFWF expressed concern over underperforming grantees requesting additional funds.
TRRP is considering directly funding and executing watershed work rather than relying solely on grant partners.
Run Size Estimation and Lower Trinity River Weirs
Negotiations continue around relocating monitoring from Willow Creek Weir to the Hoopa Selective Harvest Weir.
A DOI‑contracted negotiation team (Kearns & West) is interviewing partners in April and preparing for June in‑person negotiations.
Due to delays, no agreement will likely be in place for the current monitoring season, meaning status quo operations.
TRRP also plans to evaluate new technologies (e.g., sonar, video) for improved run‑size estimation, as recommended by recent monitoring reviews.
Mediation Contract Funding
Funds for mediation are obligated but unspent amounts could be de‑obligated if unused.
Historically, TRRP usually recovers contract residuals, though final approval depends on regional leadership.
Temperature Control Device Feasibility Study (Trinity Lake)
A long‑requested evaluation of selective‑withdrawal temperature control is now scheduled.
The value planning study will take place the first week of December, with participation from Reclamation, TSC, NCAO, and potentially DWR.
A full report is expected around March of the following year.
Reconsultation Update (TRD Operations)
TRRP is finalizing a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and a Draft Biological Assessment.
The BA will undergo policy‑level review this week.
Cooperating agency draft SEIS is targeted for release in April, with a 30‑day review period.
Public draft SEIS is expected in June, though length of public comment is undetermined due to updated DOI NEPA regulations.

Implementation Updates:                                
      James Lee Presenting

Sawmill Channel Rehabilitation Project
The Sawmill site, long used for gravel augmentation, is transitioning into a full channel rehabilitation project.
Crews are hauling out processed gravel to create workspace, with civil work scheduled for completion this year.
Revegetation will likely extend into 2027, but the goal is to finish major construction this year to reduce impacts on nearby residents.
Evans Bar Project
Initial hopes to begin construction this year were delayed due to a postponed Value Engineering (VE) study.
VE recommendations have been delivered; 60% design is expected at the end of June.
Implementation now targeted for next year, ideally completed in a single season to minimize disruption to residents, landowners, and public access areas.
Upper Conner Project
Completed, including revegetation.
A walkthrough after winter found no follow‑up issues; project area is accessible to the public and features a small boat launch.
Rush Creek Confluence
TRRP intends to fund the 60% design in the current AFA cycle.
Design work positions the project for implementation within the next few years.
Sky Ranch Channel Rehab
Still at 60% design.
Project cannot advance until land transfer processes are completed; timeline uncertain but potentially ready for 2028.
Other potential 2028‑viable projects include Upper Steiner Flat, Middle Steiner Flat, and Soldier Creek.
Watershed Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)
PEA was completed last year; remaining work involves the Biological Assessment/Biological Opinion process, which is nearly finished.
Steel Bridge Sediment & Wood Augmentation
TRRP will place 2,000 cubic yards of gravel and 6–8 pieces of large wood at a downstream BLM parcel near Steel Bridge.
Work begins April 1–15, aligning with BO allowances and spring flow increases.
Gravel mobility may be limited in dry‑year flow conditions but should move during higher future flows.
Residents on Steel Bridge Road will see increased vehicle traffic for approximately two weeks.
Watershed Projects (NFWF‑Administered)
Deadwood Creek
NEPA and NHPA compliance completed recently.
Implementation scheduled for June, addressing severe post‑Carr Fire erosion.
Salt Creek
NEPA/NHPA nearly complete (expected May).
Project may not proceed due to funding shortfalls; grant funds could return to TRRP if not used.
East Branch East Weaver Creek Fish Passage
Fish‑passage barrier removal planned for June 2026.
Browns Creek Water Resilience
Two landowners initially expressed interest; archaeological constraints may eliminate one participant.
Implementation still expected with at least one landowner; project scope may adjust accordingly.
Smith Pit (BLM‑Owned Restoration Site)
Hoopa Valley Tribe recently advanced to board review for design funding.
TRRP remains ready to support environmental compliance.
McIntyre Gulch (Federal Design Group Work)
Federal design capacity is limited due to loss of key staff (physical scientist and biologists).
TRRP may need new partnerships to advance federal‑led design projects.
Discussion of Evans Bar Landowner Concerns
Residents expressed concern about increased public access.
Designers have substantially adjusted features to preserve private access, maintain the existing public boat launch, avoid upstream attraction of the public, and reduce disturbance.
Additional engagement is planned once 60% design is available; premature sharing of draft concepts may create confusion.

Outreach Update:                                             
     Kiana Abel presenting

Kiana Abel reported continued growth in TRRP’s public outreach, noting that the TRRP Facebook page has reached 2,041 followers—an increase of 175 since December. Flow‑related posts remain the most popular. She highlighted the successful installation of the new Upper Conner Creek interpretive sign and shared observations of western pearl shell mussels reoccupying newly restored floodplain areas, demonstrating positive ecological response at the site. 

She summarized recent River Riffle newsletters, featuring articles derived from program presentations on topics such as mushrooms of Trinity County and wildlife activity at Upper Conner Creek. Work has begun on the 2025 Annual Report, which will reflect on 25 years of adaptive management across TRRP’s primary tools. 
Kiana reviewed recent website updates, including refreshed Science on Tap content, the posting of nine new video presentations, updates to sediment and wood augmentation project pages, and the addition of a new implementer resource page to support watershed EA compliance. 

She described strong community participation at outreach events, particularly the Science on Tap session on local mushrooms, which drew over 115 attendees. Additional events included a talk on post‑fire landscape recovery and various winter outreach activities such as flow notifications, landowner mailers, and neighborhood engagement related to sediment and wood augmentation near Steel Bridge. She also emphasized ongoing communication with Evans Bar landowners, acknowledging a wide range of perspectives within the community. 

Upcoming outreach includes Seth’s Science on Tap presentation on two decades of flow restoration, a community invasive weed pull, an April volcanology talk by USGS scientist Andy Calvert, participation in the Lewiston sustainability walk, the Weaverville plant and seed exchange, wetlands education day for local 4th graders, and spring’s final Science on Tap event on alpine lake ecology. Additional engagements include a June 24 field tour for Cal Poly Humboldt and an SRF tour this spring. 

Kiana also noted Mike Dixon’s recent presentation at a Fisherman’s Association event, which received strong interest from the Redding community and generated productive discussion about the Trinity River restoration program.


