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Participants
Core members: Kent Steffens, Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP), and coordinator; Dave Gaeuman (TRRP), Bill Brock, US Forest Service (USFS); Andrew Jensen, California Department of Fish and Game (DFG).  Via Webex: Nancy Snodgrass, California Department of Water Resources (DWR); Doug Chow, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Sean Ledwin, Hoopa Valley Tribe (Hoopa); Kyle De Juilio, Yurok Tribe (Yurok).
Other members: Robin Schrock and Ernie Clarke (TRRP); Alex Cousins, Trinity County Resource Conservation District (TCRCD).
Other attendees: Josh Smith, Watershed Center; David Colbeck, 5 Counties Salmonid Restoration; Jason Wyatt, Phillip Williams and Associates; John George, National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS); Kristi Wagner (TCRCD);  Christine Mai, Samantha Chilcote, and Zach Mondry (USFS): Russ Bennett, Redding Electric Utility. 
Note taker: Gus Kormeier (ENW). 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Sean Ledwin will create a draft tool to evaluate projects based on criteria for the next meeting in February.
Kent Steffens convey to D.J. Bandrowski the opinion that Watershed issues are up-stream more.  He will get Bandrowski to present at the next meeting
Kent Steffens will send revised Watershed project rankings out to the Watershed Workgroup by email and a Doodle-poll for the February meeting by the end of next week.
Wednesday November 28, 2012 10:00 AM
1. Introductions/ Agenda Review
Kent Steffens started the meeting and went over the agenda.  He noted nine proposals, which were more than previous years and some were of a different nature than typical.  Steffens stated his intent to have everyone give their ranking for projects to see what consensus already exists.
2. Rank Proposed Projects for 2013 and Discussions
Each of the main constituencies (Hoopa, DFG, Yurok, TRRP, DWR, NRCS, USFS, NMFS, USFW, and TCRCD) gave their rankings of the nine projects.  Kent Steffens put these into a Project Rankings spreadsheet and showed it to the group.   The Forest Service withheld their rankings pending some feedback on questions.  Sean Ledwin and Bill Brock both stated an interest in the 215 Impacts project.  Brock recounted the history of clear-cuts in the 1970's and the similarity to the marijuana cultivation going on.  Robin Schrock added a word of caution about clarity in proposals and the multiple rewrites that were required last year.  Alex Cousins asked Schrock for some opinions on fundability of the projects, given the suitability of the funding source.  She declined but stated that there were many rewrites and requests for quantitative metrics.  Kent Steffens reminded everyone of the project criteria document that is available.  Dave Gaeuman clarified that there is a difference between suitability and getting the project through contracting.  There was a discussion amongst multiple stakeholders that marijuana “grows” create huge sediment issues and water use issues.  Doug Chow stated that NMFS are very interested in the project, especially with the 100 % match proposed, but recognize the need for further clarification.  Nancy Snodgrass stated that DWR is also interested in raising the importance of the 215 Impacts project.  
The group began consideration of the Sidney Gulch project.  Dave Gaeuman reminded everyone of the situation of the “concrete river” through the Forest Service compound.  Bill Brock asked about how many or how often fish are able to get past the “concrete river”.  There was feedback that the barriers below are not complete barriers and fish make it up during good water years.
Dave Colbeck weighed in that the project needs to be considered with the probability that the other projects downstream will be done at some time.  Dave Gaeuman wanted to make sure that the rankings included the caveats.  Robin Schrock added the group should consider doing suites of projects on particular watersheds.  Bill Brock added that the Browns Creek Road improvements could be concurrent with planning for a Forest Service project.  Josh Smith added that the Browns Creek Road improvements project included many small projects that could be subtracted if necessary.  Members added that Browns, Indian, and Weaver creeks are priority watersheds.  There was a discussion of projects working down versus up the drainage, sediment versus habitat being the differentiators.  Colbeck added that the Sidney Gulch project includes both fish passage and stormwater/sediment management.  There was a review of the barriers along Sidney Gulch in the project proposal.
