









Meeting Summary Fish Workgroup, November 8, 2012							page 1

[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Summary
FISH WORKGROUP 
Thursday, November 8, 2012
 TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
9:40 AM Thursday, November 8, 2012 
Participants:
(core members in bolded text) Tim Hayden (coordinator, Yurok Fisheries), Joe Polos and Bill Pinnix, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), George Kautsky and Sean Ledwin (Hoopa Fisheries),   Steve Cannata, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Samantha Chilcote, Forest Service (USFS), and Seth Naman National Marine Service Fisheries (NOAA).
Via phone: Aaron Martin (Yurok Fisheries).
Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW).
Action Items derived during the Meeting
The Fish Production Subgroup and Fish Workgroup will review Bill Pinnix’s salmonid density project original objectives and revised objectives and provide guidance on a set of new objective for 2013 for Tim Hayden and Joe Polos by December 5.   
Steve Cannata will check with Wade Sinnen regarding the status of George Kautsky’s information request to Melody Palmer of the Santa Rosa group.
Tim Hayden will inquire with Dave Hillemeier regarding the status of biological information and matrix prioritization template for the South Fork Trinity white paper.
Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items
Introduction and Review of Action Tracker
Tim Hayden opened the meeting and introduced members.  The Action Tracker was reviewed and many items were updated as completed. 
Juvenile Density Project 
Bill Pinnix made a Powerpoint presentation on the Juvenile Salmonid Density Monitoring.  He noted he would cover the project overview, key findings, reviewer’s comments on the reports, and how to proceed next year.  Tim Hayden said that Joe Polos had sent out a memo on October 24 which outlined the feedback that the staff that are implementing this project are seeking from the Fish WG.  The purpose of this presentation was to see if the Fish Workgroup could provide guidance to Pinnix on next year’s survey. 
Pinnix said this year’s efforts included aspects that are typical of a pilot study such as assumption testing as well as the actual survey itself.  The original goal was to assess the spatial and temporal distribution of juvenile Chinook, coho and steelhead at 32 GRTS sites over February and April.  They collected their data using snorkeling surveys.    
This initiated some discussion over the goals of the project.  George Kautsky asked about the addition of the new goal regarding the relationship to habitat.  Pinnix said they did not quantify area (they used the IHAP habitat data) but they did note cover associated with fish counts.  There was discussion of whether they should be attempting to derive a standing stock of population.  Pinnix noted that the juveniles are turning over constantly with emergence and outmigration and the number changes over time.  Hayden went over some of the thoughts behind looking at standing stock; he noted by the SAB suggested estimating standing stock as possibly another estimate to associate with the screw trap data.  Pinnix thought they may be able to use the screw trap data and then project it back with the snorkel data to use in a production model.  Hayden thought they were more interested in knowing not so much production but whether the habitat is working. 
Pinnix continued with his presentation and noted two original goals of the project.  One was to assess juvenile salmonid density and relate it to spawners at 16 GRTS sites.  Another was to assess the variance over sites and over years.  Based on comments from nine external reviews of the proposal, the goals were revised to 1) assess sources of variation: snorkelers’, visibility, time of day, and day versus night; 2) determine effectiveness of subsampling a 400 m IHAP site; 3) determine efficacy of mark-recapture; and 4) determine the effect of restoration actions. 
George Kautsky asked why they were looking at site effects and whether they should focus whether the program is helping fish.  He challenged the group to make sure they stay on track.   Tim Hayden said they want to be able to provide specific guidance to the Design Team on construction in addition to be able to provide an answer on the systemic response of the program.   Sean Ledwin asked Pinnix if he could accomplish IAP assessment 1-J.  Pinnix thought yes.
Pinnix next presented some of his findings form the 2012 snorkel surveys.  They found an increase in Chinook density over the season with no observable peak.   There were more Chinook juveniles closer to the dam.  The abundance was positively associated with optimal juvenile habitat as mapped by the IHAP in 2011.  Snorkel count variation scaled with fish abundance.  There was not a time of day effect.  Visibility did not affect counts, probably due to the use of survey lanes.  Chinook juvenile abundance was not different between day and night, but their association with habitat was. 
The group took up the discussion of the appropriate goals of Pinnix’s project for the 2013 season.  The debate was whether he should stick to the original plan of addressing the systemic temporal and spatial distribution or allow a modification to look at smaller, feature-based analyses that would guide the future designs.  Kautsky was promoting sticking to the original plan and stay with a systemic analysis.  Ledwin thought it may be good to include feature-based assessments.  Aaron Martin thought he did not want to abandon the systemic and go entirely feature-based.  He thought they already know a lot about how fish associate with features and while they can capture that as a “freebie” he noted that the production model was “looming.”  