Science Update:                                             
     Eric Peterson presenting

Limiting Factors Analysis (LFA)
The program is in Phase 2 of the Limiting Factors Analysis, with Kramer Fish Sciences on contract through August 2026.
Collaboration is occurring between Kramer Fish Sciences, the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT), and the Science Advisory Board (SAB).
The life cycle model is nearing completion; its capabilities are constrained by available data but will still provide a strong tool for identifying what limits Chinook salmon populations.
Key upcoming events: 
Lifecycle model workshop – June 23
IDT & SAB draft report review – July
Final LFA report presentation to TMC – August 20

FY26 Science Priorities
Two deferred FY26 project proposals are being reconsidered for funding: 
Biological response to thermal heterogeneity via turtles
Adding variable consumption rates to the S3 juvenile fish model
The S3 model currently assumes constant consumption rates; variability would improve hydrograph differentiation.
FY27 Science Priorities
FY27 proposal development was paused due to: 
Pending results from Environmental Flow Evaluation
Monitoring & modeling reviews
Expected resource demands, such as a likely topography model refresh
Monitoring review documents are now with the SAB for final evaluation.
Significant likely additions include turbidity and temperature monitoring expansions.
Environmental Flow Evaluation
A multi-agency, interdisciplinary group is developing a structured analysis of environmental flow management tied to Hoopa Valley Tribe stipulations.
Process: 
Began with 100+ hypotheses, distilled to ~30, grouped into 12 topic areas.
A memo summarizing hypotheses is being developed for program and SAB review.
Final study plans (one per hypothesis) will guide evaluation of the three‑year winter flow implementation (through Water Year 2027).
Most hypotheses rely on existing data/models; some require new data collection.
Study plan drafts are targeted for mid-April, to be SAB-reviewed before June TMC funding discussions.
Integration of LFA & Environmental Flow Evaluation
The two efforts are complementary but distinct: 
LFA: Focused on Chinook salmon, long-term time series, and full life cycle.
Environmental Flow Study: Focused on effects of winter flow management across disciplines over a 3-year experiment.
The lifecycle model will inform aspects of the flow evaluation, especially gaps and data needs.
Some limitations exist (e.g., insufficient data to fully separate spring-run vs fall-run Chinook juveniles).
Timeline Clarifications
The winter flow experiment ends after Water Year 2027.
FY28 will be the period of analysis; results will not be available in time to inform Water Year 2028 flow implementation.
Ongoing reconsultation processes may also influence post‑2027 flow decisions.
Recent Publications & Reports
Recent postings to the data portal include:
Artificial Redds designs (Martel et al.)
Rearing habitat assessment (FWS, lead author Jackie Brigham)
2023–2024 adult run size estimates (CDFW)
Additional updates:
· Watershed EA webpage reorganized to highlight NEPA templates for partner use.
Synthesis Reports
Four synthesis reports remain outstanding but are progressing:
Cohort reconstruction – near completion
Flow synthesis – draft imminent
Large wood management – active progress under new riparian ecologist
Channel complexity – to be addressed after flow synthesis completion
Final Data Packages
Upper Conner Creek aerial photography and topography datasets are being posted/updated.
Work Group Updates
Most recent work focused heavily on completing monitoring reviews.
Additional details are in the full packet referenced in the meeting.

 Central Valley Operations update:          
     Elizabeth Hadley presenting

Reservoir Conditions & Hydrology
As of midnight, Trinity Reservoir is 91% full at 2.23 MAF, with expectations to peak next month at ~2.3 MAF (94% full).
A “miracle March” did not materialize; March precipitation was minimal statewide.
Water Year 2026: 
Strong start in October and December with above‑average precipitation.
40‑day dry period in January significantly reduced snowpack potential.
February precipitation improved but did not rebuild snowpack.
Northern Sierra precipitation index is 100% of average, but Northern California snow water content is only 18% of average.
Forecasted record heat will accelerate rapid snowmelt, most of which has already been successfully captured for storage.
End‑of‑April projection: 2.3 MAF at Trinity.
End‑of‑September projection: 1.48 MAF, a “normal to dry” year classification.
Sacramento diversions will be limited due to extended Trinity River diversion outages.
Power Plant Status & Outages
Trinity Power Plant 
Unit 1 biennial maintenance completed.
Unit 2 biennial scheduled for Nov 16 – Mar 4 next year.
No other planned outages.
Spring Creek Power Plant 
One unit remains on extended overhaul, expected completion by end of calendar year.
Continues to be the major operational bottleneck.
Transformer Replacement Project 
Recently funded via IIJA.
Nine transformers across three plants (three each) to be replaced.
Transformers take 3–5 years to build; installations planned for: 
2029 – Spring Creek
2030 – Carr
2031 – Trinity
Plants must go offline during installations; future coordination will be required.
Diversions & Operational Decision Framework
Diversion rates are currently following formulas in the Record of Decision.
Operators have recently shown greater flexibility, adjusting releases to balance: 
Recreational impacts
River benefits
Infrastructure safety
Risk management remains critical. Uncertainty in atmospheric river landfall reduces operators’ ability to optimize river releases while ensuring dam safety.
A comparison to hurricane forecasting illustrates the difficulty: atmospheric river “cones” are far wider, reducing confidence in advance planning for storage management.
Winter Flow Variability & Coordination Considerations
Discussion acknowledged challenges planning around winter flow rules when early releases reduce later flexibility.
Operators err on the side of avoiding uncontrolled releases, which can reach up to 32,000 cfs and cause downstream impacts.
Controlled releases remain limited to roughly 13,200 cfs.
Improved forecasting tools could allow more strategic retention of water for programmatic flow needs.
NCAO Staffing Update
The office remains significantly understaffed, currently down ~70 positions.
· Three positions authorized and in hiring: two plant mechanics and one electrical division program manager.
· Possible approval for ~15 additional positions later this year but not yet confirmed.
Biennial Maintenance (Clarification)
Biennials are routine every-other-year maintenance outages for power units—similar to a major tune‑up.
Typically last 10–12 weeks per unit.
Sometimes slip to every three years due to staffing limitations.
Cooperating Agency Draft (TRD)
Updated estimate for the cooperating agency draft is sometime in April, with no precise date yet.

