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WILDLIFE/RIPARIAN WORKGROUP 
Thursday, February 7, 2013
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
Thursday, February 7, 2013; 9:30 AM 
Participants
James Lee, coordinator, (Hoopa Valley Tribe), Andrew Jensen (California Department of Fish and Wildlife), John Bair (Hoopa Valley Tribe/McBain and Trush), Eric Peterson (from 1:30 on) and Brandt Gutermuth, Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP), Mike Palermo (Yurok Tribe) (phone) Brad Henderson (CDFW), Ernie Clark (USFWS), Sarah Rockwell (KBO), Melissa Snover (USGS), Jamie Stephens (KBO)
Note taker: Jeanne McSloy (TRRP).
Action Items/Items derived during the Meeting
-Action Item: James will initiate a follow up call in re: the Spotted Sandpiper next month with Jamie, John. The task is to articulate the linkages between Spotted Sandpipers (and other riverine species) and management actions, and features that the Program is trying to promote; workgroup members also need to review the data to determine at what scale it can be applied, then generate hypotheses. James will send out a doodle poll.
-Action Item: by March 1 - develop a draft decision tree and lay out what policy questions to present to the TMC in April. Comments should be received by the beginning of March; they will be incorporated by early to mid-March. Wording will come from the following documents (James will send these to the workgroup):
 - Statewide Public Lands Mitigation Policy (Fish and Wildlife)
 - Conservation Easement Template (Fish and Wildlife)
 - Overview of Conservation Easements (available from any land trust) 
-Item: The KBO “Ref 2” site is possibly in error; Design (DJ) needs to get this information (and KBO’s map) by next week (week of 11 Feb.). Jamie will share it with this work group.
Next meetings:  May 2, August 1 

Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items
Introductions  / Agenda review and finalization (9:30)
James Lee opened the meeting and introduced members. Lunch was shortened to 30 minutes. 
Avian Monitoring Update (Jamie Stephens and Sarah Rockwell) (9:35)
TRRP Bird Monitoring Update Products 2013 PPT. KBO bird monitoring for 2 years had two immediate objectives: to adopt and assess the previous plan, and adapt the study design as needed. The first task was to summarize data that Redwood Sciences Lab had been collecting, so as to focus on data types and objectives that had not been addressed. 
Bird Monitoring on the Trinity River 2012 Summary Report. New methodologies were added to answer specific adaptive management questions. Summary report will be presented in the near future. New table that helps consider different methodologies, point counts, spot mapping, nest searching, float surveys, vegetation surveys.
James asked if there are any plans for mist netting in future. Jamie said there are not. James asked whether relevé surveys overlap with annual riparian vegetation monitoring vegetation surveys and periodic mapping? Jamie said it is a different methodology, using a 50 m radius around point count stations, which allows them to relate bird data directly to vegetation data, so therefore it is necessary. They also use John Bair’s data, so they are complementary, not overlapping, and meet different needs.
James said if they are complementary the relevé surveys could be added as an appendix or the data presented in such a way that someone else could do that analysis.
Brad said there is a standard relevé code for California (procedure), and it might be useful to use that methodology; it is for vegetation, so it gives you cover types. Brad said he will locate the resource and send it to Jamie, and she will do likewise for her methodology and cc the workgroup. James suggested it could be added to the appendix as a summary, or in some other format so that it could be used for other riparian work as well – either as an appendix to the report or a standalone. [reviewer’s note: the CNPS relevé protocol can be accessed at http://www.cnps.org/cnps/vegetation/pdf/cnps_releve_protocol_20070823.pdf ] 
Jamie gave a brief overview of the results of some of the new methodologies of 2012. Spot mapping and territories are new additions, including territory mapping for five riparian species. The results aligned with expectations for data. Nest monitoring was a pilot project to assess whether the sample size needed could be generated. That went as expected, except for the Black-headed Grosbeak. The take home is they think they will have adequate sample sizes by post-field season 2015 to answer pertinent questions, except for black headed grosbeak. There were two exceptions – they did not map territories for the tree swallow; they were not able to map actual breeding territories. Spotted Sandpiper is not a focal species but is of interest and nests were easy to find, so seven nests were monitored incidentally since they were so easy to find. Melissa arrived around 10:00.
Jamie said they think they should implement the same study design for the next few years. Jamie showed a map of the sites they chose as reference sites showing the three reference sites they selected. Brandt noted that the sites are a work in progress. James said you are mainly talking about Indian Creek. Brandt said it would be good to hear how we can make them better. John said Sheridan Creek could be built in 2014, so it stands out. 
Jamie said the only three that are reference sites are Sheridan Creek (Ref 1 on KBO’s map);  Ref 2,  John said is Chapman Ranch, though KBO thought it was called Evans Bar/Soldiers Creek. Ref 3 is Limekiln Gulch. 
Item: It was decided that KBO’s Ref 2 site is in error and they need to make sure DJ gets this information by next week.
They ask that those three reference sites not be treated until after August of 2015 as part of their study design. John asked if they have a contingency plan if the sites are built in. Jamie said yes, but it would be preferable if they were not.
Products
Associations with riparian habitat constructed floodplain cover for five riparian bird species. 
Presented last summer, final report complete. 
Bird abundance and productivity indices from mist netting
In review. This report looks at the historic data Redwood Sciences Lab collected, makes use of that data and makes some inferences at the Hocker Flat restoration site. Ernie said the report reviewed last year for KBO had many different reviewers, but now James is facilitating internal review, and we still have external, so we will not be putting the same burden on authors. James talked about his plan for the review. He said he did not want to discourage the workgroup from reviewing, as there were fewer reviews on this one than on previous ones. James said he would like to encourage everyone to review. Ernie said that the way you did it is the way we will do it now. External input is nice but the workgroup leads will facilitate that. Further discussion of the review process ensued. 
Associations of five riverine bird species with fish metrics
In review. Ernie said this one has already had some internal review, our sense it is still in draft and we want you to benefit from internal review first. 
Bird Monitoring as an Aid to Riparian Restoration: A DST Demonstrating Findings from the Trinity River California
In addition to reports and publications, this is a format that is easily digestible and summarizes a number of findings from reports. This one summarizes key findings of RSL 2005 and 2010, and the two reports above, as well as broader literature and focal species. One copy was shared with the workgroup.  Brandt asked about its relevance to management decisions. Jamie said this DST summarizes bird monitoring to date on the Trinity rather than answering a specific management question. The refined study design will help answer more specific adaptive management questions. Jamie said they are working toward that now. Brandt encouraged the approach of tying research to management. Jamie said that is what they are working to do and that the best way toward that is through dialog.
Associations of five riverine bird species with fish metrics
This report identifies something that had not been done with the existing data. The goal was to cross-pollinate with existing data of the Program. The idea is to use riverine species as potential ecological indicators (same as riparian species). Jamie presented field methodology and data that went into the study. They looked at the association of bird abundance with temporal and spatial fish metrics such as juvenile Chinook salmon outmigration, redd density, carrying capacity model for juvenile Chinook salmon, and distance to hatchery.
Of five most common species encountered, Belted Kingfisher, Common Merganser, and Green Heron eat entirely or primarily fish (piscivorous). The American Dipper and Spotted Sandpiper predominantly eat invertebrates. Two analyses were done – the relationship between annual abundance of fish-eating birds with Chinook salmon outmigration, and the relationship between spatial distribution of riverine birds and fish parameters. Jamie said they will include models with strong support and also those with less.
First, the relationship between annual abundance of fish-eating (piscivorous) birds and Chinook salmon outmigration. Only a single weak relationship (Belted Kingfisher) was found, and no strong relationships. Relationship between spatial distribution of riverine birds and fish parameters. Distance to hatchery had strong support for the American Dipper, Belted Kingfisher and spotted sandpiper, some support for all species.
For the second fish metric, juvenile Chinook carrying capacity, the model showed strong support for the American Dipper and Green Heron, some support for Common Merganser. Jamie said the American Dipper was a bit more complicated. The same habitat for invertebrates is good for juvenile salmon since it is their prey source. Take home is we need to be looking at relationships of these birds with fish as well as other habitat variables. Because riverine birds use the system very differently throughout the cycle, the data was used differently. 
Brandt asked if there were more fish in the high carrying capacity areas. Jamie said the identification of an area as being of high carrying capacity suggests that there are more fish. Brandt asked if it was validated. John asked if you would find a lot of birds in an area where fish were eating their invertebrate prey. Jamie said it was expected that invertebrates would be the link between fish and birds, but that they would look into this more deeply in the future. Redd density came out with some support for American Dipper and Spotted Sandpiper.
Summary of findings: Piscivorous species showed positive association with areas likely to have abundant juvenile fish. Species that eat invertebrates showed no or a negative association with areas likely to have abundant juvenile fish. Caveats – fish variables were moderately correlated; spatially explicit juvenile fish data will be informative, but consideration of habitat conditions is needed. Jamie mentioned that KBO has need for housing, especially for April to May, for 6 people.
