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WILDLIFE/RIPARIAN WORKGROUP 
Thursday, November 8, 2012
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
Thursday, November 8, 2012; 9:30 AM 
Participants
Core members: Andrew Jensen, coordinator, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), James Lee (Hoopa Valley Tribe), John Bair (Hoopa Valley Tribe/McBain and Trush), Jace Fahnestock and Scott Webster (Northwind Services), Eric Peterson and Brandt Gutermuth, Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP), Mike Palermo (Yurok Tribe)
Other participants: Brad Henderson (CDFG), Ernie Clark and Kent Steffens (TRRP).
Note taker: Jeanne McSloy (TRRP).
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Eric Peterson will present how aquatic vegetation issues can be addressed by 2012 aerial photography for the next Wildlife/Riparian Workgroup meeting.
James Lee will put together a phone call for the Wildlife/Riparian Workgroup next week to discuss point locations for groundwater loggers. 
James Lee and Brandt Gutermuth will create a “straw-man” document by the middle of January 2012 on the effectiveness of planting on private lands. This will provide insight into the Indian Creek site, an example of planting on private lands. 
The Wildlife/Riparian Workgroup will create a statement of mapping rules for mapping construction-related riparian loss and will come up with a document that everyone can sign off on that agrees on a number and the data used to back it up.  This is for another meeting (to be included in the Revegetation and Regulatory Compliance Strategy).
Decisions
Proposal going forward would be a consistent set of rules that can be applied between users (e.g., The Recovery Plan).  First they should show the intention of planting 50 % of area with designs. Revegetation is only 70 % survival at 3 years.  At 10 years that changes – all growth counts. 
Proposed decision: A different rule shall be used for assesses revegetation success at Years 1-3 than after Year 3, and the actual metric reported to the regulatory agencies will be different. 


Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items
Introductions  / Agenda review and finalization
James Lee opened the meeting and asked the members to introduce themselves.  Lee reviewed the agenda and referred to a meeting last week regarding standards for cover-typing.  The plan to spend the afternoon at Steiner Flat was dropped.  John Bair asked about Action items from previous meetings.  Lee went over the action item list from previous meetings.  Ernie Clarke suggested that Doodle polls are not need to be documented.  Eric Peterson suggested management change of workgroup leads be listed.
Groundwater Loggers
Eric Peterson provided an update on groundwater monitoring.  He presented 2012 aerial photography and discussed how the imagery will be used regarding encroachment.  James Lee asked about image classification (automated and software is available within TRRP).  Peterson and John Bair briefly discussed how this can be done.  Peterson said the imagery is now on the data portal.  He discussed resolution options including bathymetry.  Bair suggested using bathymetry to look at aquatic vegetation.  Peterson discussed how this might be done.  He pointed out that lower resolution is better for automated classification.   
Action item: Eric Peterson will present how aquatic vegetation issues can be addressed by 2012 aerial photography
Peterson showed the locations of the data loggers at Chapman Ranch.  He said the question of where to string these is open and one suggestion is to have a transect at that location.  He said he has more work to do on the calibration but concluded that the appearance of diurnal variation is a calibration issue (at least in the two tubes examined).  Bair said he would like to know how the data can be incorporated into a model or used in the work he is doing.  It was observed that understanding how groundwater “works” relative to the river is crucial.  One question is how to consolidate, track and plan this type of work in the future.  Brandt Gutermuth suggested prioritization of future sites be based on where groundwater might be tracked.  Peterson pointed out that they have only 8 loggers.  Lee suggested this be discussed at a separate meeting.  Andrew Jensen asked Bair if it would make sense to have groundwater loggers at Douglas City and Lorenz Gulch.  Bair said one logger at Lorenz Gulch would be terrific but he will make do. Peterson said that a focus on priorities would help.  Bair said that will come from the Phase I review.
Action item: James Lee will put together a phone call for the Wildlife/Riparian Workgroup next week to discuss point locations for groundwater loggers.
Indian Creek Naturalization Project Update
Brandt Gutermuth gave a brief update on the Indian Creek Naturalization Project.  He said there were dissenting opinions on the part of the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Hoopa Tribe.  The DWR asked for evolutionary models for existing and as-built conditions and also cited bank stabilization as an issue.  Gutermuth said they were trying to fund Andrew Simon from Entrix to do analyses.  Ernie Clarke clarified that next year this could be implemented.  It was pointed out that the DWR standing out is unique.  James Lee said the main questions were more at the policy level.  Bair expressed that he withheld comments on this matter because he needs to go through his client (Hoopa).  The Hoopa disagreed with this project, while the Riparian group gave its approval.  Bair said “no comment does” not mean implicit support and cautioned this could lead to problems; he said clarity on this would be helpful.  Andrew Jensen suggested a simple way to clarify this issue is to accurately capture where each member of the group stands. 
An action item from that last meeting was to give a policy statement, which includes work on bank stabilization.  It must be explained why we would do work on private lands that are not part of our rehabilitation project.  Gutermuth discussed how he saw the differences between what was done and the original proposal.  Ernie Clarke suggested that this is a TMC discussion, not for this work group.  Bair noted that there might be future applications of this in the Poker Bar area; he said this could be a sensitive issue.
Action item: James Lee and Brandt Gutermuth will create a “straw-man” document by the middle of January 2012 on the effectiveness of planting on private lands. This will provide insight into the Indian Creek site, an example of planting on private lands. 
WHR Cover Typing versus Alliance – Recent Decision on Approach
John Bair gave the context of how they have been working and clarifying the mapping rules.  He handed out three tables and accompanying text.  These were all from next revision of the revegetation and compliance strategy.  He described cover-types as a classification.  He explained that original mapping was alliance-based but recently they reported construction-related impacts and revegetation recovery using WHR.  Bair explained the mapping units and how cover types “crosswalk” to alliances.  He said he would like to utilize an alliance-based mapping system for compliance mapping and as part of science-based program for management decisions.  He mentioned questions of accuracy and precision.  The question is how we will conduct compliance-based mapping in the future.  Brad Henderson asked Bair to explain how they developed the mapping rules.  Bair clarified how their mapping proceeds and how they assess changes.  Mapping will continue to get better but his goal is that all of their products can weave together well.  He explained how his method can be quickly aggregated into coarser and coarser units and thus increase the confidence level. 
James Lee brought up a point from the last meeting about how to deal with cover types that don’t have WHR correspondences, such as Himalaya blackberry.  Henderson asked how Bair made decisions in terms of assigning a patch to Himalaya blackberry versus overstory riparian tree types and asked about dominance, calling something open or disturbed habitat.  Bair explained his approach.  Henderson pointed out the importance of capturing small areas since they add up over time (e.g., a few trees between two houses).  Jensen pointed out that part of the error is due to lack of protocol.  Bair said that people don’t map with the intent of overlaying maps from different time periods to look for change.  It was noted that the revegetation requirements handout may get revised, especially point #6. 
Jensen summarized the take home points: 
· We are switching from WHR to Alliance for future work. 
· There will be a change in approach: some of the WHRs, primarily non-native stuff, would be is no longer to be mapped as riparian. 
· In the regulatory realm, for the first three years, revegetation plantings will be monitored by stem counting, and remedial actions will be taken to meet 70 % survival rate.  After year 3, Bair’s method, based on polygons (area) will be used.
In the future monitoring will follow survival in the short term.  Bair suggested a metric up to Year 3 be health, browse, and survival.  After Year 3 they will switch from counting seedlings to assessments via aerial photos.  Brandt Gutermuth said, so far, there have been two reports and this was what his regulatory agencies require.  Jace Fahnestock said they need a mapping rule for revegetation itself.  There are different ways they can map for the Year 4 compliance.  Northwind Services’ minimum mapping rules may not quite fit.  Jensen said he thinks irrigation is a key to survival. 
Action item: The Wildlife/Riparian Workgroup will create a statement of mapping rules for mapping construction-related riparian loss and will come up with a document that everyone can sign off on that agrees on a number and the data used to back it up.  This is for another meeting (to be included in the Revegetation and Regulatory Compliance Strategy).
Upper Junction City and Lower Steiner Flat Replanting Update – How it went.
John Bair showed slides of the Upper Junction City site being planted.  He showed the design and implementation.  He is trying to get vegetation embedded during construction but the contractor, Restoration Resources, has a different perspective and approach that includes using more container plantings.  Bair showed photographs of their work as it proceeded over the course of revegetation planting.  Bair explained his planting strategy includes getting lower surfaces next to water and explained how the timing will work.  Bair said overhead watering has proved to be the best approach to irrigation.  He suggested Northwind Services keep in mind the importance of making qualitative observations about weed load and an “eye” to this information might help guide the project’s approach to irrigation.