Large Wood Implementation, Monitoring, and Management:
     Reuben Smit presenting

Reuben Smit, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, presents nearly 20 years of data and experience on large wood (LW) placement, monitoring, and function in the Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP). Large wood plays a critical ecological role, supporting pool formation, side channels, refugia, turtle basking structures, and invertebrate habitat. A functional “wood cycle” includes both upstream and downstream transport, with specific “key pieces” (large logs with substantial dimensions) acting as anchors for stable wood jams.
Historical Impacts to Wood in the Trinity River
Natural wood recruitment was dramatically reduced due to:
Construction of Trinity and Lewiston Dams (blocking watershed‑scale inputs)
Historic mechanical removal for timber, firewood, agriculture, and mining
Riparian forest degradation from mine tailings, limiting new tree recruitment
Before dams, extremely large natural jams existed, as shown in historical photos.
Origins of TRRP Wood Placement & Monitoring
Since 2006, TRRP began functioning like a “beaver” by installing wood to restore ecological processes.
A structured monitoring program was created to document:
Each piece of wood (>20 cm diameter, >2 m length)
Its type, dimensions, root wad presence, branches
Orientation, elevation (wet/dry/terrace), hydraulic effects
Wood‑jam structures, photos, and GPS locations
The resulting geodatabase allows nearly two decades of change detection.
Trends in Wood Placement (2006–2016)
A TRRP report (2018) showed:
Steep increases in wood placement, especially after 2011
A widely cited recommendation of 500–600 pieces per km to match healthy Pacific Northwest rivers
Some restoration sites far exceed this target; others fall short
Downstream reaches receive more wood, matching expectations for natural “source areas”
Monitoring Effort
Monitoring intensity peaked around 2012 and tapered in later years. Repeated revisits show:
Wood dynamics are extremely complex
Jam types include V‑weirs, log weirs, single deflectors, constructed wood jams (most beneficial for fish), wildlife piles, and miscellaneous categories
Wood jam size varies tremendously; many jams do not reach the ~50‑piece optimum suggested for maximum geomorphic and habitat benefit
Case Study 1: Conner Creek (Strong Wood Accumulation)
Time‑series aerial imagery (2008–2019) reveals:
Major channel migration delivering riparian trees into the river
Significant downstream racking of wood
Sustained and growing log jams despite some piece loss and structural changes
Evidence that this reach is naturally predisposed to accumulate wood—an insight for future placement strategies
Large jams remain functional even as pieces change form, suggesting that volume may be a better long‑term metric than number of pieces.
Case Study 2: Lower Junction City (Rapid Loss, Then Beneficial Redistribution)
The engineered log jam (ELJ) constructed in 2015 showed:
Early creation of deep pools and alcoves intended for juvenile salmon
Progressive changes from 2016–2017 as high flows eroded banks and exposed structures
By 2020, the original jam largely decomposed, yet: 
Wood redistributed downstream
A new side channel was created
High‑quality habitat emerged unexpectedly
This demonstrates:
Designs can succeed initially, then evolve into different but still beneficial outcomes
Ecological benefits may take 10+ years to fully manifest
Highlighting the need for long‑term monitoring to capture delayed habitat formation
Key Lessons Learned
Piece count is not enough 
Volume or “functional size” may better represent ecological value.
Not all wood types are equally effective 
Root‑wad trees outperform bare logs; small pieces rarely persist.
Placement matters more than quantity 
Concentrated jams outperform scattered single logs.
Wood is dynamic and will move 
Longitudinal tracking is needed; no tagging studies yet.
Long‑term monitoring is essential 
True habitat benefits often emerge a decade after installation.
Burn scars may provide high‑quality woody material 
A potential future source for LW augmentation.
System‑Scale Considerations
Participants emphasized:
Need to coordinate rehab‑site monitoring with system‑wide grid‑based monitoring (previously performed by Fred Meyer / Hoopa and McBain consultants)
Systemic surveys can identify where augmentation is most needed and where redistributed wood settles
Natural recruitment in the mainstem is very low, confirming TRRP’s role as the primary wood source
Programmatic Recommendations & Future Direction
Integrate findings into the Large Wood Management Strategy now being drafted.
Align monitoring approaches across agencies and contractors.
Expand systemic surveys to assess reach‑scale functioning.
Use hydraulic modeling (e.g., SRH‑2D) to evaluate when/where jams are wetted relative to juvenile fish habitat needs.
“Setting the river up to receive wood” likely means: 
Identifying deposition zones via hydraulic modeling and historical behavior
Installing structures that foster retention
Designing restoration sites with wood recruitment pathways in mind
Closing Notes
Reuben emphasized the privilege of building on the long‑standing work of TRRP partners (Hoopa, Yurok, FWS, BLM, Reclamation, and others).
The overarching message: successful wood management requires patience, strategic placement, coordination, and a sustained long-term monitoring commitment.

Trinity River Hatchery update:         
     Derek Rupert presenting

Derek Rupert reports that the Trinity River Hatchery—operated collaboratively by CDFW, Hoopa Valley Tribe, Yurok Tribe, and Reclamation—is on track to meet Chinook (spring & fall) and Steelhead production goals based on egg take from last fall/winter.
Coho salmon returns were extremely poor, resulting in only ~54,000 smolts planned for release (≈18% of target).
Chinook numbers remain strong: 1.5 million spring-run, 3 million fall-run.
Steelhead production goal (448,000) is also being met.
Recent and Upcoming Releases
556 adult Steelhead (hatchery origin) were released into Carville Pond in Jan–Feb due to the November intake emergency, which forced early release of fish normally held until spring.
Spring-run Chinook and fall-run Chinook releases scheduled for May and June.
The Hoopa Valley Tribe began Autofish marking/tagging operations this week, continuing through spring.
Intake Infrastructure Issues & Temporary Fixes
The intake suffered significant problems in November.
Temporary steel grate screens have been installed on the intake forebay to block debris after the failure of the main debris screen.
Staff must clean these grates daily or multiple times per day depending on debris load.
The system is working for now but remains a stopgap measure.
Hatchery Technical Team Updates
Last meeting: December 17; next meeting: next Friday.
Topics include: 
Extremely low Coho adult returns
November emergency release
Ongoing operational issues and planning
Historical Context & Legacy Infrastructure
Photos from the 1960s illustrate:
Original construction era (1963) with earthen ponds and nursery ponds (long removed).
Early adult holding infrastructure, including now‑obsolete Redwood tank boards.
Legacy weir features downstream of the hatchery.
Hatchery Modernization Project
Derek provides an extensive overview of the modernization effort, which is now accelerating.
Site Visits to Modern Hatcheries
The team toured Oxbow Hatchery (Idaho Power) and Little White Salmon National Fish Hatchery (USFWS) to gather ideas.
Key Takeaways – Oxbow Hatchery (New construction, completed last year)
Six adult holding raceways, fully roofed, with spray bars to calm fish.
Remote‑operated crowders and camera monitoring—highly efficient for small staff.
Two‑story spawning building with fish elevator, electro‑anesthesia, and gravity-fed sorting tubes.
Modern incubation room with temperature‑controlled Heath stacks and well water mixture.
Carcass freezer room relevant to TRRP’s future carcass supplementation needs.
Sophisticated SCADA system enabling remote monitoring and automated alerts.
Key Takeaways – Little White Salmon Hatchery (historic but functional)
Two large adult holding ponds (≈6,000 fish each).
Spawning area more closely aligned with what Trinity will likely adopt: 
Stainless steel sorting tables
Electro‑anesthesia equipment
Hands-on spawning workflow
Moving toward upwelling incubators due to improved fry vigor compared to traditional Heath stacks.
Indoor rearing favored by fish behavior.
Visitor access features: above‑spawning viewing and underwater holding‑pond windows.
Relevance for Trinity
Trinity is already ahead of many hatcheries by early adoption of hatch jars, essentially skipping a full generational step in incubation technology.
Modernization designs incorporate efficiencies learned from both example facilities.
Draft Trinity River Hatchery Modernization Design
Derek shares first draft design layouts (highly preliminary). Key elements include:
Adult Handling & Sorting
Modified upper fish ladder leading into a new crowding channel.
Eight adult holding ponds: four large, four small—supporting multiple runs (spring/fall Chinook, Coho, Steelhead).
Egg Incubation / Hatchery Building
Considered the “heart” of the facility:
Purpose-built for efficiency, hygiene, and high production reliability.
Supports hatch jars and modern workflow from spawning to incubation.
Spawning Building Layout
Includes:
Central electro‑anesthesia tank and fish lift
Indoor sorting table with tubes for routing fish back to specific ponds
Euthanasia station, male/female sorting area, bleed table, rinsing/egg prep area
Carcass totes for transfer to freezer
Support rooms (mechanical, utilities, sinks, benches)
Visitor Infrastructure
Plans for: 
A new visitor kiosk
A viewing window into the fish ladder
Improved restrooms, bus access, and landscaped public areas
These will be refined depending on final budget.
Modernization Project Timeline & Funding Status
Near-Term Milestones
Cultural resource survey contract awarded; kickoff meeting imminent.
Site topography and utility surveys complete; geotechnical coring underway.
30% design package due in April (major trigger for NEPA and other permitting).
Deck review in May
Value engineering in June
60% design package in September
Longer-Term
Final design expected through 2026.
Construction targeted to start November 2026 (FY27).
Project completion anticipated by 2030.
Funding Uncertainties
Current IIJA funding (~$60M) will not fully cover the desired modernization scope.
Reclamation has requested ~$35M additional IIJA funding.
Without added funds, features may need to be cut or deferred: 
Roofs over raceways
Replacement of outdated staff residences
Public visitor enhancements
Contingency capacity