Discussion: James said Spotted Sandpipers are important because they like to nest on bars, and are sensitive to flow and eat benthic macroinvertebrates, so it would be good to look at what data there is and what questions could be answered with it. Andrew asked what their nesting period is. Does it coordinate with higher flows? James said they have the ability to re-nest in case of flood. Andrew said it would be good to look at lowered as well as not-lowered floodplain bars. Lowering floodplains makes sense from a riparian standpoint, but the SAB said it is costly; from a fish standpoint it is not a clear benefit, but riparian sees it as a benefit since it increases habitat. So it would be good to see where they are nesting, and if our actions are affecting them incidentally after high flows (unlike Song Sparrow nests). 
Jamie said they nest April to July, and that she did not hear anything about that. Brandt suggested that the HEC-RAS estimates are available so they could calculate how high the flows will be. John said he thought that might be overselling it. He talked about his methods. He said the HEC modeling is weak at non-current construction sites where they are trying to estimate flows within the ROD flows. It is not a river-wide model. It is important data and a model they can adjust, but it is not easy to hand to someone and just say “this is how it works.” Brandt said this year Trinity County is coming out with 100-year flood lines for insurance purposes. This has not been done since 1976 and it is said to be accurate to within 6 inches. He said that may be a tool you can use.
Andrew asked, should Spotted Sandpiper be added as a focal species? James said they are one of the five most abundant riverine species. The five focal species are more terrestrial than riverine-oriented. Can there be more emphasis on them in the reports? We ought to generate some hypotheses that are specific to Spotted Sandpipers and put them in the reports. John said it would be good to attach the focal species to the landscape they represent. It would be good to tie in expectations with management actions, and how the elements of the landscape those species are using relate back to management actions. Hypotheses for a bird might link back to the physical element they are trying to manage. 
Jamie discussed the options. Because of their overlap in the systems, they are being monitored by every methodology. It seems like there is probably a strong data set behind them. Before generating hypotheses, she suggested first comparing their relative abundance between different survey methodologies and finding which of those methods is best for monitoring them and then developing hypotheses at that scale, probably by the point counts.
James said we need to articulate the linkages between Spotted Sandpipers and management actions and features that we are trying to promote and other riverine species; we also need to review the data to see at what scale we can apply it, then generate some hypotheses.
Action Item: There will be a follow up call in the next month Jamie, James, and John. After the meeting James will send out a doodle poll. The goal is to articulate the linkages between Spotted Sandpipers and management actions and features that we are trying to promote and other riverine species; review the data to see at what scale it can be applied, generate hypotheses
Monitoring Willow Fly Catchers was also mentioned. This discussion will be followed up with information sharing. Brandt will get reports and make them available, for example, for Willow Flycatcher, pre-construction breeding bird surveys. Jamie said they would love to get more involved with those other groups and asked what KBO could do to better represent the Program with those groups; if they have feedback about how KBO can better meet their needs. 
Andrew said the new report is good at making a linkage between fish and wildlife. The SAB did not say much about wildlife. John asked about references above the dam. He asked what are we comparing our numbers to ultimately in terms of targets, and similar river systems within the system and what they look like. Jamie said in the DST it compares trend data to regional trends using the breeding birds survey, a national survey started in the 60s. 
BREAK 10 min.
 USGS Herpetological Studies (Melissa Snover) (10:55)
Herpetological Monitoring and Assessment on the Trinity River: A review of the TRRP hypotheses and relevant literature. Melissa introduced herself and her project. She passed out flyers from ARMI on the state of amphibians in the United States and one on occupancy modeling that will be relevant to the work they will do here on the river. She gave an overview of her presentation. She said they are spring boarding off of the hypotheses in the TRRP documents. 
 Western Pond Turtle
For the Western Pond Turtle she invited an open discussion. They have two hypotheses regarding reduced growth – cooler water temperatures or scarce food resources. Something associated with the mainstem Trinity is affecting the growth of western pond turtles.  The mean length of adults was lower since implementing higher summer baseflows (colder water).  There is evidence of smaller carapace lengths in the mainstem Trinity River compared to South Fork. She explained the growth curves used in the presentation, and items specific to the Trinity River. The Trinity River turtle is one of fastest growing western pond turtles in the region. The 2000’s saw a drop in growth rates, although there is still a fair range. 
Andrew asked about differentiating between ponds and mainstem turtles. Brandt said a previous researcher (Leah Sloan) found that turtles from the mainstem were smaller, and she also found very few juveniles or subadults. Melissa said they are identified based on where they are caught and could be using both habitats.
John said the early 90’s population  was exposed to about 300 cfs flow; there was a change from 1993 to 2000. In 1993, summer base flow changed from 300 to 450 cfs. It was a big difference in temperature. Age to reproductive size seems to have almost doubled with that shift.
Melissa said that a suite of growth rates was seen in the area – data for smaller turtles was used to model older ones. Juvenile growth rates are based on the first 8 years. In the 90’s the rate was 10.3 mm per year, which dropped to 5.18 mm per year by the 2000s. This was for reaches 10 and 11. Leah Sloan found 8.43 mm per year, something in the middle for pond populations. This is a fairly large range of growth rates. We don’t know if they are using both habitats, or if the low growth rate is specific to just this stretch of the river or not. Age at maturation is delayed by lower water temperatures. They followed Germano et al; the earliest age and size at which they could differentiate a male from a female is used in Germano et al as a proxy for age at first reproduction. There is support for that hypothesis. They are finding slow growing, later maturing turtles, at least on that stretch.
Andrew asked about the temperature difference pre- and post- flow change, 300 cfs versus 450 cfs. To link how much the temperature drop ties into why the growth rates changed so much. John said regarding temperature data, these organisms may respond to a thermal fringe, but where we put our gauges may not be the best for gauging thermal fringe; however, that the data may be available. Pear Tree Gulch would be the best place. Jamie asked if data were collected in a handful of years. Melissa said yes; there has been other data collected and other work done.
Hypothesis 3: smaller body size equated to lower fecundity. Figure from Germano 2010. There is an increasing trend, BUT, other considerations. For European pond turtles, Zuffi found a correlation between volume of turtle and clutch size as opposed to just carapace length. In terms of the Trinity mainstem, the turtle is very wide as compared with long, as opposed to a South Fork turtle that is longer than it is wide. What does that mean? How important is carapace width and depth to the Western Pond Turtle?  The mainstem turtles are still smaller but not as much, so maybe there has not been as dramatic a decline in fecundity as was previously thought.
Melissa said these are the kinds of tradeoffs they think about in terms of whether or not the population is viable. Turtles with smaller surface to volume ratio take longer to heat up, longer to cool off so turtles in cold water could be trading fecundity to get higher growth rates. The question is, given all these tradeoffs, is the population still viable, with somewhat reduced fecundity but not as dramatic as they had thought. Andrew asked if South Fork is a fair comparison. Another area may have been a better indicator of pre-dam conditions. John said he thought South Fork was good based on drainage area and slope. John made some suggestions. The question was put forth, what can be constructed for Western Pond Turtles?  Leah had a summary of what she thought could be done. Her comments were that this is difficult to observe and document. There is a management report on ODP: Sloan, Management Implications.
