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Participants (In-house and via WebEx)

Arcata Field Office-- Joe Polos, Charlie Chamberlain, Connor Shea, Damon Goodman, Nick Hetrick
CDFG-- Andrew Jensen 
Hoopa Valley Tribe-- George Kautsky, James Lee, Sean Ledwin
HVT Contractor McBain and Trush—John Bair, Fred Meyer
Yurok Tribe-- Aaron Martin 
TRRP-- DJ Bandrowski, Chris Smith, Brandt Gutermuth, Dave Gaeuman, Michele Gallagher, Eric Peterson, Ernie Clarke , Andreas Krause
ESSA Technologies-- Darcy Pickard

Design Effectiveness and Site-Specific  Monitoring Goals

DJ Bandrowski opened the meeting and introduced Darcy Pickard of Essa Technologies, Victoria,  BC,  who would be facilitating the discussion of the monitoring program being contracted through Essa Technologies.  Pickard initiated the dialogue with a recap of the previous day’s presentation at the 50% Design Meeting (see 12/12/2012 notes).  She reiterated the uncertainties and data gaps associated with the program’s monitoring framework and the need to assemble key findings using qualitative assessment strategies.

George Kautsky asked for clarification of the statement “attempting to assemble key findings” and inquired as to how to begin the process.   He expressed that ‘monitoring, then applying framework’ appeared to be backwards in approach.  He suggested that a suite of monitoring should be identified that related to the goals and objectives introduced using the Stream Project  method that  the Design Team  identified for 2013 projects and beyond.  DJ answered that this was the first time that the Design Team has attempted, and been successful at, identifying goals and objectives with consensus within the Design Groups.  He said that Pickard had suggested this in January, and while the task seems straightforward it is actually much more difficult.  

Kautsky also asked how to get the key findings from a system-wide level down to the project level.  Pickard responded that we are waiting for the SAB evaluation but need to provide building blocks, key findings and data gaps for the purpose of providing monitoring data that is actually helpful within the timeframe of project construction.  She explained that there is much variability in opinion of the lessons learned at different sites throughout the years.  She would like to see formalized a method which is qualitative to begin with, but with areas of disagreement and questions pointing to what the future quantitative monitoring needs actually are, i.e. what information on particular design features is clear and what is still up for debate/discussion.  

Sean Ledwin asked if the group could go over the uncertainties that were discussed during the previous day’s meeting.  Kautsky offered that on page 4 of the proposal, he puzzled over the temporal scale where funding and restoration efforts are often at odds and asked what framework was envisioned that would be useful and timely.  Pickard responded that the system-wide design was supposed to assist with the short-term reality of on-the-ground construction schedule, but also should include the project specific monitoring.  DJ added that the main objective is to get information moving between the science teams and the design teams in a timeframe that is meaningful to project design:  What can we get from the science program?   What is the success of the site?  Who can assess this and how do we get that information to improve site design?

Eric Peterson said that he encourages putting together the data package as soon as possible, before analysis and privacy issues impede getting it “out there”.  He emphasized that the Team are all professionals and it should not need to be said that raw data will be kept within the Design Team members—sharing between agencies/offices is the same as sharing between cubicles.

DJ asked for ideas on how to get the most information in the short-term while trusting the findings/integrity of short-term assessments.  He pointed out that data is most useful to designers within the same calendar year but has been impossible to synthesize that quickly. Peterson gave the example that, for the first time, he received data on redds locations in polygons.  Would this data transfer into the 2013 designs or not until 2014?  DJ responded that it is too late to incorporate into 2013 designs.

Andreas Krause asked what information we have to date on Phase I sites and how to revise the design process for Phase II sites based on Phase I data.  He identified three needs:  Past site data to influence future designs, information on sites constructed to date that have met their initial site-specific goals and objectives, and what experimental approaches are appropriate to move forward into the Phase II designs.  (Purple/white chart on Goals and Objectives--11/14/2012 Stakeholder Meeting document-- displayed for the group).  Kautsky said that going back to past sites to determine if goals were met is difficult at best, since the earlier designs were not as structured as they are presently and goals were not identified as well.   Krause held that we absolutely can learn from past designs, despite whether or not the goals/objectives were clearly identified or were identified in the same manner as defined today.  Pickard pointed out that the discussion seemed to indicate that uncertainty exists within the group with regard to evaluating past sites.

