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[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Summary
WATERSHED WORKGROUP
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]TRRP Conference Room, Weaverville, CA
and via Webex
Wednesday, March 7, 2012
Wednesday, March 7, 2012, 10:00 AM 
Participants
Core members: Kent Steffens (TRRP and Coordinator); Dave Gaeuman (TRRP); Andrew Jensen (CDFG), Nancy Snodgrass (CDWR), Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe); Bill Brock and Samantha Chilcote (USFS); Doug Chow (NOAA); Roger Jaegel (Trinity County).  Core members attending via Webex: Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe); Mark Smelser (CDFG).
Other members: D.J. Bandrowski (TRRP).
Other Participants: Robin Schrock and Eric Peterson (TRRP).
Note taker: Kim Mattson (Ecosystems Northwest), via Webex.
List of Action Items Developed at the Meeting
Kent Steffens will revise the annual Watershed Workgroup flow chart and send to Watershed Workgroup members for comment by the end of March. 
Watershed Workgroup members will provide comments on the Workgroup flow chart to Kent Steffen by mid-April.
Kent Steffens will send out the revised Watershed Charter by end of March.
Workgroup members will provide comments on the Workgroup Charter to Kent Steffens by mid-April. 
Decisions Made during the Meeting
Kent Steffens will serve as the Watershed Workgroup coordinator.  
Outstanding Action Items
None.
Introductions / Agenda Review
Kent Steffens opened this first meeting of the Watershed Workgroup.  The members introduced themselves.  The following members were noted as alternates: Teresa Connor (DWR), George Kautsky or Sean Ledwin (HVT), Seth Naman (NOAA).
2012 Watershed Implementation Contract Update
Robin Schrock made a few opening remarks. (1) Regarding membership on the Workgroup, current members can select other people that work with the program members to serve on the Watershed Workgroup.  (2) Regarding consultations with the Solicitor on the scope of the watershed assessment, the Solicitor said that the implementation program should be focused on the only on the 40 miles of the river, however a basin-wide approach for a plan is within the venue of the program.  (3) Schrock noted that MP Region had indicated that if priority watershed work was identified that could not be funded through the program other resources would be sought.   
Kent Steffens added that the watershed contract went out to contracting and should close this Friday March 9.  Work could start this season.
Choose Watershed Coordinator
Kent Steffens asked for volunteers to serve as coordinator.  Having no volunteers, he agreed to act as the Watershed Workgroup coordinator.  It was noted that there was a separate Watershed Coordinator that works with the RCD Watershed Council. 
Decision: Kent Steffens will serve as the Watershed Workgroup coordinator.  
Group Discussion on Additional Workgroup Members
Kent Steffens introduced the discussion on including additional members.  Robin Schrock noted that the TRRP funds the RCD Grants Coordinator position and it makes sense that their coordinator should serve on this Watershed Workgroup.  She highlighted that the RCD Watershed Council is quite different than this Watershed Workgroup.  She suggested the Workgroup make nominations for these new members.  There was discussion and general consensus to invite the following groups to become Workgroup members: Trinity County RCD, BLM, Five Counties, and NRCS.  Schrock noted that TAMWG members cannot be members of Workgroups and cannot representative the TAMWG at Workgroup meetings.  They can attend meetings, but only as members of the public.  
The group next discussed the draft version of the Charter.  The draft version was projected on the overhead screen for discussion.  They discussed the purpose of the Workgroup and one was proposed:
To implement watershed restoration activities as described in the Trinity River Record of Decision. 
The group next discussed Workgroup objectives. The following were put forth:
· Develop science-based adaptive management recommendations for the Program.
· Address priority technical uncertainties and information needs.
· Coordinate with other work groups and contribute towards synthesis and integration of Program science information in the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT).
· Pursue high-priority watershed restoration activities in coordination with other organizations in the basin. 
Action item: Kent Steffens will revise the annual Watershed Workgroup flow chart and send to Watershed Workgroup members for comment by the end of March. 
Action item: Watershed Workgroup members will provide comments on the Workgroup flow chart to Kent Steffen by mid-April.