James asked about the Western Pond Turtle life cycle diagram, if they would be quantifying the feedbacks and distributions. Melissa said yes, they would build suites of models with these distributions of information parameters. She said she is thinking matrix models, with each of these rates as you draw the parameters from a distribution that you will be collecting for augmenting. She said there is decent data on a lot of this but that they will still have to collect some, and to analyze it in order to see how important certainty past a certain level was for a given parameter. For some, a huge range will not change the outcome of a model. They are just starting to look at what this means in terms of these models. James asked about the probability of transitioning and if it includes the survival rates. Melissa said they are always between zero and one. There are techniques to fill in the blanks. Brandt asked about elasticity. Melissa explained the value; it is showing that adult survival rate explains 60-85 % of the population growth rate. If there are many adults, there is a high survival rate. If you have high elasticity it is similar to a sensitivity analysis. 
Foothill Yellow Legged Frog (FYLF)
Melissa said there are five hypotheses. These are more straightforward in terms of links and habitat decisions. Hypotheses regarding FYLF fecundity and egg mass survival. There are huge impacts due to flow. Lind 1996 took pre- and post- flow breeding censuses. Post-flow, egg masses were all wiped out, but a few new egg masses were created after that time. If down ramping rates are too rapid there is an impact. There are many mechanistic links between decision for flow and its potential impact on egg masses for that year. Hydrographs for the Eel River show that they start so lay during the downslope of a pulse in a more natural functioning river.
Melissa said it is a matter of how to take this information up to management level decisions TRRP needs to make. Since fish are the primary concern the question is how often do you need to protect the egg masses of frogs in order to sustain the population since , as stated in Hypothesis 4,  the relationship between egg laying and growth rates is pretty complicated. At 12 degrees C you see egg laying initiation. Douglas City gauge ranges from 9 to 14 degrees C; it overlaps but is colder. Is this temperature too low? Will they not use the habitat if it is too low, i.e., is 12 degrees C a critical temperature?
James clarified they do not have information on the minimal temperature for egg laying. John said McBain and Trush worked on rivers in the Sierra and FYLF, and created a model that looked at the timing of egg laying relative to river temperatures and river stage in two parts, egg to tadpole and tadpole to metamorph. He said they are comfortable with the first model (egg to tadpole). John described the model. He said Dr. Sarah Yarnell has a lot of synthetic information. John said the model could be shared. James said it could be a lab experiment. Melissa said the question then is how important is the information. James said on regulated rivers most dam operators have FYLF responsibility, so it would be beneficial to this region.
Melissa continued that temperature effects on tadpole size are variable. She showed a comparison with wood frogs. Egg incubation did not matter, but larvae incubated at warm temperature were smaller. Cold eggs had longer body length and greater body depth. Cold eggs had faster swimming speeds. Varying larval temperatures makes it more complicated; fastest swimming relates to moderate temperatures. When you put it all together there are all these interacting effects. In terms of increasing temperature, the question is will it increase growth rates of tadpoles? This is not clear as there are all these interacting effects. Frogs could be using all these habitats because it produces varying fitness in their offspring, so it is bet-hedging. It is not clear if there is a benefit because the Trinity is so cold. They are not sure how this will be incorporated, maybe to address that hypothesis.
Melissa showed figures from a spadefoot toad tadpole study; smaller-bodied tadpoles have to be fast to escape predation, but for larger ones it does not matter as much. This looked at the relationship of different morphometrics on tadpoles. Melissa said for Hypothesis 6, removal of riparian vegetation: Egg masses are found within gravel or cobble, so there is support for this hypothesis. Andrew asked what area was being looked at, maybe not South Fork but tributariess to the mainstem.
John said there is a different response in the South Fork relative to the mainstem, and a contrast between those systems. Looking at tributaries is sound relative to the mainstem, but in a regional banner year if we still only get ones and twos it tells you something. We may not want to emulate the South Fork on the mainstem, but if the system was not broken, what would it look like and what would it produce, could we get a residual here and at least maintain what we have. Brandt asked what can we do here and where can we do it? We are implementing channel rehabilitation, how can we do that to create habitat for FYLF?  It seems there are populations of FYLF in the tributaries, and they will move between the sites, so how can we enhance or maintain those populations? We need to facilitate movement between these populations. John said do we need to give them better cues to stay put and not waste energy on the mainstem if they will not succeed. Is there more available habitat for that organism than there is now? Linking process to outcome to success, but without addressing the source-to-sink issue. 
Melissa said in terms of a population production model they are thinking along the same lines as with the turtles. She presented a life cycle diagram. A question is how to relate the hydrograph into survival rates. Conceptual Diagram of Modeling Approach; they are still working on where to feed in the hydrograph. They are thinking of it as a patch meta-population model structure. Each patch will have this model structure going on inside of it. Total habitat will be impacted by positive- negative channel rehabilitation efforts. We are mentally including all of the tributaries in this as one habitat for breeding, not necessarily adults. Occupied and unoccupied dispersal rate. Melissa said she thinks this can in annual decisions on flow in terms of what is going on with the frogs, and can we anticipate a loss in occupied habitat. Management decisions and actions in terms of control over flow and channel rehabilitation: In terms of means and fundamental objectives –habitat was presented as a means objective. Why to provide more habitat is a fundamental objective.
Down the road, the goal is a long-term monitoring strategy to keep an eye on this density and monitor it over time. The model structure is a DSS (Decision Support System) that can be used in management decisions and actions. Management implications: A key metric is post-flow egg masses that remain intact. Low temperature impacts are still difficult to understand. In terms of providing a DSS tool, there is a nice fit to a tool, to understand the trade-offs with other organisms of concern when fish are the main priority
John asked if cues for when FYLF lay eggs are well understood – are they thermal cues, for example or is it calendar based? Timing has come into the flow schedule in the past. I think of it in terms of degree days so we can get at timing issues a little bit better. Thermal cue seems really important but is it needed if it is expensive to get at? Melissa said there is information on other systems, it would be interesting to understand cues on the mainstem Trinity since it is such a different system. Ernie asked if this could be shared with Jim Peterson to plug into the DSS appendix. He asked how would you like to interact with flow scheduling over this year, that is going to ramp up, think about how we can evaluate tradeoffs, even at this stage.
Brandt asked about getting a copy of the presentation. It will be included in the fiscal year report. Melissa said it is OK for internal use but not OK to put it up on the website until she checks with Mike. Andrew asked John if there has been much thought on frogs in his work. John said more than any other animal beyond fish. It is named by species in the flow evaluation study. They are poster children for the alluvial process and so many groups use them. Similar habitat meant similar objectives.
12:10 lunch (30 minutes)
Private Land Revegetation (12:45)
James said this was brought up at the last meeting. The question is how to help guide revegetation on private lands. Brandt and James wrote it up. Brandt said this covers work on channel rehabilitation sites since 2005. Many projects have a substantial amount of private land. We try to revegetate areas where we do construction and remove vegetation. Indian Creek Bank Naturalization Project landowners wanted us to implement something that was promised to them back in the day. It brought up the idea of work on private lands and how to follow it up. Sometimes the best place to do revegetation is on private land. James suggested a short white paper; this gets to the issue. He handed out “Benefits and risks associated with revegetation on private land”. Brandt said lot has to do with size and location of parcel, as well as owner. This is a good starting point. The objective is to come up with a recommendation from the workgroup on how we might move forward. It gets into things that are not scientific, i.e. there are political ramifications, so we will need guidance. In summary, we need to look at site-specific ideas, see how they fit in, try to have this as a background and edit it as the group sees fit. A subgroup could look into it and where it fits into the revegetation strategy. 
