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Meeting Summary

FISH Workgroup 

Thursday January 26, 2012

Trinity County Library, Weaverville, CA 

Thursday, January 26, 2012; 9:30 AM 
Participants

Core members: Joe Polos (coordinator, FWS), Samantha Chilcote (USFS), Ernie Clarke, Nina Hemphill, D.J. Bandrowski (TRRP), Tim Hayden, Aaron Martin (Yurok Tribe), Paul Petros, Justin Alvarez, Sean Ledwin (Hoopa Valley Tribe), Wade Sinnen (CDFG), Seth Naman (NOAA), Damon Goodman, Tom Shaw (FWS).  

SAB members: Claire Stalnaker, Jim Peterson, John Buffington, Mike Merigliano, and Chris Jordan. 

SAB support: John Ferguson, Mike Schiewe (Anchor QEA), Jay Stallman (Stillwater Sciences).

Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW). 

Action Items derived during the Meeting
TRRP partners should help Anchor QEA to complete their table of reports available for the SAB review of TRRP.

Ernie Clark will provide draft of performance measures to SAB

TRRP partners should provide SAB with ideas of what fish data to look at to best evaluate the program success.

Joe Polos will coordinate with Charlie Chamberlain to get the past few years of redd data to the SAB. 

Daman Goodman and Aaron Martin will provide the following fish habitat data to the SAB: 1) three sites (Trinity House Gulch, Lowden and Reading) with pre- and post-construction habitat data (with Lowden and Reading at five flows); 2) One site (Sawmill) with pre- and post-11,000 cfs flow data; 3) GRTs 2010 and 2011.  Data will be provided by February 9 except 2011 GRTs data which will be provided in 3 weeks (February 16).  Also to be provided are the 2009-2011 (and earlier) GIS layers of spawning data.   

Action Items Outstanding from Previous Meetings

Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items

1. Introductions 

Joe Polos opened the meeting and everyone introduced themselves. The purpose of the meeting was to help the Science Advisory Board (SAB) in review of the Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP).  The SAB is conducting the Phase I review of the program and accomplishments of the TRRP.  The Fish Workgroup was to present their activities, strategies and some results so the SAB could get an idea of what types of information is available for reviewing the program. 

John Buffington made some introductory comments and noted that the SAB is in fact-finding mode and is looking for more information on the program.  He noted that Anchor QEA and Stillwater Sciences are helping and that Anchor has assembled a set of reports that will be synthesized and compiled to assess effectiveness of restoration actions.  Buffington asked that the TRRP members help Anchor to fill in gaps.  The SAB review focus is on Phase I projects but it will also assess programmatic progress.  The SAB will produce a draft report for internal circulation and then will be sent to an outside panel.   

Action item: TRRP partners should help Anchor QEA to complete their table of reports available for the SAB review of TRRP.

Claire Stalnaker made a few opening remarks.  He noted that the SAB is part of the TRRP program and that they will help to put together the TRRP story and will make recommendations and offer ideas.

2. Fish Workgroup Overview and Discussion

Joe Polos gave a Powerpoint presentation on an overview of the TRRP conceptual models for the fish habitat and fish population components of the program.  Polos described the Conceptual Models and IAP documents and their linkages to the Trinity River Flow Evaluation and Record of Decision and the conceptual model of restoration in the Trinity River.  The current fish and fish habitat monitoring activities were presented in very general terms and more detail was provided for the outmigrant monitoring, juvenile density monitoring, redd/carcass monitoring since these were expected to be of special interest to the Phase I review.  Additionally, some of the previous habitat monitoring projects and their reports were identified. Specifics of the current TRRP habitat assessment were deferred for a later presentation by Aaron Martin. The subgroups of the Fish Work Group were also identified and their primary task identified.  The discussions and questions asked by the SAB are organized by various topics below.
Use of Conceptual Models and SALMOD fish model
Polos touched on the program’s goal, and showed their conceptual models.  John Ferguson noted that this Workgroup was the first to start their presentation with the conceptual models. The SAB asked to what extent their conceptual models have been used, whether they have used these to identify limiting factors, whether they are attempting to parameterize the model, and if their conceptual model is linked to SALMOD.  Polos said there is interest in pursuing use of SALMOD or another fish production model but this is still being discussed.  John Ferguson asked why not use the model.  Polos said there has been a history of building models but not using them for management, but the discussion specific to a fish production model hasn’t happened yet.  Tom Shaw noted that a new version of SALMOD is currently being updated in a Windows environment and could be useful. 

