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Meeting Summary

TRRP FISH Workgroup 

TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
Thursday May 10, 2012

Thursday May 10 2012; 9:00 AM 
Participants

Core members: Joe Polos (coordinator, FWS), Tim Hayden (Yurok Fisheries), George Kautsky (Hoopa Fisheries), Nina Hemphill (TRRP), Steve Kamada (DFG), Seth Naman (NOAA); Eric Wiseman (USFS). 

Other participants: Ernie Clarke and Robin Schrock (TRRP), Dave Hillemeier and Nathan Harris (Yurok Tribe); Josh Smith, (Watershed Research and Training Center); Charlie Chamberlain, Matt Grumman, Derrick Rupert, Steve Gogh, Nick Som and Bill Pinnix (FWS); Kevin Davey and Andrea Collins (USFS); Wade Sinnen and Andy Hill (DFG).  
Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW). 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Ernie Clarke will send the detailed performance measures from the various work plans to the Fish Workgroup members. 

Joe Polos will send out the performance measure list to the primary authors and ask when they might update them.

Joe Polos will send out Ernie’s, Eric’s and Darcy’s reports on the Big Questions to the Fish Workgroup members. 
Josh Smith will send out the updated Appendix 1 table by May 14.  Inputs from the Fish Workgroup members are due to Joe Polos by the June 4th and he will forward to the subgroup. 

Joe Polos, Tim Hayden, Nate Harris, George Kautsky, and Bill Pinnix will write a draft scope of work for the out-migrant timing and flow by May 31, send it to the Fish Workgroup, and ask for input by mid-June.

Nick Som will send an email to Dave Hillemeier, George Kautsky, and Wade Sinnen and they will respond to Nick with the contact info and emails of the individuals of their agencies who will participate in the variance estimator workshop.  Som will email project leads to find out what their data look like in order to prepare for a variance workshop.
Nick Som will send out a Doodle poll to set up the variance workshop.  

Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items

1. Introduction / agenda review and finalization 

Joe Polos opened the meeting and asked the attendees to introduce themselves. 
2. Action Item Review
Action tracker was reviewed and a series of items were checked off as done. 
3. Performance Measures

Joe Polos gave an update on the Performance Measures.  A set of measures have been proposed for each of the broad areas of: aquatic habitat, fish, wildlife, and riparian.  Performance measure documents are available on the TRRP website.   Polos asked the group if they had ideas about missing measures, if measures need refinement, or how often the performance measure documents might be updated.  Polos noted that this list was prepared based on the available data.  Ernie Clarke also noted that each group has listed performance measures as part of their study plans. 

During their examination of the performance measures for fish, Tim Hayden asked if harvest might be added as a performance measure and Dave Hillemeier supported that.  George Kautsky asked if they should evaluate whether or not the hatchery production is constant through time.  Nina Hemphill noted that many of the measures were taken from the IAP.  Ernie Clarke noted that Darcy Pickard has suggested that numeric targets are desired.   There was discussion about how to update the measure and the role of the authors of reports.  Performance measures can be updated onto the ODP website.  The primary author of the performance measure can do the update. 
Action item: Ernie Clarke will send the detailed performance measures from the various work plans to the Fish Workgroup members. 

Action item: Joe Polos will send out the performance measure list to the primary authors and ask when they might update them.
Ernie Clarke provided an update on the Big Questions and projected the list of questions for the Workgroup.  He noted that there were concerns over two of the Big Questions and these were placed aside but still to be considered as part of the larger view.  He also noted that he is editing the Big Questions and asked the Workgroup members if they had any input to the wording.  He had asked IDT members to pick one or two questions to re-phrase questions and look at what data they had to begin answering the questions.  Polos asked for Workgroup members to consider helping by update data pertaining to any of the questions.  George Kautsky expressed some concern over how the members should be addressing the questions given their existing work plans and project questions.  Robin Schrock noted the value of the Big Questions as a way to address regular Congressional inquiries about program success.  She noted that 80 % of the funding comes from Congress and they often inquire about the status of various issues.  Seth Naman thought the listing of the questions is good if only to recognize that some of them will be difficult to answer
Action item: Joe Polos will send out Ernie’s, Eric’s and Darcy’s reports on the Big Questions to the Fish Workgroup members. 
4. Subgroups  Updates
Joe Polos asked for subgroup updates.  He noted that they did not want to form new subgroups, but he acknowledged that new subgroups may form after the Phase 1 review.  He thought it would be useful to define schedules and milestones at a future date. 
a. Trinity Fall Chinook Cohort Reconstruction
The purpose is to assess the contribution of Trinity fall Chinook to spawning escapement and dependent fisheries.  George Kautsky noted that it has not yet been funded but it is scheduled to be funded.  He has plans to work with Dave Hankin on this and they are considering spring Chinook work but they do not have age-related data but pseudo-reconstruction may be done.  

