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Meeting Summary
WILDLIFE/RIPARIAN WORKGROUP 
Thursday, May 2, 2013
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
Thursday, May2, 2013; 9:30 AM 
Participants
Core members: Andrew Jensen, coordinator, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (late), James Lee (Hoopa Valley Tribe), John Bair (Hoopa Valley Tribe/McBain and Trush) (by phone), Robin Schrock, Eric Peterson and Brandt Gutermuth, Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP) 
Mike Palermo (Yurok Tribe)
Other participants: Sarah Rockwell KBO, Melissa Snover (USGS) (by phone), Jamie Stephens (KBO) 
Note taker: Jeanne McSloy (TRRP).
Action Items/Items derived during the Meeting
There were no action items derived during this meeting. 
Next meetings:  August 1 

Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items
Introductions  / Agenda review and finalization / Review Action Items (9:30)
James Lee opened the meeting and introduced members. Action Items from last meeting were reviewed. Spotted sandpiper monitoring for nests on bars has been discussed, looking at the same bars Giyoung Ock observed. The proposal is for a pilot study by KBO which will dovetail into existing monitoring. Draft decision tree: private lands, revegetation; this issue has waned in relevancy based on the decision not to move forward with Indian Creek. It has not been picked back up. Schrock: TMC said not to move forward with it. Fish and Wildlife service are looking into using the design that was created. This is a separate project. This is a policy question that would establish policy for the future, so it would not just refer to one site. Avian Monitoring reference site has been resolved as Rush Creek delta; the confluence has areas that are similar to the reference site it is replacing. Jamie Stephens: Limekiln Gulch is slated for restoration in 2015; it will continue to be used for a reference site until restoration activities start, and in addition a new reference site will be picked up this year that will continue through the duration. The site will be at Lower Rush Creek.

John Bair Revegetation Design for Lorenz Gulch (Webex)
John Bair presented Lorenz Gulch 100% Revegetation Design 2 via Webex. The Lorenz Gulch site has several components, a medial bar feature similar to Wheel Gulch and reopening a side channel built in the 1980s. John described the various aspects of the design. The original design was compared with the current design. He described the changes that were made from the original design including incorporating fines into the design and riparian cluster species composition. The biggest change is around the approach to the uplands. Upper Junction City used clusters. A 1944 photo sent by James was referenced in terms of how the clusters relate to an ideal situation. This photo was digitized and analyzed. The result: not many trees per acre at the final mature density, 100-150 years. Scaling mature density down to something you might plant and target densities at the end condition. Another change: they wanted to construct brush piles with cut trees from wood structure construction. The question is how to create a structure with enough space for wildlife. A mixed conifer open forest planting opportunity and more seasonal wetlands were added on second look. John then presented the downstream Lorenz Gulch design. They are expecting better mammal use of a currently open area and increased riparian. John summarized the evolution of the design: changes include addition of upland plantings, increased riparian, added brush piles, and anticipated irrigation with three years of maintenance.
Robin Schrock asked about wetland construction. John said as they pull roads and close up the site, they will be able to sketch out shallow seasonal wetlands. Brandt concurred. Robin asked about the uplands, why haven’t those areas colonized over times. James Lee answered: barren areas not subjected to a lot of scour have been static and slow to recover. Non-native grassland is a potential barrier to succession. Non-native grasses compete with native plants. Also there is a lot of herbivory, especially at Lorenz Gulch. 
Robin asked if they have not colonized there before what is the chance of success. Eric Peterson answered that establishment is the key, since after three years the root system will be established. Annual grasses make the environment even harsher. Robin pointed out that this is a big investment that takes from other program resources, so the rationale for expanding beyond what we have been doing before must be explained clearly. John said the big changer will be expanded wetlands. The side channel should help facilitate groundwater recharge.
Brandt added the conditions are harsh partly because of historical use (mining). We have gotten good at looking for better materials for growing and picking better soil, and with the wetness from the side channel it should have more chance of success. This will have the added benefit of creating more riparian bird habitat. KBO added points about the importance of connectivity, creating a habitable space between the shores of the mainstem and the side channels. Of the five focal riparian bird species, Black-headed grosbeak will benefit from the upland plantings the most. Discussion of the construction and reveg schedule for this year followed. 