John Bair noted that the group had gone over the framework that Darcy put together last January and asked if their time would be better spent moving forward on the proposal instead of trying to identify new questions and clarify what the framework means. Dave Gaeuman said to stick to straightforward stuff:   Did it work?  Did it create habitat? He said it appeared that the group was making it too complicated from the get-go.
Ledwin asked what was gained if features were not analyzed in depth and assumptions were made that were not reliable.  Gaeuman commented that time constrictions dictated they must, otherwise those quantitative measures would be too old to be of use when building from one year to the next. He added that it was not to say data should not be analyzed at that level, but the purpose of the meeting was to frame how to collect data at the qualitative level.
Ernie Clarke noted that the Design Team did not yet know what the SAB had to say, and questioned if the group should discuss committing resources to a study that may not be consistent with what the Phase I Review may ask for.  Pickard said that if the SAB interpretation didn’t match what the designers thought they’d learned, it would show that there is a disconnect, i.e. perhaps the group is looking at the wrong things, gathering data that doesn’t reflect what the SAB is needing/wanting.   Aaron Martin pointed out “we don’t know what we don’t know until we start looking for data gaps”.   
Gaeuman suggested that the group was mixing bottom-up approaches and top-down approaches— feature-specific questions incorrectly linked with programmatic or broad project goals.  Pickard said that, within the current design project goals, one of the things being proposed is a coarser level of data reporting.  What is needed pre-construction?  Is modeling data sufficient or do we need data analyzed from prior sites as “best available science” from which to work?
Martin said that his group just mapped the Sawmill site and observed that there were mainstem features that were affected by the floods.  They hope to have the data in the hands of the team in January.  Damon Goodman noted that site assessments from the previous year may not be available and thus not useful for the following year’s designs, but asked if he was hearing from some group members that perhaps those assessments are not useful at all.  DJ said no, they are very useful in subsequent years but because habitat mapping at pre-condition sites is mostly unavailable and post-construction monitoring had been intermittent, there was a need for building monitoring data into the work plans.
Brandt Gutermuth commented they haven’t had site-specific data that answer some of the more immediate questions, so pre- and post-studies are imperative—especially if they aren’t designing after 5 or 10 years.  DJ said there are approximately 20 ESL’s remaining and put this to the group:  If it were said today that pre-construction monitoring at those sites was priority one, would we be sacrificing post-construction monitoring in order to prioritize that directive?  There is only so much funding.  Martin asked who should make that decision.  Should monitoring rehab sites at GRTS sites be done when they are present, or should they be skipped to do only the Phase II sites?   Nick Som remarked that, if the rehab site data is important enough, they should be made a priority. DJ noted that these are the questions for the group today:  How often do we go back, what is the schedule, how will, for example, the GRTS data be affected if the rehab site monitoring cuts into that schedule, etc.   Clarke said that the IDT is the appropriate place for that discussion.
Pickard suggested that laying out critical dates for monitoring plans for 2014 will help to guide the data needs.  System-wide design data needs need not be scrapped for rehab site monitoring—once put on paper, the monitoring needs tend to become a little more obvious and manageable.  
Kautsky said that end users are saying “I need this piece” and “I need that one”.  We need to prioritize our assessments to meet the data needs of those users.  DJ agreed and said, for example, if the juvenile rearing folks do not have rehab sites on their radar, how would those sites ever get into their proposals? Clarke noted that the comprehensive management plan needs to be linked to the proposals, so the group should not waste time on generalities that may or may not be approved.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Peterson addressed data packages, saying we can import it into our mapping portal, but it is not user-friendly at this time. The as-built data is so varied, it is hard to link it into a coordinated product. DJ said that evaluating rehab sites now includes habitat mapping. Goodman offered that they are also using new studies that involve 2-d modeling where pre-construction conditions (substrate, cover, etc.) are developed, then alternatives are built from that baseline model as well as the predicted outcomes.   He said mapping after construction then becomes more valuable in post-construction assessment. 
Martin noted that modeling those early on is helpful in ongoing design processes.  He said 2D modeling is useful but offered that baseflow mapping is always going to be preferred since it takes a short time and it provides accurate, real data for those conditions (vs. high flow mapping).  He asked if increasing adult spawning habitat on anybody’s radar.  DJ said that redd maps are used by the Design Team extensively.  Aaron countered that redd maps don’t quantify useable habitat.
Ledwin said that feature-based assessment for juvenile estimates (fry density) makes more sense than diving those entire areas.  Martin said optimal habitats, regardless of feature comparisons, have the most fry density.  It’s a slippery slope to say features dictate fry numbers, because a side channel at site A might have 500 fish and one at Site B might have 20, just based on proximity to redds, and that’s only one indicator of optimal habitat.  “You need to stick your face in the water”.  Ledwin noted that sometimes people assume that sticking your face in the water will answer a myriad of questions that it really doesn’t.
Joe Polos asked what exactly is feature-based assessment.  The strategy can vary from “what does this do?” to “how many fish does this produce?”  Kautsky replied he was not sure if they should continue this feature-based/ fry density discussion along these lines as a productive use of time since they may not have this in the approved proposals.  Clarke noted that he said that a long time ago.