John said a colleague suggested securing a guarantee for insuring the perpetuity of mitigation. Is all planting considered mitigation, yes or no, and if not, then consider the types of agreement with the landowner. James said we should be planning primarily for ecological reasons, and then look at our mitigation requirement. They may not always overlap, so we may not always claim mitigation for what we plant. John said there may be other ways to meet mitigation. We have so far treated vegetation as doing both. Separating ecological and mitigation is helpful. There is a budget threshold for how much we will help a landowner with improvement that is not mitigation, with no guarantees or assurances, but if there is a large investment then we need a guarantee that it will still be there in 10 years. If a decision tree point is whether or not it is mitigation, then there is probably a cost threshold as well. Some of the “shoulds” may turn into “wills”. We may have to do one or the other at a particular site. 
Jamie asked if a decision tree is the next step. James said good question; the State has one for determining the appropriateness of mitigation on public lands that could be adapted to our situation. The State prefers mitigation on private land because there can be guarantees, taking it from an uncertain state to a more beneficial state for conservation. Brad brought up the example of tortoises and BLM land being developed for solar. It is very difficult to legally protect those lands in perpetuity. Part of the impetus for the policy is that traditionally, private land is great because it can be taken out of the development pool and given a title or easement, and then when there is habitat enhancement we know it is protected. So that is ideal. We have a statement that addresses the public land question; there is a decision tree that we could adapt to our needs. Looking at small projects on private land is a good idea. Bigger parcels could be looked at from a risk standpoint, then look at mitigation and guarantees with the landowner. Jamie said she thinks it is a good framework. She talked about work they are doing on a project in Oregon. Identifying risks that are “deal breakers” up-front to remove subjectivity. James said he will send out DFW’s decision tree (statewide Public Lands mitigation Policy) after the meeting to the members of the group. 
James asked what protection is already in place for floodplain vegetation.  Brad said not much, a conservation easement is ideal and the best option. A discussion of the process of obtaining one ensued, along with enticements for landowners. Brad said the land trusts have brochures that extol the tax benefits to landowners who want to participate. James said he would be interested in seeing one we can have in our library for reference. Brandt asked if Brad could share the boiler plate language for it. Brad said yes. Brandt said could we use this to develop a way to move forward with revegetation on private lands. To date the Program has been a bit behind in terms of getting things together for the future. We need site specific examples. We need to start now for later projects because things move so quickly. Ernie said the design team is supposed to lay out the remainder of the projects in the coming months. He asked if this workgroup might develop a draft decision tree and lay out what they think the policy questions are. James said this straddles the fence between technical and policy issues and need to keep TMC and TAMWG in the loop.
John said that planting an area, putting a fence around it and calling it mitigation is the best way to preserve and protect an area in a legal/compliance sense. In order to get the assurance of meeting the mitigation requirement, you have to make compromises between what is natural or of the most ecological benefit, and what can be guaranteed to meet the mitigation requirement. Our ideal situation would be to get as much vegetation as we can for all of the projects we create, but still have it acknowledged as mitigation. Artificial mitigation areas should be near actual riparian areas. DWR and BLM have expressed interest. Andrew said he agrees with John. Brandt agrees. He said the recommendation would be that the Program goes and designates a mitigation site, it would then be written up and the workgroup would look at it, then try to get the ecological benefit out of it.
James asked how much revegetation would we do at channel rehab sites do if we did advanced mitigation. John said we would be planting for ecological purpose and mitigation secondary, but the need for survival would be reduced because we would less have to fill mitigation needs and more primarily fill ecological needs, which are more applicable and less stringent. Survival would not be such a problem. That is an easy solution. Brandt said Wheel Gulch is a good example –the landowner does not like arroyo willows so asked that we don’t plant them – the point being that you need to deal with landowners in order to move forward. This separates the mitigation to make sure that happens, so you have flexibility. Andrew said there may be limited benefits because landowners might object. Brandt said there is a lot of value to doing work at Poker Bar but it would not be as valuable for the fish as it would be if nobody lived there. Each site has its own considerations. The sites to be done are often in the middle of a bunch of homes. 
James asked for comments right now that could be incorporated by the beginning of March. Ernie said he would sit down with Brian Person and see how he feels about having this on the agenda. Brandt said we need guidelines that are different than the example. Brad said we came up with a policy and had it signed by the director.
Action Item: by March 1 - develop a draft decision tree and lay out what policy questions to present to the TMC in April. Comments should be received by the beginning of March; they will be incorporated by early to mid-March. Wording will come from the following documents (James will send these to the workgroup):
 - Statewide Public Lands Mitigation Policy (Fish and Wildlife)
 - Conservation Easement Template (Fish and Wildlife)
 - Overview of Conservation Easements (available from any land trust) 
Revegetation Compliance Strategy
Andrew asked for a brief overview and why this needs to be updated since some of the approaches are changing. Brandt gave a brief overview of changes in policy. 50% of the impact area was designated as having to be planted, the other 50% allowed to come back naturally. It has proved difficult to determine the difference a few years down the line and survivorship has been an issue, so now instead we want to move forward and say we will monitor the vegetation we planted, make it last for 70% surviving in three years, and go back to counting stems to report 70% survival of what was planted. Then it will move to an aerial view of area , 1-1 replacement of impacted area at a minimum. John will do that via photos and visiting. Andrew said if it is not 70% in three years, there will be a contingency plan, replanting, then monitoring for another three years. This was out of concern over low survivorship. This year there has been more irrigation and different planting strategy. Sustainability is now an issue – more floodplain lowering and other actions to create long term viability. Stem counting something may look great for 50 years then disappear. John said the approach we are taking by identifying areas as mitigation avoids the discussion of function. We will be restoring function but it does not necessarily equate to vegetation area. The survival metric of 70% is not the final criteria. Jamie asked if the 70% survived would it in theory be the 1-1? John explained.
Brad said comments on his document should link back to the EIR (Environmental Impact Report) to make sure actions are performance standards rather than part of the project decision. He said he would be happy to work with the workgroup to tighten that up. Brandt said he wants that, since the water quality control group wants to know if we are meeting our mitigation requirements. Andrew said that will give Dean exactly what he needs, he can go through monitoring reports quickly and see and say that eh Project is doing it. Brandt said this relates to the revegetation report circulated by North Wind. The will separate it into two reports, a regulatory one based on the new strategy that answers regulatory requirements, and an initial version. Andrew said regulators want thin, quick documents that they can review quickly so this will provide them with that. Brad said the value of doing this now is that maybe some of us will still be around but it should be something anyone can understand that will eliminate potential disagreements in the future.
Brad asked James to send him the document. Origin of that as a requirement how it fits into the EIR and what approvals would be needed for the document now, and to make it clear that this is the document that supercedes everything so that lead agencies approve it, so that there is no question when it comes time to sign it. Something needs to be done to memorialize it as THE document.
Path forward – Collaborative (between TRRP and DFW); include record of approval; background tying to EIR; performance standards.