b. South Fork TR limiting factor analysis 
This was deferred to the next Agenda Item. 

c. Habitat Potential

Not done yet.

d. Juvenile Salmonid Production Model
No work has been started on this.  The effort on the Klamath will result in a draft product available in late summer for the TRRP to look at.  The Workgroup may ask the individuals working on the development of the Klamath fish production model to make a presentation to the TRRP fish WG.  The SAB will also be investigating the possible uses of a fish production model as part of the Phase I review and may have some recommendations.
e. Juvenile Survival 
No updates– report not due until July/August.
5. South Fork TR limiting factor analysis – white paper 
The Trinity Management Council (TMC) directed the Fish Workgroup to address South Fork Limiting Factors for Spring Chinook using existing data.  Joe Polos shared the language from the TMC motion that initiated this effort.  A subgroup of the Fish Workgroup was formed to address this task. 
Josh Smith of the Watershed Training Research and Training Center of Hayfork, and also the Watershed Coordinator of the South Fork Trinity River, gave a presentation on the recently drafted report on limiting factors in the South Fork.  He noted that available data suggest that spring Chinook have declined significantly in the South Fork since the 1960’s.  Their group used existing data and while lots of reports were prepared in the 1980’s and 1990’s they still do not have a full accounting of all the data that may be available.  

Their report lists management priorities and identifies future work needed.  He referred to a summary table (Appendix 1 of their document) that lists limiting factors by sub-basins and describes projects.  Seth Naman also noted that NOAA’s SONCC (coho) recovery plan also has a similar list and suggested they compare their documents.  Smith noted that there are lots of areas lacking information on the South Fork.  He specifically noted that sediment is thought to be the most limiting factor but good data are lacking.  Another big gap is genetics; but it is difficult to get carcasses (remote access and scavengers).  There is only one flow gage and it is at Hyampon and doesn’t provide separate flows for other parts of the basin.  He listed temperature as another issue.  Wade Sinnen verified that no water master exists for the South Fork.  Smith noted that there are at least 12 adjudicated riparian rights on Hayfork Creek and that they are pretty significant. 
Smith said they are looking for comments on their report.  Tim Hayden asked, after the report is reviewed, if it would result in a project on the workplan for 2014 and lead to work.  Joe Polos noted it would need to be reviewed for policy as work may be prohibited by the language of the ROD or other documents, but there could also be other funding mechanisms.  Nina Hemphill said the subgroup thought that while the South Fork is not part of the 40-mile mainstem focus of the TRRP, the fish from the South Fork are incorporated into the goals of the TRRP.  George Kautsky pointed out the last paragraph on page 15 had inferences to causal entities and that is something he cannot support.   He also questioned whether the South Fork could be fixed easily.  Robin Schrock noted that Connor Creek has been funded through an outside entity (National Fish Habitat Restoration Plan) and that the NRCS has new funding that may offer opportunities.  She said that she will send this out to everyone. 
Action item: Josh Smith will send out the updated Appendix 1 table by May 14.  Inputs from the Fish Workgroup members are due to Joe Polos by the June 4th and he will forward to the subgroup. 

Dave Hillemeier asked for clarification to see if the ROD policy allows limiting factors analysis and only prohibits ground disturbing activities.  Joe Polos noted that this was a policy issue identified by the Fish WG in late 2010, along with this issue of the TRRP supporting adult disease monitoring in the lower Klamath River, and the Workgroup has not gotten any feedback from the managers/TMC.  The two documents were originally provided to the TRRP on December 8, 2010, and more recently forwarded Robin Schrock on February 10, 2012 following the February Fish Workgroup meeting.  Robin Schrock will put this issue on the June TMC agenda.  Ernie Clarke will provide some background to Schrock on the nature of the subgroup. 

Tim Hayden expressed his confusion over whether this effort could help the watershed assessment and wanted to know how the two may be related.  Robin Schrock said the watershed contract is not awarded and this assessment is a very good model for the watershed. 

6. Outmigrant timing analysis-synthesis report – task from Flow WG

Joe Polos introduced this next item by explaining that at the last Flow Workgroup they identified the need for the outmigrant timing analysis to evaluate the need for the 2,000 cfs bench that is designed to provide good temperatures for outmigrating Chinook.    The request from the Flow workgroup was: 

“Request fish group to write a summary of what is needed to analyze outmigration timing. This data is required to make more informed decisions regarding flow release schedules.  
There has been discussion about whether the temperature thresholds are appropriate or should be modified.  The Fish Workgroup has been asked to write a summary of what is needed to analyze the outmigrant timing to help make more informed decisions regarding flow release schedules. 