Trinity River Hatchery Integration:           
     Mike Orcutt & George Kautsky presenting

Introduction (Mike Orcutt)
Mike Orcutt frames the issue:
The Trinity River Restoration Program (“building the house”) and the hatchery (“inhabitants: Chinook, Steelhead, Coho”) are intertwined yet historically managed separately. Key points:
The program has long avoided active discussions about hatchery management due to a 2009 solicitor opinion stating hatchery operations were considered in the original EIS and the program’s purpose was natural production.
Original governance documents (like the MOU among agencies and tribes) have expired.
Therefore, no current cross-domain management structure coordinates hatchery, habitat restoration, and fisheries management.
Orcutt turns the floor over to George Kautsky to present an integration framework.
Conceptual Framework: “Domains” (George Kautsky)
Kautsky describes three interacting “domains” that influence salmon outcomes:
Habitat/Restoration Domain
Hatchery Domain
Harvest Management Domain
He argues that each domain functions well internally (“reductionist approach”), but their lack of integration may explain why increasing juvenile production has not led to improved adult returns.
Habitat/Restoration Domain
Focuses on restoration actions: flow manipulation, gravel augmentation, channel restoration.
Goal: Restore ecological processes and achieve 62,000 naturally produced adult Chinook.
Despite improved juvenile production, the system is not achieving adult escapement goals.
Kautsky uses 2012 as an example: 
~49,000 natural-area spawners (record year)
~36,000 naturally produced fish returning
Still short of restoration goals.
He emphasizes that habitat success alone cannot correct failures in other domains.
Hatchery Domain
Kautsky reviews the role of the Trinity River Hatchery (TRH):
Mitigation for habitat lost above the dams: 
4.3 million Chinook,
300,000 Coho,
48,000 Steelhead (production commitments).
The hatchery can manipulate: 
Timing, size, and composition (natural-origin vs. hatchery-origin) of releases.
The hatchery increasingly participates in decentralized rearing efforts (e.g., RSIs, Hoopa facilities).
He highlights domestication risk:
Hatchery rearing produces fish suited for concrete raceways—not the river—potentially reducing long-term productivity.
Ways to reduce domestication: 
Increase natural origin broodstock rates.
Vary rearing environments (e.g., structure, substrate).
Explore yearling inclusion, new strategies for marking, and parentage‑based tagging (PBT).
He notes the future challenge: aligning hatchery production with long-term integrated population goals—which are still undefined.
Harvest Management Domain
Kautsky explains the role of the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC):
Manages ocean and terminal harvest to prevent overfishing.
Uses Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) concepts and escapement targets.
PFMC does not manage to TRRP restoration goals (e.g., 62,000 natural adults).
This mismatch complicates integration: 
PFMC escapement target for Klamath/Trinity fall Chinook: 40,700 natural-area spawners—over 20,000 fewer than TRRP’s goal.
These different targets can create misaligned incentives and outcomes.
He notes ongoing discussions about sub-basin management, which could eventually provide Trinity-specific harvest rules.
Why Integration Is Needed
Collectively, the three domains:
Are not coordinated toward a shared objective.
Operate under different mandates, metrics, and success criteria.
Influence each other more than they acknowledge (e.g., hatchery release timing affects natural origin smolt survival; harvest rules affect adult returns needed for broodstock and restoration goals).
Kautsky proposes that the TRRP Management Council define:
A central integrated goal
A structure for cross-domain decision-making
He offers a draft concept (acknowledging it needs refinement):
“Seek management synergy across domains to increase fish abundance and diversity for the benefit of dependent fisheries.”
Examples of Past or Possible Integration Structures
He references historical models:
Joint Directorate (2014) for hatchery oversight
Trinity River Task Force (early restoration governance)
Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement planning forums
Long-Term Operations Plan (LTOP) development
These examples show that integration is possible but currently lacking.
Tools for Integration
Kautsky sees promise in:
Life cycle models emerging from the Limiting Factors Analysis, which could eventually predict outcomes of: 
release timing
release size
broodstock composition
habitat improvements
harvest regimes
Adaptive management expanding beyond habitat to consider hatchery × harvest × habitat interactions.
Discussion Highlights
Several participants raise key points:
The 62,000 natural adult goal may not align with true biological capacity or future sub‑basin harvest management rules.
Productivity has halved systemwide in the last 20 years.
There may be strong justification for increased marking and parentage‑based tagging.
Hatchery integration is happening now, but not strategically or at sufficient scale.
Both short‑term fisheries closures and large-scale Klamath dam removals create urgent pressures for an integrated framework.
Closing Remarks (Mike Orcutt)
Orcutt emphasizes:
The Trinity Basin lacks a comprehensive, basin‑wide management structure integrating restoration, hatchery, and harvest.
Acute issues (e.g., repeated in‑river closures, poor Klamath/Trinity Coho returns, economic hardship) heighten the need for integration.
He advocates for: 
Considering basin-wide governance models
Using the new Trinity LTOP as a catalyst
Maintaining close coordination across sovereigns and agencies
He closes by encouraging continued discussion and willingness to engage across domains.