Action item: Kent Steffens will send out the revised Watershed Charter by end of March.
Action item: Workgroup members will provide comments on the Workgroup Charter to Kent Steffens by mid-April. 
Break 
Finalize 2012 Watershed Assessment Scope of Work and Reach Consensus
Kent Steffens introduced the discussion of the Watershed Assessment Scope of Work.  The Workgroup had been sent the draft scope of work for the watershed assessment.  They had received a detailed set of comments on the draft from the Hoopa Valley Tribe (HVT).  The Word document with the HVT edits was projected onto the overhead screen and onto Webex.  Dave Gaeuman edited directly onto the document as the discussion progressed and a new draft was produced.  The group discussed each edited item individually. The discussion is organized by the subheadings of the scope of work. 
Objectives  
The Workgroup discussed the suggested deletion by HVT of the need for identifying data gaps, and the development of a hierarchical database.  Andrea Hilton commented that HVT did not support the development of a hierarchical data base and noted the HVT wanted clarity and simplicity. Robin Schrock said that the Workgroup needs to identify data gaps in the understanding of watershed processes and stated that this has not been done to date.  Doug Chow opined that a repository of data is not the same as a database; he noted that databases can be queried to help generate reports.  Hilton said HVT did not support the development of the hierarchical database but did support the concept of GIS layers and suggested that the group needs to identify which layers are needed.    
Tim Hayden said the Yurok Tribe tends to agree with the Hoopa Valley Tribe in terms of questioning the need for an “overly complex” spatial database.  That said, he noted the need to compile and organize data, but the Yurok’s are not clear on the need for how complex this should be.  
Dave Gaeuman attempted to write more specific language on the overhead document.  He expressed his thought that perhaps too much was being “read into this” and asked the Workgroup to focus on what is written and not to focus on what is not written.  Several other members questioned whether a “hierarchical database” was “overly complex.”  Robin Schrock reminded the Workgroup to stay on task and avoid other questions of cost, while Andrea Hilton strongly disagreed that cost was irrelevant to the technical discussion at hand.  Robin Schrock suggested they focus on the technical issues first and if there was time at the end of the meeting, perhaps propose costs.  Hilton continued to argue the point that cost was a technical issue, stating that cost was a metric for overall level of effort and project scale and complexity.  Eric Peterson suggested they not focus on the database since this was a “building block” and not the product.  He suggested they use the language of collect, organize, and use data in a systematic analysis. 
They reached consensus that the phrase of “data gaps and hierarchical database” would be re-drafted as:
“Collecting, organizing, and synthesizing all existing information relevant to ecosystem health in the study area, identifying information gaps, and compile the GIS layers needed to be key components of these systematic assessments.”  
They next moved to the section on definitions.  They changed the definition of the downstream extent of the study area from the “South” Fork Trinity River to “North” Fork Trinity River.  They struck HVT’s suggested added statement limiting the geographic scope with the agreement that geographic scope would be addressed in the objectives. 
Statement of Work
They moved onto the Statement of Work and discussed each of the seven tasks.  First there was discussion about whether there should be a dollar figure associated with the document.  They removed the dollar figures.  
Task 1. Reconnaissance of existing documents  Robin Schrock suggested they ask all the members for their existing documents.  Dave Gaeuman noted that getting program partners to provide existing documents has been difficult and that is why they are having a contractor do it.  Nancy Snodgrass wanted to ensure that the language specified in the document was agreeable to everyone.  The language in the document specifies that documents for the entire basin (full study area) be sought but analysis be focused on the Middle Watershed area.  There was general agreement on this point but not on the cost value attributed by Kent Steffen’s market research.