Tim Hayden next provided more information on the outmigrant and flow assessment.  He noted that limited data is available about the bench and much of the rationale is based on temperature needs.  They do not know very much about the effects of flow on outmigrants.  He suggested a synthesis-type report of the effects of flows on out-migrant timing.  He noted they were not going to form another subgroup but that they needed guidance to get momentum.  He said they want a final, peer-reviewed report by January.  

Ernie Clarke noted that this could be funded for outside help.  Bill Pinnix thought that they were getting up to speed on their outmigrant project and that they could put forth a good analysis this summer.  Tim Hayden noted that they have good “horsepower” in house and it is possible to do it, but they have a scope of work that defines the project.  
There was discussion on what the scope of work may entail.  Wade Sinnen asked if the scope may include a regression of flow and fish size.  Joe Polos noted the need to focus on the dates for 80 % outmigration.  Tim Hayden also cited the need to know effects of survival in the Lower Klamath and emphasized the need for a comprehensive report with all the data.  Nina Hemphill thought they need to prioritize as there is a lot of information; she wanted to know what questions needed to be answered first.  Bill Pinnix said they have new data that could alter the current predicted dates for outmigrant timing.  Polos thought they could outline a set of tasks that could be “farmed out” for comment.  Hayden thought they need to get started soon in order to have a peer-reviewed document by January.  George Kautsky noted that Pinnix’s earlier workplan had intended to look at this issue but it disappeared from their recent workplan.  Pinnix said there was no intent to leave it out and he still intended to do this.  Hayden noted that much of this work has been done on a yearly basis and not as a full synthesis. 
Action item: Joe Polos, Tim Hayden, Nate Harris, George Kautsky, and Bill Pinnix will write a draft scope of work for the outmigrant timing and flow by May 31, send it to the Fish Workgroup, and ask for input by mid-June. 

Lunch
7. TRRP Adult Salmonid Monitoring Review
Joe Polos introduced the adult monitoring projects as one of big components of the program.  The adult monitoring data are intended to be used to evaluate the performance of salmonid populations relative to the goals of increasing catch and escapement and how the river is responding to the restoration.  Mike Bradford and Dave Hankin were contracted to evaluate the adult monitoring projects of the TRRP and specifically to look at their effectiveness, estimate their precision of estimates, and make any recommended changes.  A final report was delivered in March 2012.  
Polos projected a table prepared by Ernie Clarke showing key recommendations from Bradford and Hankins relating to harvest data and escapement estimates.  The recommendations mostly dealt with use of the data such as estimating uncertainties and biases, assessing assumptions, and integrating projects to provide new insights.  Polos he said that he tried associating responses that partners provided through the FY13 proposal process into the matrix but they responses did not match up very well.  Polos opened up the discussion of the recommendations and asked how the Workgroup may begin to address them.   

George Kautsky noted the review was “chipping away” at the parts, but perhaps the broad questions were not addressed.  The review made comments on how to improve existing projects but not so much on which projects were missing and which were not needed.  
Polos and Clarke suggested that the next steps may be to develop an implementation plan to address Bradford and Hankin recommendations.  The Workgroup decided that an implementation plan for addressing the recommendations would be developed over the next few months.  Bradford has offered to review this plan.  The adult review and the associated results of any analyses or changes in monitoring efforts may be appropriate for the upcoming science symposium that will be occurring in January that will focus on the program and the use of adaptive management. 
Robin Schrock noted that several issues show up repetitively in the table such as tagging or aging, and these could be dealt with immediately.  The Workgroup decided to walk through the key recommendations table and discussed who would attempt to address the recommendations and how.  This exercise generated much discussion over the recommendations and how they may be addressed.
The first item of discussion was how to provide estimates of variance.  Nick Som suggested that he host several workshops where he will work towards developing the procedures for estimating the variance for individual project that can be combined into an overall estimate for the TRRP efforts.  Once the procedures are developed the leads will be responsible for estimating the variance for their own projects so that the combined variance of individual projects can be put together. 
They next discussed a series of other issues such as the creel surveys, harvest estimates, escapement estimates, genetic sampling, tag loss estimates, and partitioning data spatially, by run types, or by species.  They discussed the appropriateness of the redd surveys and if they may have bias associated with them.  They acknowledged that red surveys could not separate spring from fall Chinook without genetics.  One recommendation was the redd survey group re-evaluate if their project addresses program objectives of the IAP.  Charlie Chamberlain felt the Fish Workgroup might be better positioned to evaluate the objectives instead of the project personnel.  It did not seem like the reviewers understood the use of the adult disease monitoring project.  There was some confusion on the age to length recommendations and Mike Bradford will be asked to clarify. 