Bair then showed the Lower Steiner Flat site, also being planted or just finishing being planted. He said they basically followed the same approach, just with a different design. 
Bair next showed slides of Douglas City and Lorenz Gulch designs, including height-above-river analysis.  These sites will be implemented in 2013.  Bair mentioned the need to re-visit the discussion of conifer inclusion and placement from the last meeting.  He showed his zonal planting approach and explained the Douglas City estimated impacts (his estimates are based on final divided by beginning = net increase).  He said this site was treated as a new project.  The performance metric is the proportional change.  James Lee asked for clarification.  Brandt Gutermuth explained how the table of goals/project objectives/metrics is used in public relations as a communication tool.
Bair then showed slides of the proposed designs and options for the Lorenz Gulch site.  He noted the speed at which everything is moving and how design and analysis are happening simultaneously.  He showed estimated impacts.  This will go public next week.
Lunch
Northwind’s Baseline Revegetation Status Report Update
Jace Fahnestock presented revegetation performance data from 2011.  Northwind was contracted to collect survival data at planted sites and report on how well TRRP is meeting compliance requirements.  He went through a glossary of terms, such as ESL – environmental site limit – and how Northwind interprets them.  Construction riparian loss is the metric the Program is required to meet.  Bair asked for clarification of their impact report standards.  EA’s are based on as-built, which do not always turn out the same as design.  It is suggested to “err conservatively” in the EA.  It is not good to have a bigger impact than what they analyze.  Bair said his concern was the potential of including temporary impacts with permanent and ending up with a larger impact than was originally estimated.  He worried that post-construction analysis may include areas originally presented as short-term or temporary.  He wanted everyone to be clear on which numbers were being used so that later numbers regarding what is recovered were interpretable. 
Andrew Jensen said that currently they don’t break out temporary and permanent.  Bair explained how permanent impacts can be estimated at 30 % design level.  He fears overestimating actual impacts because roads and so on are lumped together with things that recover in 3 years.  This would impact how the work is assessed.  Jensen said the as-built process lumps it all together.  Fahnestock said that the value of getting imagery every year is that it helps separate out temporary from permanent impact.  There was discussion about mapping things as temporary versus permanent impact and how this influences analysis of outcome.
Bair pointed out why this matters.  He said that our estimated impacts have always been higher than our actual impacts.  Calling something temporary versus permanent relative to revegetation criteria can be an issue in assigning that work.  Fahnestock said is critical to go out right after site construction and do accurate GPS of plantings.  He pointed out that it is important to clarify what you actually did in those locations.  Plans versus as-builts can be very different. 
Bair and Fahnestock discussed the relative merits of their mapping strategies, mapping at the polygon level versus mapping at the pod level.  Jensen said the 5-year check-in is to make sure we are on track.  Eric Peterson mentioned the spatial issue—they can meet survival criteria but if they have lost area then polygon size should be decreased.  
Jensen said that long-term sustainable habitat is one view, counting sticks is another.  Counting sticks for the first three years, after year three switching to an area approach based on aerial photography.  Brad Henderson pointed out that counting sticks can provide an early warning if a planting is not doing well.  The issue of counting habitat versus stem counts was discussed as was how to determine when remedial action is necessary.  Sooner is better than later.  Bair said that two and three year checks have different criteria than 5 and 10 year checks. Yearly mapping data is important so that between-year losses can be seen, and the reasons for loss documented. He argued for the value of doing such mapping to make better predictions as to whether the year 10 goal will be met.
Fahnestock described their mapping rules at the 10-foot level.  He explained why they chose to use the actual measure at the individual plant level to determine those numbers and arrive at the 6-acre figure.  Jensen clarified that in 10 years that number could be 25+.  Bair wants to know expected rate of cover change.  He said there is other stuff going on in revegetation areas and after 10 years, patch dynamics and function are more significant than survival of the original sticks.  Jensen pointed out that stem counts in years 1-3 helps with compliance issues.  Once they go beyond that point their concern is more the ecological process. 
Henderson praised the solution since it covers all sides of the concern and provides an incentive for designers and implementers of the project.  Bair said that stems per acre are more relevant number at Year 3 (stocking density).  He prefers trees-per-acre.  He feels this data does not get at what is needed.  Loss of stems across time is difficult to calculate.  Stocking densities are only meaningful if there are specific programmatic targets.  As Fahnestock presented Northwind Services data, Henderson suggested changing the category title from “Revegetation (acres)” to “absolute cover of surviving plantings.”  Brandt Gutermuth said they would re-do this report and this table would not even be included.  New information will report percent survival by species. 
Decision: Proposal going forward would be a consistent set of rules that can be applied between users (e.g., The Recovery Plan).  First they should show the intention of planting 50 % of area with designs. Revegetation is only 70 % survival at 3 years.  At 10 years that changes – all growth counts. 
Different ways of counting plantings such as individual sticks versus planting locations (which can hold one plant or multiple sticks) were discussed.  Henderson said the thing to think about in planting is density per unit area and to make sure that relates to their planting location and how those plantings will contribute to eventually getting a riparian habitat going.  He validated Bair’s approach as accounting for those concerns.
Eric Peterson opined that, at 10 years if you have 70 % of each of the pod plantings, it will be too dense.  If they want structural diversity, it is important that some spots not be too thickly revegetated.  Jensen asked if that isn’t a design consideration.  Bair said that is the way it used to be.  Fahnestock explained the process they use based on the Pear Tree Gulch Channel Rehabilitation Site Study.  He showed how different survival rates can be tracked and suggested what might be done with the data.  Bair said he would like to see some of this type of commentary in the report and said it was a wonderful data set that could inform adaptive management decisions. 
The importance of this data was generally recognized. Bair pointed out that despite the appearance of this data, the Pear Tree site was functioning well.  He suggested that the long term recovery trajectories of some sites might mitigate for others.  Jensen said that at Year 3 an acceptable remedial action might be to plant at a different site.  Stem count criteria is just to guide hopeful success; it does not have to be that site-specific, but rather, based on where everyone wants it to go.  Fahnestock pointed out the importance of accounting issues regarding plantings.  Jensen said it is important to track the year and area being remediated.
Proposed decision: A different rule shall be used for assesses revegetation success at Years 1-3 than after Year 3, and the actual metric reported to the regulatory agencies will be different. 
Jensen said that this decision has to be codified and agreed on by everyone.
Fahnestock summarized three factors affecting revegetation success.
· How to measure success of plantings.
· How to measure extent of revegetation.
· How to measure factors affecting revegetation success.
It was concluded that this was a good discussion
PITAs 1 and 2 Update
1. Completed Riparian Revegetation Activities
2. Further Discussions on PITAs 1 and 2