Use of Temperature Data to Guide Design

SAB members asked about how temperature data was being used or shared and if the temperature data is used to support design.  Polos said the Temperature Workgroup performs temperature modeling and that it is used for flow scheduling but not for habitats.  
Fish Habitat Monitoring

Polos went over fish and habitat monitoring efforts and listed the subgroups and their efforts.   Mike Schiewe asked if reports from habitat subgroups may be available.  Polos described the difference in opinion as to whether the TRRP can conduct fish and fish habitat work in the tributaries and the current interpretation of the ROD language does not allow fish work in tributaries.  John Ferguson noted that there are numeric objectives for fish returns and he asked how the fish group uses success of reaching these objectives as a way to direct design.  Polos said that the returns are not used to inform design, primarily because they are influenced by many factors, some under the prevue of the program (upper mainstem habitat and flows) and others not (hatchery operations, lower Klamath River flows, ocean conditions, fishery impacts). 
Hatchery Practices

Chris Jordan asked about hatchery releases and marking.  Wade Sinnen provided an update on releases and marking.  Tom Shaw noted that the updated SALMOD will allow tracking by fish stocks.  There were questions about fish entering the Trinity from Iron Gate, the source of the brood stock, and pre-spawn mortality.  Nina Hemphill says pre-spawn mortality has stayed constant at 10-15 % and seems to be related more to run size and not temperature.  Brood stocks are thought to be from in-basin sources and genetics seem to bear this out.  Released steelhead are thought to residualize for a period. The tributaries have resident trout.  The SAB asked why only mark 25 % of chinook.  Some of rational was given by Sinnen as expense of coded wire tags and tag recovery and a desire to not clip fish without coded wire tags.  
Outmigrant Monitoring

Polos noted outmigrant program and a draft report for the 2009 efforts is currently undergoing external peer review.  This report combines the sampling that is conducted at the Pear Tree Site (upper river) and the Willow Creek site (lower river). Ferguson asked about site-scale and reach-scale monitoring and asked about the chance of assessing program effectiveness using reach scale monitoring.  Polos thought that the new outmigrant mark recapture techniques they have developed with Schwarz’s help have greatly improved this assessment but it addresses reach scale effects, including flow and water temperature, and not site-specific rehabilitation project effects.  The SAB asked about the utility of the data right now and whether the data have been analyzed over time.  The answer was generally, no—that the expansion was flow-based and this limited the usefulness of the data.  There have been presentations at the TRRP science symposia presenting various aspects of the outmigrant monitoring program as well as a performance measure document recently completed.  Comparisons are being made between the flow-based and efficiency-based estimates to see if they can correct the earlier flow-estimates—but this will not be available for the Phase I.  Paul Petros noted that the Hoopa Valley Tribe recently completed a multi-year outmigrant monitoring report for the upper river sampling.
What is the Best Way to Analyze the Fish Data?

Aaron Martin asked if the SAB thinks they will use the fish data to evaluate Phase I.  The SAB says they are trying to assess the usefulness of the fish data before they decide.  Nina Hemphill talked about some of their hypotheses within the program and posed one question the program partners had was “How soon should they expect success?”  She noted that increased juvenile success from restored habitat would not show up as more returning adults until about four years.  But managed flows might be related to fish response sooner than four years.  She noted that since 2007, there has been a nice progression of increase in Bill Pinnix juvenile outmigrant data.  Beginning in 2007, adults have shown more naturally reproduced fish than hatchery fish compared to more hatchery fish in earlier years.  These are broad scale measures and not related to site projects.  These results have not been written up but it is documented in the performance measures.  Ernie Clarke will share the drafts of these with the SAB.  Harris et al. 2011 is under peer review.  Mike Merigliano asked about Nina Hemphill’s analysis of ocean conditions.  Hemphill said that coho returns showed a positive relationship to in-river flows.  But for most stocks, the bulk of effects are due to ocean conditions at the time of river entry.  Ferguson asked if Hemphill could write up the smolt production data that she cited.  Hemphill said it was difficult to find blocks of time to write things up.  Jim Peterson asked the TRRP to tell them what the SAB should look at regarding the fish data—as it is their program.  Wade Sinnen noted that the Guides are really interested in the results of the Phase I review.  John Ferguson asked how the fish group feels about bar production versus habitat.  Polos said they would pick this up later after the break when discussing the habitat assessment. 
Action item: Ernie Clark will provide draft of performance measures to SAB