Clarke recommended that he, Polos and Schrock take a first cut at prioritizing the recommendations as part of the implementation plan and present to the individual project leads.  Ernie Clarke asked if they should ask for a Doodle pool for a workshop with Nick Som for the variance estimation.  Som thought he send emails first to find out what they data may look like.  He asked the Workgroup to provide him with the email list. 
Action item: Nick Som will send an email to Dave Hillemeier, George Kautsky, and Wade Sinnen and they will respond to Nick with the contact info and emails of the individuals of their agencies who will participate in the variance estimator workshop.  Som will email project leads to find out what their data look like in order to prepare for a variance workshop.

Action item: Nick Som will send out a Doodle poll to set up the variance workshop.  

Dave Hillemeier suggested the Workgroup form a technical group to follow up on the recommendations of the Adult Monitoring Review.  They would work on issues such as proportioning out the harvest by basin. This would be taken up at their next meeting. Ernie Clarke asked if distinct methodology reports would be helpful and if a template was needed.  

Joe Polos summarized the discussion on this agenda item that he, Ernie, and Robin will clean up the Table of Key Recommendations document and get it out in one month.  They will be asking for any missing recommendations and partners also need to fill in any missing responses to the recommendations.  After review by the Workgroup he will send to Bradford.  Nick Som will communicate with Sinnen, Kautsky and Hillemeier and others and send out Doodle poll for variance workshop.   A few clarifying question will be sent to Mike Bradford now. 
8. Other Workgroup topics and next meeting
The next official Fish Workgroup meeting is August 10 in Arcata.  They will look at the science workplan.  They will also address questions from the Physical Workgroup—fine sediment/gravel quality and the Grass Valley fine sediment yield.  They may also consider the South Fork Limiting Factors analysis.  Ernie Clarke suggested that they may consider giving Joe Polos a break or help with the Fish Workgroup lead. 
9. Action Item Review
The action items were reviewed. 
Adjourn 3:45 PM 
	Fish Work Group 
Draft Meeting Agenda
	May 10, 2012

	
	9:00 AM – 3:30 PM

	
	TRRP Office 

Weaverville, California

	Coordinator:
	Joe Polos
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Identify new performance measure(s) and determine who will write it up.

2. SF Trinity Spring Chinook white paper – receive report from subgroup and discuss next steps.

3. Develop plan to address information need from Flow WG concerning the out-migrant timing analysis.

4. Develop plan for addressing recommendations of the TRRP adult salmonid monitoring review. 

	Please read:
	1. Performance Measures documents (6)

2. Adult Monitoring Review Final Report and

a) Adult Monitoring Review recommendation template

b) Study lead(s) response to recommendations in their FY13 Investigation Plans. 

3. South Fork Spring Chinook salmon Limiting Factor Analysis 

	Please bring:
	


Agenda Items

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	9:00
	1.  Introduction / agenda review and finalization/ground rules
	J. Polos

	9:15
	2. Action Item Review
	

	9:30
	3. Performance Measures

a) Current & update frequency:

i) Temperature Target Performance

ii) Chinook and Salmon Rearing Habitat

iii) Abundance of Naturally Produced Juvenile Chinook Salmon

iv) Spawning Escapement of Naturally Produced Salmonids

v) Proportion of naturally Produced to Hatchery Salmonids

vi) Distribution of Natural-Origin Chinook Salmon Spawners

b) New Performance Measures:  What and who will develop them?
	J. Polos

	9:45
	4. Subgroups  Updates:

a) South Fork TR limiting factor analysis – see next agenda item

b) Juvenile Salmonid Production Model

c) Habitat Potential

d) Fall Chinook Cohort Reconstruction
e) Juvenile Survival – report not due until ~July/August
	Subgroup Coordinators

	10:00
	5. South Fork TR limiting factor analysis – white paper
	Joshua Smith

	10:30
	6. Out-migrant timing analysis-synthesis report – task from Flow WG
	J. Polos

	10:45
	7. TRRP Adult Salmonid Monitoring Review –The Fish Work Group is tasked to develop a plan to address the broader recommendations while study leads will be addressing project specific recommendations. 

a) Addressing recommendations (see summary template) – study leads to provide brief presentation of their responses that were submitted through the FY13 TRRP proposal process so we can populate the template.

b) Identify recommendations involve multiple studies or have implications. 

c) Populate template with responses to recommendations and FWG to prioritize recommendations.

d) Develop plan and schedule to address recommendations
	J. Polos/Project leads/WG members

	12:00
	Lunch
	

	13:00
	7. Continue TRRP adult monitoring review
	

	3:00
	8. Other Workgroup topics
	J. Polos

	3:15
	9. Action item review
	J. Polos

	3:30
	10. Adjourn
	

	
	11. Deferred Topics

a) Hole filling/scour – physical assessment need to add biological context – report not available 
b) Fine Sediment/Grass Valley Creek – physical assessment need to add biological context – currently not a pressing need for this effort
	