Dates:
Goal have final draft complete by March 1
TRRP things before that [John can meet that]
After February 15 Brad has time to restructure [Performance standards] 
Question from Jamie – how do birds fit in? John Bair response – definitely related – wildlife monitoring section included; no details [triggers] are included but could be included later
Sherri Miller’s original language
NW report can be structured to be capstone for monitoring to date.

2:00 PM riparian pitas from James – shooting for ½ hour
PITA overview for newcomers
There are 5 riparian PITAs – dealing with first 2
Handout:	Qualitative targets (one starting in ‘It is undesirable…” )
James solicits input on 2 handouts – either today or over the coming weeks
Tools – Cal forest practice rules; CRAM; HGM; Targets; BOR
CFPR – well documented; defensible
CFPR overview – Trinity class 1 unconfined
On gaps slides - JB opinion – Watercourse transition line = 1.67 year recurrence interval flood
Points out practical limitations of applying this standard given site access and costs limits – sky ranch rehab site – would have to set system on trajectory (compromise; example of reveg during past 15 years - back of envelope calculation $50,000 / acre)
Trinity River above Trinity Lake – example of how the lower river could look – gravel areas maintained by floods – doesn’t fit model real well
CFRP provides general idea (framework) of what rip could look like but isn’t detailed; then use functional approach
HGM – CRAM is comparable but more general (see table 2 handout) – functions / variables
FPR – used on smaller water bodies (comment from Andrew); some functions would be different – other would be different. Upper river site wouldn’t follow FPR std.
JB – provides framework for developing targets by reach
 