James Lee gave a brief update on the PITA 1 and 2 and the white paper.  He said the first priority is to define quantitative targets.  The second priority is defining the risk of encroachment.  He and John Bair were working on it and will be able to distribute it in the next few months.  It will be more of a compilation of information than something definitive.  He outlined how this will be accomplished and noted that there are issues with large wood.  John Bair said that for it to be considered as “cover,” it has to be within half a meter of the water.  This results in most revegetation not being classed as “cover.”  Large wood that is recruited becomes “cover.” The white paper will be distributed to work groups.
Lee talked about setting general boundaries based on height-above-river, which equals depth to groundwater and mentioned how this is connected to the importance of groundwater monitoring. He suggested ways of fine-tuning the coarse analysis.
Bair added that the question was what proportion of the riparian lines are by the North Fork versus what is down at Lewiston.  Despite noise in the data, upland and riparian data separate themselves out nicely and make a good argument for defining them as two separate functional groups.  An important question is, of the vegetation that occurs within 100 feet of the channel what are the characteristics?  Bair discussed some of the implications of the data and expressed hope that the Phase I review will give some direction and demonstrate the importance of these relationships.  He suggested this analysis might be useful in future management decisions.  This analysis suggests that the complete valley bottom is not riparian, but only that within 120 feet of the existing channel.  This has implications for how riparian is managed.  Bair talked about estimating the value of the resources that organisms provide to the system.  Lee said with the information they have right now, it is hard to say what is good for the five bird species considered.  It is clear that large wood will continue to be important.  Bair added that large wood in different size classes is important and finding the relative contribution of each might be explored by other work groups, and how it is being effectively used for habitat by fish and serving a geomorphic purpose.  Lee said an important question is what they can really do out there.  They should recognize that nature has its limitations and not every area they select will actually support riparian vegetation. 
Future Meeting Dates
Before adjourning the meeting, James Lee agreed to come up with a rough outline or schedule for meetings for the rest of the year.  He suggested quarterly meetings.  It was agreed that good dates would be February and May, on the first Thursday of the month.  After that, August and November would be the next meeting months. 
Adjourn