Bair explained that Lorenz Gulch riparian pods do not have conifers in them. Willow, cottonwood, alder, are not intermixed with upland conifers and hardwoods. Question: do we plant conifers in the riparian pods, and what are the costs and benefits? Andrew added the department has some concerns since it is not a natural occurrence. It makes sense to put them in some areas but not in every pod. Eric P. added that they could be added as temporary roads are decommissioned so there would be small pockets of conifers rather than a broad distribution. It was observed that conifers will come in on their own. James Lee summarized that it is fine to include conifers in riparian pods but not every one and not at densities that could lead to the replacement of riparian species by conifers over time. Jamie Stephens added the main motivation for this is instream wood recruitment, despite the risk of the conifers overshading riparian. The wood recruitment is the greater benefit of bringing conifers closer to the stream.  James added a consideration might be if there is a seed source present versus if there is not, this might be an indication for augmenting conifer plantings, or if there are patches that are on their way out that do not appear to be self sustaining, since if there is not a native seed source then blackberry will take over. Robin pointed out that seeds are also transferred by water at high flow, so the judicious area to plant would be the upper part of the riparian zone rather than right on the bank.
2013 Flow Schedule (Eric Peterson)
Initial suggestions were for high peak, short time, a peak flow of 7500 cfs for two days in order to get more geomorphic work out of the dry year water allotment due to a significant amount of sediment coming from tributaries as the result of a storm in December. However, due to the number of returning adult salmon last year and their anticipated offspring, this was considered a priority, so in order to benefit those juveniles, a 2000 cfs bench was done before the peak in order to give more habitat availability and disperse the young and get good temperatures throughout the river, moving the temperature into the optimal range. The river is peaking right now, today and tomorrow. The justification for the current hydrograph is the large number of juveniles. The last 8 days have been the 2000 cfs bench; after two days at 4500 it will taper off and summer base flow will be reached on June 24. Robin added the dry year hydrograph usually benefits geomorphic change, but they did notice a lot more young fish moving out earlier, which was one of the justifications. Geomorphic benefits of the shorter peak were discussed; these will be looked at and analyzed to see what the trade-offs really were. John added that the duration of the peaks may ultimately have a strong effect on the height of groundwater and wants to encourage Eric and James to look at that as a contrast to sediment transport hysteresis. Robin added that is a good point for the Berkeley researchers to look at as well. James added that John gave a recent presentation on the Bucktail loop; bridge replacement has opened opportunities for additional work; John presented groundwater dynamics. Duration of peak flows could be recharging the aquifer; if it is not long enough, they may not recharge. The amount and availability of groundwater data was discussed. John brought up the number, placement and status of piezometers. James asked for groundwater loggers to be placed at Bucktail.
2014 Science workplan update ( James Lee)
James briefly gave an update on the Science Workplan.
Avian Monitoring update (Jamie Stephens)
Monitoring started at the beginning of April, and will go through September; most will be April through July. The 40 mile program-area-wide point counts used for trend data for the entire program area are based on a panel study design initiated by Redwood Sciences Lab. They were originally designed to be implemented via kayak on the river. Researchers have not been able to float the river during the survey window in recent years, but with the low water year they will be able to access these areas this year by kayak. Actual float surveys will also continue this year (gathering information on riverine species). KBO has 5 interns doing spot mapping and nest searching, repeating the efforts begun as a pilot last year. Sarah Rockwell updated the group on the interns’ progress. Spot mapping and nest searching started this week. Brandt added that spot mapping will be useful information for this group: the number of nests, territory size and locations, and looking at the vegetation in territories to compare used versus non-used areas. Brandt said that implementation could look to this information for guidance on what to plant where and in what density to support wildlife habitat. James asked in terms of reporting that the avian monitoring reports – we have trend analysis with data 2002-2009 and on from 2005; we are on a 5-yeaer cycle for reporting trends and asked if that is what we should be doing from a regulatory perspective. We are on track for another trend analysis to be completed in 2015 using up to the 2014 data. Jamie said one of the things they are looking for is whether the populations throughout the whole program area are stable throughout the adjustment, i.e., that there is not a decline due to restoration or revegetation activity. Brandt asked about Lower Steiner Flat and Upper Junction City since they are new and use different procedures. A goal of 70% canopy cover has been mentioned but this has probably been confused with the goal of 70% survival after three years. John Bair said that we have tried a new method that is far more intensive, so we are likely to get a better success rate but should wait and see. Jamie said right now they are focusing on monitoring the sites that had been restored early-on because 4 to 5 years out is the time that plantings will develop enough for birds to make use of them. KBO said they will continue to think about how to incorporate the new sites.
Mike Palermo – CA Condor update
It has been over 100 years since condors have been seen in this region but they will be introduced here soon. Poisoning of large predators and other factors lead to their demise. Mainly it is the lead poisoning issue that is the problem; however, it appears possible to bring them back. There are nesting and roosting opportunities here. To move forward they have been doing contaminant analysis, because that is the biggest problem. One example of this is blubber sampling on sea lions. Big Sur is having issues with egg shell thinning but it is declining. Palermo described other sorts of analysis being done on condor survival. Lack of wild pigs is an advantage of the north state, but a little bit of lead can kill condors easily, so his group is doing outreach to hunters and giving them samples of lead free ammunition. They hope the education they are doing will work rather than a ban. The timeline is up to Fish and Wildlife; the viability of this program has to be proven to them. Many programs agree that condors need to come back to the Pacific Northwest; there are historical observations of them here. Population models indicate that reducing the lead in the environment will lead to a positive trend in populations and mitigation of mortality factors. Maintaining the birds is the most expensive part but will not have to be maintained once the lead situation has been resolved. 