Next steps: 
· Take a look at qualitative targets – in next week will be incorporated into draft
· Review draft whitepaper – by end of next week - 
· Become familiar with HGM, EFM and RHEM
Eric Peterson joins at 2PM
230 pm brad and Andrew leave
Heightt above river analysis  – 2:35 – riparian veg needs water; depth to gw a strong driven for veg patterns; here critical time is late summer when its dry and plans are gw dependant; null model - gw is assumed to be consistent with WSE of river (ignores springs; decrease as you move away); dem of river; gis procedure to determine elevation above channel; produce ht above channel; cumulative freq curves – 2 blobs of lines (upland and riparian distinct)

H.A.R. – analysis – want to include it as an appendix to the draft with paper – maybe not; John and James need to think about schedule; originally meant to help RIG for designing e.g. a lowered floodplain [maybe end of feb]
Repeat when have updated (2011 Lidar; updated veg map); maybe Daryl Van Dyke can help?

3PM restoration database Peterson
Eric has a short document describing need and purpose of database (4 goals bulleted); focus on 2-d aspect but there is a 3-d aspect; just approaching prototype and Denver (TSC) has no role; documents what was done on the river (physical restoration not flows); can link to decision support system; really more than a database – its an organized data assemblage; who, what when where why of construction; level 1 setting; level 2 site; level 3 feature; then landscape, planning, reference and response
Comment:	Add grts and 200m grid
Eric asks for suggestions – will be a work in progress for a while 