The group then had some discussion of West Weaver Creek and Grass Valley Creek projects and scaling them.  There was some discussion about the suitability of funding a project for maintenance of Forest Service roads.  Bill Brock explained how much of this proposal is maintenance and improvement.  Dave Gaeuman asked about specifics for “combining” of the road projects.  Christine Mai responded that it is not absolutely clear how they would be combined but that it represents an opportunity.  Alex Cousins stated that this kind of relationship has been done before, whether it is funding through the RCD or direct to the Forest Service.
Sean Ledwin asked about the USFS Roads project and whether funding projects in the North Fork, where the main benefits would be downstream of the restoration reach, is a program priority..  Brock stated that the proposal presented was defined to include tributaries to the mainstem, 40-mile section of the Trinity, at the expense of other areas that the Forest Service would prefer to improve.
Nancy Snodgrass asked if the USFS Roads inventory incorporated Grass Valley Creek and whether the Grass Valley Creek project was within that area inventoried.  Christine Mai responded that there is not overlap.
Kent Steffens asked for a review of the overall projects relative to hitting the general budget amount.   There was a discussion of whether to scale projects back and spread the budget across them all, or to pick two or three key projects.  There was a question of how scaling down projects would relate to effectiveness.  Josh Smith noted that the Browns Creek Road inventory project was put together with prioritization towards those most likely to fail. 
Robin Schrock stated that the Native Plant Propagation project could be difficult to connect to sediment reduction and thus funding.  There was a discussion of whether or not that project could be included within other agency projects or as a budget item of one of the other projects instead of a stand-alone project.  The group then discussed which projects would include stabilization work.  Sean Ledwin and Jason Wyatt noted that the West Weaver Creek project was a “design project.”  Kent Steffens and Robin Schrock suggested having three core proposals, to learn from the approval process, with other projects keyed up for continuation in the following year.
Dave Gaeuman asked about the non-Sierra Pacific Industries (SPI) private roads in the Browns Creek Project.  There was a discussion of the non-participation of SPI and whether that could have a negative impact on the project.  Josh Smith stated that SPI owns close to 60 % of the stream, but that there is only one sub-project that is on a boundary that would be a concern, and he was hoping to coordinate with SPI so that they take care of it.  SPI has been out improving their roads ahead of this project.  Smith further stated that the Browns Creek Road can be scaled down from 50 to 16 sub-projects for a cost of approximately $180,000.  The 16 base projects include all the fish passage issues.  There was a discussion that the remaining projects can be extended to other years as additional phases.  
Bill Brock reviewed the risks of spreading the work out over multiple years, equipment mobilization expenses and storm failures in intervening years.  There was group interest in spreading projects into phases for continuity and to help more projects get done.
The group discussed the need for native plants, Christine Mai stated that the USFS Roads Project included Level I road closure that will need plants.  Jason Wyatt clarified that the West Weaver Creek project is the next step following money that was invested by the TRRP.
There was a discussion of Schofield Gulch.  Bill Brock asked a question about the massive slump/slide on East Branch and how that slide will be a factor for a while in East Weaver.  A discussion followed about fish seeking refugia in East Weaver.  Brock asked about scaling the native plant project based on demand.  Kristi Wagner stated that the nursery project was put together with a maximum of 30,000 plants; it would include a collection component and the ability to grow plants with the intent of an ongoing concern for future projects.  Alex Cousins also noted that the project would use the Hayfork and Trinity High School greenhouses that are currently growing poinsettias.  There is an educational component to this project.  Andrew Jensen stated that, in stakeholder meetings, riparian ranks very low and this could be improved through education.  There was further discussion of the past precedent of funding startup of greenhouses for restoration efforts.