Bair said Yellow-legged Frog /Western Pond Turtle habitat is similar to salmonid spawning as far as habitat needs, although WEPT monitoring is somewhat easier to collect.  Modeling is based on occupancy and use substrate mapping and existence of reaches vs. features.  DJ said they continue to design features (ponds) with these species in mind, but little data has been gathered to show that fish as well as herps are occupying these sites successfully. He said we don’t know what criteria—temperature,  depth,  length of wetted periods—are important. Are the existing (control) sites, since they are post-dam sites and have been influenced by low flows for decades, worthy of emulation?  
James Lee asked how our designs are influencing bird habitat (or are they) and how can they be improved (or can they)?  Bair said they need to define habitat characteristics that are important to bird populations—at least focal species—for reveg design and other site features.  Baseline info is critical, both pre-dam and pre-ROD, as well as pre-construction.
Lee asked that, as far as increase and enhance riparian/wetland/uplands, what temporal scale are we referring to?  Restoring riparian forest takes a long time.  Are we looking at monitoring short-term effects directly after construction or over a longer time period?  DJ answered that the designs are focused more on shorter-term goals but the attempt is there to set conditions that will continue to provide optimal conditions for riparian growth.  Bair indicated that they have historical data, but much of it is more related to cover as opposed to species and trends.  He asked about building a feature within a design that will result in re-growth (floodplain lowering, for example) that does not also have a high potential for the opposite effect (deposition).
Lee pointed out that soils are often the limiting factor for regeneration.  Bair added that planting methods influence it as well.  He said they don’t know, for example, why reveg dies at one area and not another.  The data is being collected in good numbers as to what worked and what did not, but not necessarily the why.
DJ said that they have baseline conditions, thanks to Gaeuman’s studies, for all the holes along the entire 40 mile stretch of the project area.  Where they don’t have hard data, they can extrapolate on some of the physical and geomorphic characteristics of the holes.  Martin pointed out the need to define habitat characteristics for what makes “good” holding habitat other than depth.  Ledwin said that other species beside salmonids use those holes (lamprey) and they should consider the needs of more than just one species of salmonid, too (Chinook, Coho, steelhead, etc.)
DJ asked Martin what he thought were important to look at when thinking about surveying holes.  Should the proposition ever go forward?  Martin answered substrate, velocity, proximity to spawning areas, even juxtaposition.  Kautsky asked if the monitoring should be separated out by species.  Are the habitat needs so different that one positive change results unequivocally in a negative change when comparing by species?  Pickard noted that these were questions that can be answered by existing research data, and they were not something that we, necessarily, have to incorporate into our monitoring needs.  She suggested that the Fish Group could address these more easily.
Martin said that large wood creates holding.  They’ve seen that at a number of sights—not in great numbers, but they do hold there.  DJ noted that it sounded like they could provide smaller scale features (wood) that salmonids can hold in, in perhaps lower numbers, and could explore the possibility of incorporating those when appropriate.
Martin asked if they had good bathymetry post-construction at rehab sites?  DJ indicated that most is recent (2009 and after), and that they have a 5-year contract for post-construction aerial photography and LIDAR.  Goodman asked about ground-based LIDAR and was told that there are plans to have that as well.
Gaeuman said that Andreas Krause has been talking about quantifying complexity for a long time but that they hadn’t really defined it well as a group.  Now, in the current goals and objectives list, they at least gave some numbers to the concept and how to begin to measure it.  DJ remarked “as James Lee said to me, it’s easier to define what channel complexity isn’t as opposed to what it is.”
Pickard asked if it was accurate to say that a no data gap exists for the channel complexity objective.  Gaeuman said that there is a myriad of data that could be used to measure channel complexity (bed topography, planform, habitat, flow change, channel geometry) depending on the definition of what channel complexity is.  So yes, there was a lot unless  one’s personal definition includes none of those things.
DJ asked the group if they thought they had enough data to support the hydraulic models we are using to predict and promote flow processes.  Gaeuman said that stream power and the processes it supports is the essence of this objective.  He noted that this objective was different in that it is often contrary to what other design objectives require (slower flow for juvenile fish, for example), but pointed out that maintaining power in the river system is vital to the overall function of dynamic processes.  High flows must be measured when they happen and it is expensive to add monitoring sites.  Pickard asked if the addition of those types of sites would benefit the design process to the point that it would justify the cost.  Gaeuman answered no, he didn’t think it would add enough quality data to support the expense (in terms of trade off to what they might lose elsewhere).
DJ closed the discussion by noting how communicating, not only amongst the Design Team but with the public in general, has become a priority issue; showing  how the designs are working and how they fit into an adaptive management model was critical to the program.  Pickard added that the broad intent of the exercise is to address just that:  a formalization of what has been done, what has resulted from those actions, and how it has impacted the resource.  She said the group is starting to get to place where they can identify the data gaps and define those concepts that may have multiple meanings or demarcations, and thanked the group for a positive discussion.  