2026 Gravel Augmentation Plan:                                                   
     Smokey Pittman presenting
 
Smokey Pittman (Hoopa Valley Tribe / Applied River Sciences, Physical Work Group Coordinator) presents the 2026 gravel augmentation recommendation.
The Physical Work Group met in December and January, and jointly with the Riparian & Aquatic Work Group, to determine gravel and wood augmentation opportunities for 2026.
TRRP’s Implementation Branch has since carried the plan forward.
Background & Site History
Historically, TRRP has used five established gravel augmentation sites, but achieving sediment transport continuity past those sites has been difficult.
Observations include:
Existing sites now hold sufficient gravel, even though the river is still gravel‑limited overall.
Too much gravel at older sites is beginning to infill low‑flow juvenile habitat, creating tradeoffs.
In 2021, the program began identifying new augmentation sites due to the need for broader distribution.
New Site Development (2021–2026)
Six candidate sites were initially proposed: three advanced:
Trinity House Gulch (just below Grass Valley Creek) 
Large gravel source nearby; still under development.
Requires landowner coordination.
Steel Bridge (Limekiln Gulch area) 
Ultimately selected for 2026 implementation.
Vitzthum Gulch 
Accessible but constrained by Hwy 299 traffic; not yet feasible.
These sites lie within the river reach most deficient in coarse sediment and with the lowest number of active bars.
2026 Selected Site: Steel Bridge Day Use Area
This is the sole augmentation site for 2026.
Key characteristics:
Upstream of a coarse, boulder‑dominated reach expected to respond positively to added gravel.
Located on the inside of a bend—not ideal for transport, but favorable for creating immediate habitat.
Augmentation volume: 2,000 cubic yards (a modest “first step” placement).
Gravel is expected to sculpt into useful habitat quickly but not fully mobilize this year.
Target mobilization flow was ~6000 CFS, but expected flows may be lower in 2026.
Large Wood Addition
New opportunity enabled by the 2024 Fine Sediment & Wood EA.
BLM is removing ~20 hazard trees (Doug‑fir & ponderosa pine) upstream.
TRRP will place six logs in the river in 2026; others staged at the day-use area.
Logs lack root wads but retain partial crowns; aimed to begin establishing future LWD recruitment points.
Primary objective: “Get it on the board”—prove feasibility and observe early response.
Objectives for the Steel Bridge Augmentation
Originally proposed goals include:
Promote gravel deposition in the downstream boulder reach to improve near-term spawning habitat.
Increase coarse sediment supply to long‑deprived reaches downstream.
Potentially enhance juvenile rearing habitat by bar growth and channel complexity.
Address public concerns (e.g., fine sediment near seep wells) through site assessments; impacts expected to be minimal.
Work group emphasized establishing site-specific objectives, rather than broad program-wide goals.
Monitoring Plan
Ideal monitoring (as recommended in earlier years):
Pre‑ and post‑action topography & bathymetry
DEM of difference (geomorphic change)
Detailed grain-size surveys
Spawning habitat mapping
Hydraulic modeling for habitat suitability
What will actually occur in 2026:
Drone surveys before and after placement
Tagging of all wood pieces to track movement
Ongoing spawning surveys and visual mapping
No confirmed schedule for detailed topographic, bathymetric, or grain-size studies
TRRP aims to restore more rigorous monitoring in future years through monitoring & modeling and review outcomes.
Process Improvements
The Physical Work Group is refining its annual recommendation process following years of turnover and inconsistent structure.
Key needs:
Clearer site‐specific success criteria
Consistent monitoring data
Integration with bar area mapping, grainsize mapping, and tribal/FWS field observations

Day One Adjourned. 

Day Two

Public Comments:

Science on Tap Event Feedback
Mike Dixon reports a highly successful Science on Tap event—one of the longest sessions yet, well‑received and well‑attended (estimated 70–80 people).
Community participation included county officials and other engaged residents.
Next Science on Tap topic: volcanoes.
Kiana Abel highlights written attendee feedback: 
One attendee claimed to already know the presented material—interpreted as a sign of improved community understanding.
Another attendee advocated for real‑time flow management, showing the value of diverse public perspectives.
Overall sentiment: strong community engagement and positive educational impact.
Transition to FY26 Budget Discussion
After public comment, the meeting transitions to the FY26 science proposal funding decision, led by Eric Peterson.
Background: Deferred FY26 Science Proposals
The TMC deferred two proposals in June due to uncertainty in the FY26 budget. With the budget now confirmed, these are brought forward again:
S3 Model Enhancement (variable consumption rates) – approx. $336,000
Turtle Thermal Heterogeneity Study – approx. $126,000
Eric explains:
The S3 model currently assumes constant consumption; variable rates will improve accuracy.
The turtle study uses turtles as biological indicators of thermal heterogeneity in constructed habitats.
These topics followed the full science‑plan process (uncertainty review → workgroup development → SAB review → TMC).
SAB Review Summary
S3 model upgrade ranked top priority; assumptions must be carefully handled but feasible.
Turtle study considered worthwhile; SAB notes temperature‑measurement methods must be improved.
Questions & Dialogue
A wide‑ranging discussion follows, focusing on:
Turtle Study Background
Prior turtle marking study (~10–15 years ago) showed mainstem turtles are smaller than South Fork turtles due to colder water temperatures in the mainstem.
Current proposal continues using turtles as temperature‑response indicators in edge habitats created by channel rehab.
Meeting Structure Suggestions
Liam Gogan suggests breaking long presentations into sections to allow questions throughout rather than only at the end.
This is acknowledged as constructive feedback.
Budget Questions
Key points:
FY26 appropriations have been received; funds are available.
These two proposals do not compete with any other previously approved FY26 project.
Funds are fiscal‑year specific and cannot roll into next year.
Delaying decisions until June risks missing contracting deadlines due to DOI acquisition staffing shortages.
Redirection of TRRP funds cannot legally support hatchery construction—different funding pot.
Wildlife vs. Fish Priorities
Orcutt raises long‑standing concern that wildlife studies lack clear restoration baselines compared to fish.
Others respond: 
Turtles are being used as surrogates to assess thermal habitat benefits, not as species‑primary drivers.
TRRP has adopted non-fish wildlife objectives (e.g., maintaining diverse temperature regimes).
Turtle targets have recently been formalized by the Riparian & Aquatic Work Group.
Monitoring & Adaptive Management
Discussion highlights the need for: 
Clear objectives
Better integration of studies with fish‑centric goals
Ensuring relevance to flow management and restoration commitments
Additional Funding Needs & Constraints
TRRP cannot fund hatchery modernization from these funds.
Possibilities exist to use remaining FY26 funds for gravel processing or wood harvest only if done within the period of performance.
Motion & Vote
Mike Orcutt moves to approve funding for both FY26 proposals, with added flexibility:
If an unanticipated funding need arises before the June meeting and funds for these two proposals have not yet been obligated, the TMC may reconsider.
Elizabeth Hadley seconds.
After clarifying wording, the motion is put to a vote:
Result: unanimous approval (8 of 8).
A brief discussion occurs about whether future votes should be taken by entity for consistency; no change is formally adopted.
Closing Note
Orcutt recommends a future dedicated discussion on wildlife within adaptive management, noting it is often overshadowed by fish priorities.