Robin Schrock and Andrew Jensen reviewed the need to include a request for the possibility of greater funding.  Sean Ledwin interjected about competition from other major physical projects.  D.J. Bandrowski responded that yes there was discussion about not funding Douglas City and that the TMC and TAMWG decided that mainstem rehabilitation projects were the priority.  
Stakeholders reviewed the fish passage aspects of their projects.  The Browns Creek Road project includes three fish passage sub-projects.  There was discussion of the costs relative to other projects.  Kyle De Juilio asked questions about the priorities and how scaling would affect the geography of where work would be done on the USFS Roads project.  Samantha Chilcote brought up the fact that the projects were not aligning with the priority rankings of fish passage, sediment, and habitat.  There was a discussion of the rankings of projects. 
Russ Bennett asked if sediment reduction is qualitative or quantitative.  Robin Schrock responded that it is quantitative, and, if not included, it is based on an acreage calculation.
Kyle De Julio asked Christine Mai and Bill Brock if the USFS Roads or the Grass Valley Creek address any fish passage directly.  They responded that they do not, but they would prevent the creation of blockage.  There was some discussion of alternate sources for some of the projects.
The group then decided to revisit the original matrix of rankings at the start of the meeting.  There was further discussion of tucking the Native Plant project into the other projects.
Lunch Break
Continuation of Ranking and Discussions
Kent Steffens updated the stakeholder rankings on the spreadsheet with the Native Plant Project removed as it would be included in the other projects and updated project rankings based on scaled down costs.  He moved projects in and out to fit the roughly $500,000 planned amount.  The group discussed the potentiality of more funding and whether to implement more projects or scale-up the chosen projects.  There was further discussion about any additional funding going toward main-stem projects and not watershed.  Christine Mai stated that their Roads proposal includes minimum levels for all the roads before moving onto higher level improvements.
Alex Cousins and John George went over the need to break some of the projects into phases.  There were some concerns about match timing.  The discussion went back and forth over the scale of projects and the timing.  There was concern stated about the ability of the Forest Service to match funding on the roads project and ability to complete the full cost project in the fiscal year.  Bill Brock stated that the match might be out of phase.
Sean Ledwin suggested including the Sidney Gulch project by funding the native plant nursery through other sources, dropping the Schofield Gulch project and scaling down other projects.  There was a question of the nursery matching the criteria.  The group recounted history of the Native Plant Nursery proposal and why it has been included, mostly through its relationship to other projects.  There was discussion of the ability of reducing the costs for Sidney Gulch.  
David Colbeck asked how they would include the potential of other funding sources in this budgeting.  He pointed out that, if other funding came through, the Sidney Gulch project could be included.
The conversation moved to discussing Weaver Creek Road inventory.  Josh Smith stated that the Weaver Creek Road Inventory would be a repeat of the inventory methods used on Brown's Creek, so there would be some improved efficiency.  Steffens included that implementation might be better priorities than further mapping efforts.
The group discussed the importance of Schofield Gulch.  The project would move a man-made channel that is producing a lot of sediment back into its natural channel.  Indecision was created by the potential of a future project to remove a 14-foot concrete dam on East Weaver Creek between the man-made channel and the natural Schofield channel intersections with East Weaver.  
Nancy Snodgrass asked for clarification of how the Native Plants nursery relates to the Watershed priorities.  There was concern about double counting the dollars needed for revegetation because the other projects already include dollars for any plants that are needed.
Finally, the Native Plant Nursery project funds were moved to the roads projects.  The group discussed the 215 Impacts, and asked whether it was fundable.  Kent Steffens stated the need for quantifiable metrics, and how this project is an assessment.  Alex Cousins suggested that it is the highest ranked “assessment” on the project list.  Andrew Jensen stated that the CFG Coastal office is orienting their primary focus toward illegitimate land use from the marijuana cultivation.  The group discussed the need for a better naming convention for the 215 project.