Pinnix noted that the need to get more abundance data will diminish the ability to get to more sites.  Martin remarked that it was important to get data on how fish associate with the IHAP habitats and, since they know the areas of these habitats, it will get them closer to the fish production model.  There was more discussion about a fish production model and how they may use it.   Hayden thought the 2012 work was useful in that they tested the techniques.  Seth Naman noted the importance of knowing the fish use of pre- and post-construction sites.  Samantha Chilcote agreed.  Aaron Martin thought they are doing this at 90 % of the rehabilitation sites.   He also noted that the fish team has snorkeled their sites and they have shown that fish of suitable and unsuitable sites and have verified their efficacy.  Answering Naman’s questions, Martin said they have pre-construction habitat assessment for Douglas City and part of Lorenz Gulch.  He thought they would get Lorenz Gulch at the 450 cfs next year before construction.  
About abundance estimates, Pinnix said they do not have the funding to get at abundance.  Martin said they need a mark recapture so to estimate the number of fish they miss during the counts.   There was a feeling that this subject needed more discussion before they could give Pinnix direction on how to design his project for 2013. 
Pinnix showed more slides.  He showed an underwater photo of photonic marking of juveniles.  He remarked that it works but they do not have a closed system and would need to snorkel a larger area than the GRTS sites to relocate the marked fish.  He went over some of the reviews of his report.  It was noted that the project appeared to be a pilot project.  Other comments were that the “knowledge gap was vague.”  It was noted that non-significant findings were presented.  A reviewer thought that the GRTS sites were flawed as a way to find restoration effects on fish abundance.   
Pinnix then moved to some of his recommendations.  He suggested they refine IAP hypothesis 3.1 as it was too broad.  Pinnix said they can get abundance better but that would take away from their ability to get distribution data.  If they wanted to know more about how habitat features work for fish, they would need to relax use of GRTS sites for this aspect of the project.  Sean Ledwin thought the current long-term monitoring of GRTS sites will not be able to provide short term answers but may take 20 years.  He questioned this approach given the funding they have.  
Pinnix said they will not need to spend so much time on methods testing and would be able to do more surveying but he wanted to know where to focus their efforts.     Naman asked if they would be able to take a look at what sorts of habitats are better for fish.  Martin said the IHAP already can say that the areas with wood and good spawning will have lots of fish.  Ledwin thought the Design Team wants to know this sort of information.  Martin thought they need to check with Nick Som to close certain answers with some short day trips for the surveyors.  He said he would be disappointed if they did not do snorkel surveys this coming year.  Hayden said he really wanted to be sure they knew what the objectives or hypotheses were this year.  Hayden reiterated that they will not be able to get an abundance estimate.  They can get density at GRTS sites for long-term comparisons. These data would be useful for models, to address the Big Questions, or to assess habitat linkages.   Pinnix wanted to know if this project needed to focus on rehabilitation sites, and if so, he noted that this would be a big change.  Hayden thought the systemic approach may be more important.   It was noted that the screw traps will give an answer to effects of systemic restoration.  Kautsky noted that there is a lot more that happens between spawning and emigration but he did not see the value of site specific.  He wanted to be able to link this up to some big framework or question.  Hayden suggested the Fish Workgroup review the objectives and provide feedback.  
Action item: The Fish Production Subgroup and Fish Workgroup will review Bill Pinnix’s salmonid density project original objectives and revised objectives and provide guidance on a set of new objective for 2013 for Tim Hayden and Joe Polos by December 5.   
Lunch
Subgroup Updates 
Coho spawner to recruit analyses
Seth Naman reviewed preliminary findings of his work on coho salmon SR (spawner to recruit) relationships and the probable causes of low recruitment.   Over the years, recruit to spawner graphs (data from Willow Creek weir) suggested that the numbers of returning recruits seemed to limit at 2,000 fish even when large numbers of fish had spawned (Ricker curve).  The coho smolt to adult return (SAR) from the Trinity hatchery data were highly correlated with natural coho adult returns (correlation of 77 %).  Using the hatchery SAR and estimates of Trinity coho in the ocean, he was able calculate the number of coho smolts potentially produced in the Trinity.  The Willow Creek rotary screw trap of 0+ coho smolts agrees well with returning coho spawners for that cohort year (correlation of 70 %).  A calculation that 1700 female spawners at 25 % egg to fry survival should produce 1.2 million fry in the river.  The Pear Tree rotary screw trap abundance estimate for 0+ coho was only 1,834.  He asked if this means there are large losses of 0+ coho juveniles.  Oregon Coast Natural (OCN) coho returns were not well correlated with Trinity returns over the years.  The OCN recruits per spawners varied and maximums were much higher for OCN (over 5) while Trinity never goes above 1 suggesting the Trinity fish do not respond to good ocean conditions as OCN did.  He summarized that the problems were not out in the ocean.  But they may be problems in one of the life stages in the river.  He said they need to get the hatchery conditions under control. Their data is being masked by the large numbers of hatchery fish.  He plans on getting a white paper out in next couple of weeks. 