315PM Flow exercise
Eric showed feb 25 agenda; reviews calendar; template; what has been learned since flow study?

345 Reporting requirements- TRRP data management and utility plan (on ODP)—metric units, include appendix with conversion, 1-2 page abstract, must include title and date, other details in data management plan.
JB asked when to use metric and when to use imperial units, given that engineering data uses imperial

350 Phase 1 Review
· "Red flag" technical comments on the five preliminary Phase 1 Review Appendices and the presentations from the Science Symposium were provided to the SAB on February 1.
· Four partner agencies provided consolidated input for their group
· Three individuals provided comments
· Presentations from January 8 symposium posted on ODP
· SAB will develop preliminary draft report based on input
· Schedule under development
· Month for formal partner review
· Decision support system
· TMC motion – staff to develop three DSS implementation scenarios for Trinity Management Council consideration. Scenarios will specify steps to be taken, timeline, specific Program partner or expertise involvement, and estimated cost by component for activities where current TRRP funded expertise is not available.

355 2014 Work Plan Process
Need to develop a plan for the TMC’s consideration in late June
All WGs - develop FY14 prioritized lists to be discussed by IDT in March timeframe
Study plans to be developed in April / May timeframe;
Workplan review in June timeframe
Proposal to TMC in late June
WGs to consider: (1) SAB input from the Phase 1 review (2) panel input from FY13 workplan review in developing recommendations for FY14 (3) IAP assessments and (4) past workgroup efforts.

Next meetings:
May 2; August 1 









	Wildlife/Riparian Work Group 
Meeting Agenda
	February 7, 2013

	
	9:30 AM – 4:00 PM

	
	In-Person and 
Webex Online Meeting 
Host: TRRP Office, Weaverville, Ca.

	Coordinator:
	James Lee 
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	
Input discussion on Herpetological and Avian studies
In-depth discussion of riparian PITAs 1 & 2. 

	WebEx Info:
	          See below

	Please bring:
	   Your can-do attitude, and any documents you would like to share with the group. 




	Agenda Items



	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	 9:30
	Introductions  / Agenda review and finalization
	Lee

	 9:35
	Avian Monitoring Update
	Stephens

	10:55
	USGS Herpetological Studies
	Snover

	12:15 – 12:45
	Lunch
	

	12:45
	Private Land Revegetation
	Gutermuth

	1:30
	PITA 1 & 2- Desired Future Conditions and Encroachment Risk
	Lee/Bair

	2:00
	Riparian PITAs
	Lee

	2:45	
	2013 Flow Exercise
	TBD

	3:00
	River Restoration Database
	Peterson

	3:15	
	2013 Flow Exercise
	TBD

	3:45
	9.   Work group topics – Reporting and reviewing conventions 
	Group

	3:50
	Phase I Review
	Clarke

	3:55
	2013 Work Plan Process
	Clarke/Lee
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