Action item: TRRP partners should provide SAB with ideas of what fish data to look at to best evaluate the program success.

Juvenile Density
Polos briefly talked about the juvenile density project which has just started field data collection this week.  It will look at the distribution and abundance of juvenile salmonids in relation to spawning abundance or density, at rearing habitat (sites were selected to overlap with the fry/juvenile habitat assessment GRTS sites) , and at restoration sites.  Claire Stalnaker noted that growth is an important part of SALMOD and asked if it is being measured.  The answer was no, this project is only addressing fish density/abundance and not handling and tracking individual fish which would be necessary to assess growth.  
Redd Surveys

Polos continued the presentation by touching on redd and carcass surveys.  Aaron Martin said the redd data sets are very good for assessment and probably better than the fish numbers.  Chris Jordan asked about ways that the spawning survey data might be analyzed and how he can access the data.  Polos said that the 2002-2010 redd survey data report has undergone and external peer review and the authors are currently updating the document.  The GIS datasets for the past few years can be provided and possibly overlaid onto the aerial photos to see if there have been changes associated with channel rehabilitation activities. One thing the SAB can help is by suggesting how analyses can be done.  
Action item: Joe Polos will coordinate with Charlie Chamberlain to get the past few years of redd data to the SAB. 

Other TRRP Habitat Assessments
Polos provided citation for three previous habitat assessments that have been conducted for the TRRP:

· Chamberlain, C D; Martin, A C; Petros, P P(2007) Trinity River biological monitoring of channel rehabilitation sites: a pre-construction baseline habitat evaluation.
· Saraeva, E and Hardy T B (2009) Upper Trinity River Basin Habitat Assessment. Report to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Trinity River Restoration Program.
· Goodman, D H; Martin, A C; Petros, P P; and Klochak J (2009) Judgment based habitat mapping on the Trinity River, 2006.
Lunch break 12:15 PM

3. Open Discussion Continued

Fish Habitat Monitoring 
Aaron Martin described the habitat monitoring efforts.  He cited that pre- and post-construction monitoring is done and that they have done a systematic monitoring of 32 GRTS sites annually since 2009.  Chris Jordan asked about the GIS linkage of the habitat data.  Damon Goodman said that the habitat data is spatially referenced and could be put into attribute tables in GIS.  There were questions about ongoing measures at sites post-construction.  Depending on the discipline there may be several revisit triggers (a geomorphic event for physical features and habiat, a specific number of years following construction to address riparian encroachment or riparian reestablishment/survival, etc.). There was some discussion as to the planning for sites specific revisits which there is some discussion in the IAP and the work that Darcy Pickard( ESSA) has recently been working on will hopefully help this sampling issue.  It hasn’t been done yet to a large degree.  Damon Goodman noted the introduction of the scientific procedure of peer review. 
Availability of the Fish Habitat Monitoring Data
The SAB pressed Martin and Goodman about the availability of the habitat data.  Martin said he had mostly calculated percent change in habitat area but he and Goodman did not think they could have the 2011 report ready for the SAB soon enough.   However Martin thought that, with some interaction between them and the SAB, they could release 2011 data.  Chris Jordan suggested that Goodman do the QA steps for the data.  Ferguson said maybe the SAB could look at the data and discuss what they see and compare to the IHAP team.  Jordan further noted that the 2011 habitat data is the only data beside the aerial photos that describes changes due to the high 2011 flow releases.   
Brown Trout

Aaron Martin said the Trinity has a lot of large brown trout and brown trout is a predator.  Predation in pools may be one reason why side channels and cover are important.  