Watershed Center Placeholder (Meadows or Corral Gulch)
     Bridger Cohen presenting

Introduction
Presenter: Bridger Cohen, Watershed Research & Training Center (standing in for Josh Smith).
Purpose: Share results and lessons from the Corral Gulch restoration project in the South Fork Trinity River watershed, which—while outside the anadromous zone—has implications and potential relevance for broader watershed work.
Project Context: Corral Gulch & Meadow Restoration
Corral Gulch was a severely degraded, highly incised channel where water rapidly drained away, failing to sustain summer flows even in relatively wet years.
The restoration approach: Stage 0 valley reset, flattening the incised channel and re‑establishing a broad, multi-threaded, slow‑water floodplain.
Heavy equipment was used to level the site, redistribute sediment, and add slash/large wood to stabilize flows.
Why Meadows Matter
Bridger provides an overview of wet meadow systems, focusing on riparian wet meadows. Key characteristics:
Require sunlight, water, and sediment to function and persist.
Provide outsized ecological benefits: 
Biodiversity
Fire breaks (low fuels)
Carbon storage
Cultural and recreational values
Flood attenuation
Support for cold summer baseflows
These systems cover little landscape area but are extremely valuable.
Watershed Setting
Corral Gulch feeds into Indian Valley Creek, which then enters Butter Creek, but anadromous fish cannot reach the project area due to barrier waterfalls.
A remote site incubator (RSI) exists downstream, creating a potential indirect link: restored summer flows could benefit RSI‑origin juveniles in lower Butter Creek.
Site Conditions Prior to Restoration
Deeply incised channels (3–6 feet), rapid flow recession, little to no summer water, and extensive conifer encroachment.
High fuel loading, minimal understory, degraded wet meadow remnants.
Historic processes leading to degradation included: 
Intensive grazing
Clear-cut logging practices
Dragging logs down channels
Road drainage failures
Loss of vegetation and soil cover
This caused entrenched channels, lowered groundwater tables, and conversion from meadow to conifer forest.
Indicators of Restoration Potential
Evidence suggesting the site was historically a wet meadow:
Traditional knowledge (Norel Muk Wintu elder references to sandhill cranes).
Historic place names (Sheep Gulch, Cow Gulch, Green Gulch).
Fine alluvial soils indicating former depositional environment.
Scattered remnant meadow vegetation.
Large trees on higher microsites indicating former floodplain activation.
Restoration Goals
Restore stage 0 floodplain function in lower Corral Gulch.
Maintain/raise the Forest Service road crossing.
Install large wood for structural complexity.
Use process-based approaches to manage erosion.
Revegetate disturbed areas.
Fence for temporary grazing exclusion.
Monitor groundwater, hydrology, and vegetation responses.
Methods & Construction Process
Key steps included:
Tree removal and redistribution (tipping, skidding, decking).
Floodplain regrading using local materials to fill incised channels.
Using surveying units to guide real-time elevation targets.
Haul trucks to move soil/rock where needed.
Grade control installations using large boulders and wood.
Redistributing slash and wood across the surface to slow and scatter flows.
Planting ~15,000 native plugs and seeding with a diverse mix.
Light-touch process based restoration structures in upstream areas and for post‑construction stabilization.
Cattle‑exclusion structures (channel-spanning log barriers).
Implementation took less than two months.
Immediate Outcomes & Monitoring Results
Hydrology
Within days of first storms, groundwater rose dramatically and remained within ~1 ft of the surface, compared with 3–4 ft pre‑project.
Water now spreads across the valley floor, forming multiple shallow flow paths.
Storm pulses are visible but greatly muted, indicating increased storage and buffering.
Geomorphic Response
Channels are now braided, shallow, and shifting, not deeply incised.
Sediment sorting and deposition occurring across the site.
Grade control and log structures held during major storm flows.
Vegetation
Planted plugs showing strong survival and vigor.
Robust seedling recruitment on fresh depositional surfaces.
Expectation of willow and cottonwood colonization.
Wildlife
Footprints and activity from deer, bear, mustelids.
Newts observed.
Fencing will delay grazing to support early plant establishment.

Oregon Gulch fish passage project:
     James Lee Presenting

Introduction
Presenter: James Lee
The Oregon Gulch culvert problem is both a fish passage barrier and a critical County infrastructure issue.
The County lacks funds to replace the aging, undersized culvert, which repeatedly causes road damage and potholes. The issue has resurfaced due to local complaints following heavy use of the road during TRRP’s Oregon Gulch work—though the damage is fundamentally tied to the failing culvert.
Culvert Conditions and Fish Passage Failure
The culvert is a complete barrier to anadromous fish: 
Shallow flows at low flow periods
Excessive velocity at high flows
No functional plunge pool
Upstream gradient is steep and incised, making fish‑friendly replacement more complex.
The culvert is prominently listed in the Coho Salmon Recovery Plan as a high‑priority barrier for replacement.
Historical assessments (early 2000s) identified: 
Good habitat upstream,
Moderate intrinsic potential for Coho,
Possibly up to ~6 miles of accessible habitat (likely an overestimate but significant habitat remains).
Infrastructure Challenges and County Limitations
The culvert is undersized, passing only about a 3‑year recurrence interval flood, causing frequent overtopping and road washouts.
Trinity County Public Works (Department of Transportation) does not have funding for: 
Culvert replacement
Road rebuilding
The County cannot justify repaving until the failed culvert is replaced.
Residents on Sky Ranch Road attribute potholes to TRRP activities, keeping pressure on County officials.
Funding History
In 2022, the Yurok Tribe received a $104,000 NFWF (Watershed Grant Program) award to design a fish‑friendly replacement.
That effort failed because: 
The upstream private landowner refused to cooperate.
The design required work outside the existing easement.
The performance period expired, so funds were reallocated to the Salt Creek project.
Recent Progress – County Engagement
A recent meeting brought renewed County interest: 
The Transportation Department views culvert replacement as essential.
They believe they can obtain landowner cooperation using tools unavailable to the TRRP or Tribal partners.
A TMC member is a County Supervisor, providing a direct communication link.
County staff indicated strong willingness to support the project.
Current Proposal (James Lee’s Request)
James requests TMC approval to:
Fund a new culvert replacement design (similar scope/cost to the 2022 NFWF award).
Use an AFA with the Yurok Tribe as the contracting mechanism.
Develop an implementable design so TRRP can later present a full cost estimate for replacement.
Return for a future funding decision once construction costs are known.
Key clarifications:
The design alone does not require landowner access, per DJ Bandrowski.
A completed design creates a “shovel‑ready” project, increasing chances of securing state or federal implementation funding.
Design will not expire, even if implementation is delayed.
Discussion & Concerns
Landowner and County Issues
County’s ability to compel or persuade landowner cooperation is essential.
Landowner described as anti‑government and anti‑ESA, but County staff believe they can address it.
Funding and Budget
TRRP budget has white space (available funds) for the design.
Design via tribal AFA means funds become non‑federal, eligible as non‑federal match for future grants.
Uncertainties Raised
Construction costs unknown (could be high due to grade, velocity, fish‑passage criteria).
Sediment issues near Eagle Rock bend may require additional restoration beyond the culvert.
County financial limitations mean they are unlikely to fund construction.
Potential Advantages
Fish passage projects yield large habitat gains for relatively low investment.
Replacement aligns fish and infrastructure interests (“everyone wins”).
Possibility of future 5C's, state, or federal funding once design is complete.
Procedural Outcome
Mike Orcutt requested more time to discuss concerns and uncertainties.
Motion made (and seconded) to table the decision until after lunch for further discussion.
Motion passed unanimously after an entity‑by‑entity vote.