3. Select 2013 Watershed Implementation Projects – to Move Forward to Contracting
As a result of the discussions, the group decided on Browns Creek Road Improvements, USFS Roads Improvements, Grass Valley Creek Road Update, 215 Impacts Assessment, and the Schofield Gulch.  Other projects were set aside for when additional funding becomes available.  Kent Steffens will send group members a copy of the spreadsheet developed during the meeting.
4. Approval of the Annual Watershed Flow Chart from September 24th Meeting
Kent Steffens reviewed the draft flow chart that was “hashed out” at the last meeting.  This year has a time crunch, but it puts the group into synchronization with other workgroups.  It also informs the group to the “actual” Trinity Management Council (TMC) budget instead of “expected.”  It would also improve the ability to submit project plans into phases.  Sean Ledwin asked about having the flow chart incorporate some external technical review, given that many of the stakeholders in the group are being funded by the groups decisions.  Alex Cousins stated that only one decision making stakeholder group is being funded.  Bill Brock stated that since the founding of the group, this group brings an excellent level of expertise.  Ledwin suggested having category rankings of the projects to show that the proposals meet criteria.  There was a discussion of the criteria and the different areas of guidance (ROD, Solicitor General, TMC, etc).  The group went over the different criteria that could be used, such as sediment reduction, fish passage, scalability, ability to phase, etc.  Ledwin will create a draft tool to rank projects by the next meeting in February.
At the end, Steffens asked if there were any issues with the Flow Chart and the meetings.  Andrew Jensen raised the suggestion of having field trips to the proposed projects.  Steffens suggested the field trips be a week or two before the May meeting.   The current year involves a considerable time crunch.  Steffens suggested that once the cycle is implemented, the field trips could be employed on just new projects being considered.
The flow chart was agreed upon by those present.
Action item: Sean Ledwin will create a draft tool to evaluate Watershed projects based on criteria for the next meeting in February.
5. Discussion of Hamilton Ponds as a Watershed Project
D.J. Bandrowski was going to present this project, and Kent Steffens covered for him.  He explained that the biological opinion moved Hamilton Ponds outside the scope of the Trinity River Restoration program.
Steffens posed the question, “Does the Watershed Workgroup still consider the ponds to be a watershed issue and should the group take its maintenance on as a watershed project?”
Nancy Snodgrass stated that the ponds are filling up, the group is concerned about Grass Valley Creek, and that the group should keep open the potential to dredge the ponds by funding a new biological opinion.  The ponds were created for sediment capture and provide good habitat for coho.  Sean Ledwin stated that the group needs to be considerate to the needs of lamprey.  Bill Brock stated that he supports the work being done, but that the Forest Service does not want to see the funds taken from the group's limited funding.  Steffens had discussed this with Bandrowski and the thinking was that it was a watershed project but it is unclear whether it is mainstem or watershed focus.  Alex Cousins brought up the fact that dredging ponds is not an ideal activity for a “Watershed” group.  The group discussed the issue as a “band-aid” instead of a solution.  Snodgrass voiced the opinion that the ponds are important and are the responsibility of the Watershed Workgroup on paper.
Kyle De Juilio stated that the ponds represent habitat that benefits coho, even March juveniles make it into the ponds.  If there were there more beavers on the river, there would be more similar ponds.  Josh Smith asked if this were more of a habitat group issue.  Bill Brock noted that NMFS would have an issue with dredging the ponds and that the ponds are unlikely to completely fill.  Ledwin asked whether we should task a workgroup (e.g. fish or physical) toprovide the technical guidance for this project.  
The group had consensus that dredging the ponds is more of a mainstem issue.  Steffens is going to bring this issue up with the Rehabilitation Implementation Group (RIG) for guidance.
Action item: Kent Steffens will convey to D.J. Bandrowski that Watershed issues are more up-stream than the Hamilton Ponds.  He will get Bandrowski to present at the next meeting
Action item: Kent Steffens will send revised Watershed project rankings out to the Watershed Workgroup by email and a Doodle-poll for the February meeting by the end of next week.
Adjourn 2:30 PM
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