Task 2. Prepare and Present a Detailed Work Plan  HVT had suggested this task be deleted.  One alternative change was to place “side boards” on this task so it does not become too big.  Dave Gaeuman noted that the work plan will not be easy to develop until the contractor takes a look at the data they gather in Task 1.  Andrea Hilton expressed the idea that the contract should not be an ID/IQ so as to be more available to small, local contractors.  The group word-smithed Task 1 by adding language that the plan would be brief (5 to 10 pages) and would be due in 2 months.  The work plan would report on the initial data reconnaissance.
Task 3 did not need changing. 
Task 4. Conduct Quarterly Meetings The reference to meeting locations was removed.  They discussed the options of using Webex or phone meetings.  
Task 5. Development of a Hierarchical Spatial Database  HVT had suggested striking the entire task.  The nature of this task was discussed and the meanings of individual words were questioned by various members.  Andrea Hilton expressed her desire that the scope be specific about what was wanted here.  Roger Jaegel noted the need to know what has gone on in the basin in order to avoid duplication of past efforts.  He thought that most basins have data that has been generated by various groups.  The Workgroup changed the title of this task by dropping the word spatial and added Middle Trinity. There was extended discussion on the geographic scope and whether they should limit this task to the Middle area or the entire basin.  Task 1 was reviewed that the planning effort can extend to the entire basin, but that analysis would assess the effects on the 40-mile section of the river.  There was discussion about using more specific language than datasets such as layers.  Andrea Hilton said she could not support something that was not specific; she proposed citing of layers (streams, roads, LiDAR etc.).  Several of the group did not want to specify these layers as that might limit the efforts of the contractor to only those things listed.  It was settled that a specific layers would be listed, but language would include the contractor not be limited to just this list.  Eric Peterson noted that listing data layers might miss getting other types of information such as written documents on watersheds.  In subtasks A and B, the words “database” was replace by “datasets” and “designed” was replaced by “organized.”   
Task 6. Watershed and Ecosystem Assessment Report  Word-smithing was suggested by the HVT.  In subtasks A and B, it was agreed to drop the phrase “identify data gaps.”  In subtask C, an extended discussion occurred on whether or not to drop “aquatic habitat throughout the basin.”  Roger Jaegel noted the danger of letting the lawyers determine the scope of the work and wanted the Workgroup members and the TMC to be the persons making these sorts of decisions.  Andrea Hilton said the ROD limits the work to the mainstem and other non-TRRP programs are designed to work in the tributaries.  Jaegel said the adaptive management approach allowed changes.  Most of the members supported the concept of restoration of aquatic habitat in the tributaries while Andrea Hilton strongly opposed.  It was highlighted for now and Robin Schrock was going to seek further guidance from the Solicitor on whether the ROD would allow use of this language (see Schrock’s email attached below; see also Hoopa Valley Tribe’s response also attached below).  In subtasks D and E, there was extended discussion about how to describe criteria. The HVT thought that criteria had already been developed.  This was addressed by inserting the phrase “ecosystem-based” before “criteria.”  The reference to “aquatic habitat” was highlighted.  In subtask F, the task was shortened and database development was dropped.  
Task 7. Develop Proposal for Extending the Analysis The HVT suggested this task be dropped; if kept, HVT asked that it not be funded with TRRP dollars.  Roger Jaegel said the Regional Director supported this effort and that the constraints of the ROD should be changed if they limit the success of the program. Andrew Jensen said that the Department supports an analysis that includes the full study area, creating the framework for further basin wide work to be performed.  Andrea Hilton thought there are other funding programs out there that can fund such additional work.  They agreed to modify the language in Task 1 from “Middle Trinity” to full “study area.”  With this change they dropped task 7.  
Deliverables
There was some minor word-smithing on the deliverables.
The Hoopa Valley Tribe could not agree to the Scope of Work at this time and therefore was not able to give its consent.  
Adjourn Meeting 3:10 PM
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	Designate a Watershed Coordinator
Decide if additional members are needed & who
Reach Consensus on & Finalize 2012 Watershed Assessment