Recent PFMC activities and 2026 fishery planning
     Brett Kormos presenting

Purpose of Presentation
Presenter Brett Kormos provides an overview of the 2026 salmon fishery planning process, covering:
PFMC (Pacific Fishery Management Council) ocean fishery planning
California Fish & Game Commission freshwater planning
Stock forecasts and harvest control rules
ESA‑related constraints affecting both basins
This overview was requested primarily by Mike Orcutt and the TMC.
2026 Abundance Forecasts
Sacramento River Fall Chinook (SRFC)
2026 forecast: ~400,000 adults prior to fishing
Historically (pre‑collapse): 700,000–1,000,000+
After the 2008–09 collapse, the stock reset to a lower productivity regime
Current forecast is double last year’s realized abundance (~176k)
Klamath River Fall Chinook (KRFC)
2025 escapement: ~40,000 natural‑area adults (double the forecast of ~19k)
This allowed KRFC to move from “overfished” status into “rebuilding” (not yet “rebuilt”)
2026 forecast: ~180,000 natural‑ocean adults (modest but improved vs. recent years)
Harvest Control Rules (HCRs)
SRFC HCR
With abundance >254k, the Max Allowable Exploitation Rate (MAER) = 52%
Thus, escapement target ≥ 188,000 adults
ESA constraints will push escapement much higher (~240k–275k) because the ocean cannot take its full share
KRFC HCR
Uses a cohort reconstruction model to account for: 
Maturation schedule
Natural mortality
Projected escapement without fishing: 40,111 adults
This places KRFC into de minimis fisheries category
MAER = 25%
Required natural‑area escapement: ≥ 30,083 adults

March PFMC Meeting – Draft 2026 Fishery Alternatives
Three alternatives are developed (typically spanning more conservative ↔ less conservative), though ESA constraints now force all to be similarly restrictive.
Key numbers for KRFC:
Natural escapement projections: ~30,100 adults (all alternatives)
River‑mouth returns: 52–53k, divided among: 
~7,000 adults for tribal harvest (shared Hoopa/Yurok)
~3,300 adults for state sport fishery (Klamath + Trinity)
Key numbers for SRFC:
Due to ESA constraints (primarily coastal Chinook), escapement projections are far above minimum: 
240k–275k escaping
Expected state harvest: 
Ocean commercial: 18k–60k
Ocean sport: ~51k
River sport: ~40k

Major ESA Constraints in 2026
A. California Coastal Chinook
Historically: 16% exploitation cap
Due to chronic exceedances → new limit = 8.6% (buffered for error)
Proxy metric: Age‑4 KRFC harvest rates
2026 alternatives undershoot the limit slightly; April PFMC session expected to push exploitation up to the 8.6% ceiling
B. SONCC (Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast) Coho
A major shift in recent years:
New BiOp expanded accounting to ocean + freshwater and tribal fisheries
Tribes now receive ~85% of allowable impacts (mortality) under current allocation
MAER: 
Trinity subpopulation: 16%
Klamath subpopulation: ~8%
Trinity SONCC Coho is nearly fully exploited already in March projections
SONCC constraints are now among the most limiting factors in both ocean and river planning
Additional Technical Notes
Oregon’s mark‑selective Coho fishery contributes less to SONCC impacts than California non‑retention Chinook fisheries.
River sport fishery impacts on SONCC Coho are extremely low (~0.2%).
Commercial fisheries catch more KRFC than sport fisheries due to: 
Offshore range
Depth fished
Season duration
Timeline Going Forward
1. April PFMC Meeting (Portland)
Final ocean salmon seasons decided
Final tribal harvest guidelines issued
Final state sport quotas (e.g., ~3,300 Klamath/Trinity) set
2. April CF&G Commission Meeting
CDFW presents freshwater season options
Bag limits, sector allocations (spit, lower Klamath, Trinity, upper Klamath)
3. May CF&G Commission Teleconference
Adoption of final freshwater salmon seasons
Discussion Highlights
Mike Orcutt’s Points
Importance of long‑term tribal advocacy for fishery management tools (weirs, coded‑wire tags).
Emerging uncertainties from Klamath dam‑removal recolonization signals (e.g., adult returns documented above historic barriers).
Emphasis on cautious management as wild productivity in upper Klamath remains unknown.
Clarification of SONCC control rule history: 
Originated from Hoopa Valley Tribe litigation
Trinity received an extra 1% allowance (16% vs 15%) due to active restoration and monitoring
Strong concerns about old/weak data in Coho FRAM (1980s–90s) impacting precision and accuracy.
Highlighting success of selective Coho harvest at Trinity weir and recent full marking/tagging.
Brett’s Responses
Agrees old FRAM data is inadequate; updated tagging will improve accuracy.
Notes Oregon’s unexpectedly high projected Coho impacts in 2026.
Reinforces commitment to partnering on integrated fishery‑habitat‑hatchery management (echoing George Kautsky’s previous presentation).
Liam Gogan
Appreciates realism and transparency in the analysis.
Supports improved cross‑agency cooperation.