	Wildlife/Riparian Work Group 
Meeting Agenda
	November 8, 2012

	
	9:30 AM – 4:00 PM

	
	In-Person and 
Webex Online Meeting (till 12:15)
Host: TRRP Office, Weaverville, Ca.

	Coordinator:
	Transition from Andrew Jensen to James Lee (James will lead from this meeting   through the year)

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. In-depth discussion regarding PITAs 1 and 2
2. Productive meeting with lots of good information exchange and learning. 

	WebEx info:
	See below

	Please bring:
	1. Your can-do attitude, any documents you would like to share with the group. 
2. Field gear – rain gear, boots, water and a camera. 



Agenda Items
	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	 9:30
	1.  Introductions  / Agenda review and finalization
	Lee

	 9:40
	2.  Ongoing Discussion on Groundwater Loggers 
	Peterson

	10:00
	3.  Indian Creek Naturalization Project Update
	Gutermuth

	10:05
	4.  WHR cover typing vs. Alliance – Recent Decision on Approach
	Bair

	10:35
	5.  Upper Junction City and Lower Steiner Flat Replanting Update – How it went.
	Bair

	10:50
	6.  Project Update – PITAs 1 and 2
	Lee

	11:30
	7.  Open
	

	11:45
	8.   Work group topics –
·         (a) Next Meeting Date 
        (b) Other Agenda Topics
	Group

	12:15 – 1:00
	Lunch
	

	1:00-2:00 (or longer)
	9. Northwind’s Baseline Revegetation Status Report Update
	Jace Fahnestock/
Brandt Gutermuth

	2:00 – 4:00
(time allowing)
	10. Lower Steiner Flat Site Visit 
3. Completed Riparian Reveg Activities
4. Further Discussions on PITAs 1 and 2

	Bair

	4:00
	Adjourn
	