	Please read / bring:
	Watershed Charter Document
2012 Watershed Assessment Scope of Work
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	Date: TBD

	Time
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	Presenter

	10:00
	Introductions / Agenda Review
	Kent Steffens - TRRP

	10:15
	2012 Watershed Implementation Contract Update
	Kent Steffens - TRRP

	10:30
	Choose Watershed Coordinator
	Kent Steffens - TRRP

	11:00
	Group Discussion on additional workgroup members
	Selected Watershed Coordinator

	11:30
	Break

	

	12:00
	Finalize 2012 Watershed Assessment Scope of Work & Reach Consensus
	Dave Gaeuman _ TRRP

	3:00
	Adjourn Meeting
	





Email from Robin Schrock on Solicitor’s opinion on use of aquatic habitat, sent following the meeting:
Thank you all for pitching in and working through this today so we have a draft ready for the TMC.  
As far as the final items still under discussion that were highlighted, I spoke with Jim Monroe and he explained to me that the ROD is the articulation of how the federal agencies would carry out the authorities invested in them to manage the Trinity River Restoration Program.  He said this would include the language in all the laws and foundational documents such as the Flow Evaluation Study and EIS/EIRs that form the basis for the ROD and guide the Program.  This information will helpful for all work groups.
I found aquatic habitat in the executive summary of the Master EIR/EIS.  However, he also said we could use broader terms found in ROD such as fishery habitat of even fish and wildlife habitat as found in the 1984 act, reauthorized in 1995 and published 1996.  So we have a lot of options to replace aquatic habitat.
4 Purpose and Need for Action
The purpose of the Proposed Project is to implement a suite of channel rehabilitation, riparian restoration, and sediment management activities to provide juvenile fish habitat along the 40-mile reach of the mainstem Trinity River from Lewiston Dam to the North Fork Trinity River. The Proposed Project will continue to advance the implementation efforts of the TRRP and provides the opportunity to
· increase the diversity and area of habitat for salmonids, particularly habitat suitable for rearing;
· increase rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, including coho and Chinook salmon and
steelhead;
· increase the structural and biological complexity of habitat for various species of wildlife
associated with riparian habitats;
· increase hydraulic and fluvial geomorphic diversity and complexity;
· measure/demonstrate the ecological response to changes in flow regimes, morphological features, and aquatic, riparian, and upland habitats; and
· provide a self-maintaining project whereby adequate maintenance flows are likely to occur
independent of future TRD flows.
The need for the Proposed Project results from:
·  requirements in the ROD (U.S. Department of the Interior 2000) to restore the Trinity River fishery through a combination of higher releases from Lewiston Dam (up to 11,000 cubic feet per second [cfs]), floodplain infrastructure improvements, channel rehabilitation projects, fine and coarse sediment management, watershed restoration, and an Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management (AEAM) Program; and
· the expectation that the AEAM Program will continue to incorporate the experience provided through the planning, design, and implementation of the Proposed Project into future restoration and rehabilitation efforts proposed by the TRRP.

Iii aquatic habitat and ecosystem function could be replaced by fishery resources and ecosystem integrity. Ecosystem integrity is found in the implementation Plan.


In closing, here is the section of the ROD that describes the authority to implement the decision and mentions the Basin and the TMC charge to guide a watershed protection program ….on private and public lands in the Trinity River basin.  
On page 2:
Sufficient legal authority exists to implement this decision. This decision recognizes that restoration and perpetual maintenance of the Trinity River’s fishery resources require rehabilitating the river itself, restoring the attributes that produce a healthy, functioning alluvial river system. Therefore, the components of the selected course of action include:
Page 3
• Watershed restoration efforts, addressing negative impacts which have resulted from land
use practices in the Basin; and
Page 14
D. Watershed Restoration
The Trinity Management Council will guide an upslope watershed restoration program to address the problems of excessive sediment input from many of the tributaries of the Trinity River resulting from land use practices. The watershed protection program of the Preferred Alternative includes road maintenance, road rehabilitation and road decommissioning on private and public lands within the Trinity River basin below Lewiston Dam, including the South Fork Trinity River basin.
I hope this resolves the issue about terminology the work groups can use in formulating proposals, statements of work, and other program documents.

Robin M. Schrock
Executive Director
Trinity River Restoration Program
PO Box 1300, 1313 South Main Street
Weaverville, CA 96093
TEL: (530) 623-1800
FAX: (530) 623-5944
CELL: (530) 945-7489

Andrea Hilton’s Response to Schrock’s Email:
Regardless of the solicitor’s opinion and the above-described follow up provided by Schrock after the meeting regarding the inclusion of aquatic habitat, the Hoopa Tribe cannot agree to the specified language at this time, disallowing consensus on the final SOW for the watershed assessment.