Hydrograph recommendation for remainder of Water Year 2026
     Patrick Flynn presenting
Introduction
Presenter: Patrick Flynn, Flow Workgroup Coordinator
This is the second year of the 3‑year winter variable flow experiment requested by the Hoopa Valley Tribe. The presentation covers:
Flow planning process
Forecasts used
Hydrograph scenarios
DSS (Decision Support System) model outputs
Final Flow Workgroup recommendation
Planning Context and Winter Flow Framework
The winter flow rule set includes: 
Synchronization flow period (Dec–Feb)
Elevated baseflow / seasonal flood period (Feb–Apr)
Spring (April) hydrograph
In WY 2026, Safety of Dams (SOD) releases did occur but were limited to ~3 weeks—much less disruptive than the extensive SOD releases during WY 2025.
Water Year Forecast Inputs (B120s)
The February B120 and March B120 both indicated a Dry year type.
Consequences: 
No February 15th release
20,000 acre‑feet released beginning March 16th (from winter rule set)
80,000 acre‑feet total winter allocation used before April 15th (including the December synchronization flow)
This simplified planning relative to last year—only the April B120 remained uncertain (Dry vs Normal).
Objectives Considered
The Flow Workgroup gathered requests from other workgroups:
Riparian Workgroup
Target flows to support cottonwood seed dispersal
Use of FYFAM (Fremont‑Yellow Legged Frog model)
General emphasis on biologically‑focused flows
Physical Workgroup
Acknowledged that the December synchronization flow provided a geomorphic pulse, reducing the need for a large geomorphic event in spring.
Dry‑Year Management Priorities
Maintain temperature compliance for salmonids
Minimize stranding risk to fry
Dry years viewed as opportunities to emphasize fish production goals

Hydrograph Alternatives Developed
Two hydrograph “sets” were created, each with a Dry‑April and Normal‑April option:
Set A — Higher Geomorphic Peak
Prioritizes geomorphic function (higher spring peak)
Beneficial when winter flows already provided geomorphic action
Varied peak magnitude depending on Dry vs Normal April B120
Set B — Lower Peak / Larger Volume
Prioritizes riparian objectives (broader “blob” of water)
Less geomorphic emphasis
Greater area under the curve (more sustained flow)
DSS Modeling Results
Model performance differed sharply by category:
Fish Models (S3, Temperature)
Showed very little contrast between A and B hydrographs 
Example: S3 model difference of ~1,500 parr on a base of nearly 2 million—too small to guide decisions
Temperature model differences were similarly minimal
Non‑Fish / Habitat Models
These models provided the strongest contrast:
	Model
	Result

	TARGETS (Cottonwood recruitment)
	Favored Set A

	FYFAM (Frog model)
	Favored Set A

	Bedload / Transport model
	Favored Set A

	Inundation model
	Inconclusive


Decision‑making was therefore based largely on the riparian and geomorphic model suite, not the salmon‑focused models.
Flow Workgroup Final Recommendation
Flow Workgroup recommends Set A hydrographs for both April scenarios:
Dry April → Implement Set A (Dry)
Normal April → Implement Set A (Normal)
Rationale:
Across available decision‑support tools, Set A consistently outperformed Set B in riparian, frog, and geomorphic metrics, while fish models showed no meaningful differences.
Discussion Highlights
DSS Model Use
Questions were raised about DSS cost and utility.
Response: DSS will continue to be refined; current lack of sensitivity is driven by narrow decision space and identical water volumes across alternatives.
Integration with Operations (CVP)
Concerns were raised about synchronization between winter flow rule set and CVP operations.
Reclamation noted: 
Winter rule set not yet fully incorporated into reservoir forecasting frameworks
February/March B120 decision points are based on 90% exceedance forecasts, making them highly conservative
SOD releases are unavoidable and driven by storage encroachment, not TMC decisions
Safety‑of‑Dams Effects
Seth Naman (NOAA) explained: 
SOD flow effects are being fully evaluated in the ongoing long‑term operations EIS reconsultation
Analysis includes 40 years of modeled hydrographs, many containing SOD‑like events
There was agreement to agendize a future discussion on how SOD releases interact with winter‑flow experiments.

Motion and Vote
Motion to approve Flow Workgroup recommendation: Elizabeth Hadley
Second: Brett Kormos
Vote: Unanimous approval from all entities 

Oregon Gulch fish passage project – revisited

Trinity County Update
Lian Gogan reports after speaking with the County Administrative Officer (CAO) and Department of Transportation (DOT):
The culvert must be replaced for both fish passage and road infrastructure reasons.
Trinity County cannot contribute financially to the culvert replacement or road surfacing. 
Even with additional County revenue, this project would rank “around 20th” in County road priorities.
However, the County will: 
Work with the upstream landowner to obtain cooperation/involvement.
Support sealing/paving efforts if TRRP or partners perform the culvert replacement.
This clarified the County’s position: full cooperation, zero funding for construction.
Motion Introduced (Mike Orcutt)
Following County clarification, Mike Orcutt proposes a motion structured to:
Approve funding for the culvert design phase (via TRRP watershed restoration funding).
Direct TRRP and partner agencies to pursue outside funding (state, federal, tribal, or other grants) for the construction phase.
If implementation funding is not secured, the project would: 
“Roll back into the watershed prioritization list” for future consideration
Meaning it could be revisited once a funding mechanism exists.
Lian Gogan seconds the motion.
Clarifications & Questions
Can watershed funds be used on a County road?
Elizabeth Hadley asks whether TRRP is allowed to fund improvements on County roads.
Mike Dixon responds:
Yes. TRRP has previously improved Forest Service and County roads using watershed restoration funds.
Caveat: The watershed grant program currently does not exist (the NFWF grant expires in September).
A mechanism would need to be reinstated in future budgeting.
Clarifying the “roll‑back” clause
Justin Ly and others seek clarity on what “roll back” means.
Clarified intent:
The TRRP will fund design now.
TRRP partners will seek external funds for construction.
If those efforts fail, the implementation (not the design) returns to a future watershed funding prioritization process—when/if one exists again.
County Commitment Reaffirmed
Before voting, Lian Gogan adds:
Trinity County will actively assist with landowner coordination.
The County will “clear as much path as possible” to help ensure project success.
Final Motion (cleaned-up wording)
The clarified motion approved by the TMC:
Motion:
To fund the design of the Oregon Gulch fish passage culvert replacement, with the understanding that TRRP and program partners will seek additional funding for implementation. If such funding is not secured, the implementation component will return to the watershed restoration prioritization process when a funding mechanism is available.

Vote Outcome
Unanimous approval by all entities:
Additional Follow‑up Topics (June Meeting Planning)
Several follow-up topics unrelated to the motion were captured at the end of the document:
· Safety-of-Dams impacts and analysis
· FY27 budget
· FY27 science priorities
· Trinity River survey results (possibly September)
· Integration work (following earlier presentations)
· Weaver Creek floodplain restoration project visit (September)
· August special meeting for Limiting Factors Analysis
· Potential meeting venues (Arcata/Eureka, Aquatic Center)


Meeting Adjourned
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