Juvenile Production Subgroup
Joe Polos said the Juvenile Production subgroup is meeting next week in Arcata.  Tim Hayden will work with Polos on the agenda.  They mentioned they may want to go over the SALMOD model.  Hayden said they may be getting some feedback for the need for a model in the SAB review.  
Potential Habitat Subgroup
Joe Polos reported that Charlie Chamberlain has not been able to make much progress due to his work load.  Tim Hayden noted that Aaron Martin, Sean Ledwin and Conor Shea are on this group.  One of their outstanding questions related to the Beechie and Pess report that made estimates of habitat changes based on restoration and then used these to estimate fish production.  One of the questions for this subgroup was whether they agreed with the Beechie and Pess product.  
Cohort Subgroup
George Kautsky noted that his verbal report generated discussion at the last Fish Workgroup meeting in August but he had not received any feedback on his written meeting notes sent out in September.  After the adult monitoring review the Cohort subgroup was advised to work on the disaggregation of the mixed stock run (e.g., separation of Lower Klamath fisheries).  Dave Hankin is working on a genetic-based approach.  Kautsky said he would inquire with Hankin on his progress.  Kautsky also said he could pull together another meeting soon.   He noted that Wade Sinnen may need to inquire about getting updated data from the Santa Rosa CDFG group (Melody Palmer) on ocean data that may be useful for their cohort analyses. 
Action item: Steve Cannata will check with Wade Sinnen regarding the status of George Kautsky’s information request to Melody Palmer of the Santa Rosa group. 
South Fork Trinity
Samantha Chilcote said they had held a meeting recently.  They are working on a white paper for the Fish Workgroup early next year.  She noted that Josh Smith is working the development of a prioritization matrix template table that lists the future work.  They are waiting on some information from Dave Hillemeier for the table. 
Action item: Tim Hayden will inquire with Dave Hillemeier regarding the status of biological information and matrix prioritization template for the South Fork Trinity white paper.
Regarding other issues, Sean Ledwin reported that Hoopa Fisheries is considering lamprey priorities.  He said their tribe wants to pursue this and asked if the Fish Workgroup may want to participate in development of issues or the development of management needs and data needs.  Tim Hayden noted that this is really interesting but that there was intent to limiting new subgroups.  Samantha Chilcote said she is interested in the issue but agreed that it doesn’t need to be a program element.   The Forest Service is considering listing lamprey as a sensitive species and discourse would be good.  Joe Polos noted that their work load may increase after the Phase I review but Ledwin and Goodman should make a presentation at the next Fish Workgroup meeting. 
Performance Measures - incorporate comments into reports
Joe Polos noted that there was a push to get the performance measures done last year and some of the comments submitted were not addressed.  The group wanted to review the performance measures and go over the comments that were recently submitted by Fish WG members.  The performance measures are described in separate documents and the comments for each were reviewed.   
Distribution of natural-origin Chinook spawner.  The desire is to reduce the skewed distribution of Chinook toward Lewiston Dam.  Comments had to do with a specific measure of distribution—what is less skewed?  How will they determine if they accomplish their goal?  
Spawning escapement of naturally produced fish.  Polos noted the goal of 6,000 spring Chinook is for the entire Trinity basin but they are using Junction City weir return data as an assessment.  This needs to be reconciled.  He said they need to figure out a way to incorporate other data.  Seth Naman said that comment on trend data is only mentioned in the text, but no data are given.  George Kautsky suggested they reword a statement of validating a goal and replace it with developing a method to evaluate results relative to a goal. 
Proportion of natural origin salmonids contributing to the total run.  George Kautsky commented on the presumption of a constant hatchery production.  He noted that fish health and size is important and the estimates may not be accurate.   This may all change with the hatchery review.  Seth Naman suggested they footnote this.  Joe Polos noted that the trend of spring Chinook hatchery production did not look constant but was dropping.  If the hatchery contribution is changing, they will need to account for this.  Polos asked how the Fish Workgroup should respond.  Kautsky thought they would not be able to recover the extra data on the past releases.  Steve Cannata suggested that he and Kautsky take over this performance measure along with Wade Sinnen since Nina Hemphill had taken a new job.  Naman suggested they pass it back to these new authors to see what they could do with their comment.  It was suggested they drop the 50 % line on the graph.  Cannata did not like the title and wanted more information in it. 
Pre-spawn mortality.  One small change was made. 
Temperature target performance.  Naman and Polos both thought there should not be any sort of normalization of temperatures in equation 1. 
Other potential items : - Science work plan reviews, future planning efforts  - Phase I review
Tim Hayden said they can wait on their work plan reviews until the Phase I review and the Science Symposium.   
The Phase I draft review will be results but not recommendations and will be released on December 7.  The program partners should provide their feedback by December 21. 
The Science Symposium is scheduled for January 7-9. 
Tim Hayden will send out a Doodle poll for the next Fish Workgroup meeting for some time in late January.  Potential agenda items are lamprey presentation by Sean Ledwin and Damon Goodman. 
Adjourn 3:30 PM
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