Bars versus Side Channels

John Ferguson said there is a “push-pull” about the alluvial bars and side channels.  Do the fish people think about the need for bars versus side channels?  Aaron Martin thinks both were important.  No one is looking at invertebrate production.  Nina Hemphill said there have been some limited studies in the 1980’s.  
Review of SAB Scope by the TRRP

Tim Hayden asked if the SAB is considering the written comments on the scope that were provided by the TRRP partners.  Buffington said they are taking the comments received seriously and a new scope was sent out in November.  The Yurok wants to know the questions being considered and have this “loop” closed.  Buffington said the next step was addressing this.   
Break 2:30 PM
4. Continuation of Discussion
At the return from the break, Joe Polos confirmed the agreement to providing data to the SAB.  

Action item: Goodman and Martin will provide the following fish habitat data to the SAB: 1) three sites (Trinity House Gulch, Lowden and Reading) with pre- and post-construction habitat data (with Lowden and Reading at five flows); 2) One site (Sawmill) with pre- and post-11,000 cfs flow data; 3) GRTs 2010 and 2011.  Data will be provided by February 9 except 2011 GRTs data which will be provided in 3 weeks (February 16).  Also to be provided are the 2009-2011 GIS layers of spawning data.   

Use of Habitat Data for Design
The SAB asked if the TRRP uses the existing habitat to drive the design.  Polos said this has not happened yet, but the fisheries experts sit on the design team.  Aaron Martin said they are able to describe where good habitat already exists and they advise on this.  The SAB asked if the design process proposes alternative designs that the fisheries people weigh in on.  The answer was that there is a typically a single design that evolves.  One question the design team asks is whether it is better to build habitat or allow the river to create it.  Nina Hemphill described a process of field visits where biologist talked with designers.  D.J. Bandrowski said there is not a formal process to model habitat.  
Use of Adaptive Management

Jim Peterson noted the problem of learning by adaptive management when the public is mainly interested in results.  He stressed that adaptive management needs to “feed” into management.  He said you need to be able to say that you can produce “x number” of smolts.  Claire Stalnaker proposed that you identify those portions of the river where there is a high chance of constructing projects that will then evolve with the future flows.  But as you do this, also show the public that you are building something now.  That is, build to maintain habitat and build to anticipate change with high flows.  Aaron Martin thought the design is doing this now.  It is recognized that they shouldn’t do alluvial work in non-alluvial areas.  Chris Jordan asked if the SAB can help the TRRP make the case to management that changes in design philosophy are OK according to adaptive management.  Joe Polos says that there have been some changes (e.g., new annual gravel injection target) but it wasn’t really written up and adopted through the work group/technical process and if it is adopted on the fly it can cause conflict in the future.
Public Perception

Seth Naman asked if the SAB can help with the public perception.  Mike Merigliano said that negative public perception is to be expected in these sorts of projects.  He cited his work in the Forest Service working with the public on visible projects.  Jay Stallman said you need to develop a tool to show that you can address public concerns.  The new public outreach program was noted.  

Value of Publishing in Scientific Journals

Chris Jordan stressed the value of writing up their results to be published instead of writing big reports.  The big reports are too long to read and will not count as much as publications if you need to win in courts. He suggested they produce 2-page reports for the public and 25 page reports written with the intent of publication. 
Meeting Adjourned at 4:00 PM
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Meeting Agenda
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	9:30-3:00
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Weaverville Branch

	Coordinator:
	Joe Polos
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Consult with the SAB on the Phase 1 Review. 

	Please read:
	1. SAB memo to Work Group 

	Please bring:
	

	Agenda Items

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	9:30
	Introductions
	

	9:45
	Workgroup Overview

· Summary of the workgroup’s past, present, and future activities and how the activities address programmatic goals and inform the Phase I review.  

· Available data and associated reports.
· Anticipated data and reports.
	Joe Polos


	10:30
	Open discussion between the SAB and the workgroup
	Roundtable

	12:30
	Lunch
	

	1:30
	Open discussion continued
	Roundtable

	3:00
	Adjourn 
	