Herpetological Monitoring update: Foothills Yellow Leged Frog (Melissa Snover)
Melissa gave an update on observations from the last few weeks made during the 2000 cfs bench with Don Ashton; there was some question about whether this would induce breeding. The 2000 bench seems to have helped the frogs hold off from breeding except in the tributaries where the water is warmer. No egg masses were found in the mainstem Trinity. Normal monitoring will continue in June, then turtle monitoring will begin in July. We have a study plan which is in the approval process.  52 degrees F seems to be a key temperature for seeing egg masses, but it is not clear whether that is a daily peak since egg masses were found where the temperature was 48 F in the early morning. Andrew asked about models being run to see how flow affects them. Temperature and larval development and the evaluation of egg mass desiccation as aspects of the model were discussed.
Riparian Monitoring Update: Overview on the Years’s Sampling Scheme (John Bair)
John Bair gave an update on the 2013 riparian monitoring sampling scheme. For the dry year there are no riparian-specific objectives. Geomorphic objectives are in the active channel, not the low flow margin. Our objectives are on the cobble bars that are exposed . In mid-June we will start fieldwork, complete cross section surveys and bed scour mobility. James and John will monitor cottonwood seedling regeneration. It will not be a big management effects year, but will be important in knowing what will happen in other years when we will have big management effects. James asked John to explain the significance of seeing the 4500 cfs peak for floodplains. John explained the 6000 cfs bench is significant – this is usually called floodplain (the floodplain bench). A floodplain could be dry or inundated at 6000 cfs. John is interested in the point at which the soil is moist but the surface is not inundated. 4500 cfs is the perfect flow at which nursery sites become exposed and moist, but not inundated. John has proposed coming down slowly from 4500 cfs (aka 6000 cfs in his reports), since it is activating constructed surfaces intended for riparian regeneration. John said Reading Creek is a good site for seeing floodplains at work at 4500 cfs. Andrew asked about the receding limb of this year’s flow. John said because it is a dry year we do not target riparian; it just so happens that this is a good hydrograph for seed dispersal. It is more about the 4500cfs bench, he said he is not sure how the shortened 4500 cfs peak will affect it. Robin pointed out that there were two other peaks, one from a storm and one from an accidental gate opening. The timing might be early in this warm year but we may have gotten some benefits from those ancillary ones. James added that based on his observations, the cottonwoods are very close to letting go of their seeds. Yesterday at Lewiston, one was observed that was just about ready to go. The timing appears to be working out very well this year for it not being an objective. Reading Creek may have something different going on with the groundwater that keeps things moister, longer. Andrew asked about irrigation of replanting; the plan is to continue it, as well as at Junction City. The sites that were done last year will be irrigated again this year. 
PITA Monitoring Update (James Lee)
James Lee gave an update on PITA monitoring. He said there is not a lot to report on since our last meeting. Tools and concepts for workgroup review were distributed but not much feedback was received. The modeling aspect is the most significant and it may be timely to take that approach. A wide variety of models is available to us; no single one is perfect but we can do a couple: one that looks at how the hydrograph interacts with surfaces for scour, another at the planform for how vegetation will change over time in response to flows, as well as channel evolution, i.e., how the channel changes over time in response to vegetation. James said he has been familiarizing himself with some of these and they show potential for use on the Trinity. Andrew asked if the modeling will help answer questions about design from a riparian success perspective. James said there are several models which will. Andrew said he was thinking about this in terms of Dutch Creek and maybe Junction City. His concern is sustainability in the long term. Robin said if we are in a drying trend for a number of years it could have an effect. A lot of modeling is being done that we can look into; we may need to look a little bit further into the future. The self-sustaining idea is to get better surfaces that can interact with flows. The inevitable impact of climate change on whatever we do has to be anticipated. John discussed floodplain lowering as site-specific in terms of its relation to base flow and the ability to see riparian effect. The models in the DSS can integrate a groundwater function as a distance from the mainstem channel. On the Trinity, groundwater is much more of a driver than just the hydrograph, but the hydrograph definitely effects groundwater. Brandt asked if any of the models would help clarify the situation. James mentioned the Riparian Habitat Establishment Model, Design of surfaces and backwatering. Andrew: if we are designing for 4000 cfs does it give us more buffer room? John recommended taking it as low as possible and mentioned that one feature to watch over time is a floodplain that will agrade over time through deposition.
Phase I Review (James Lee)
James presented points provided by Ernie; 10 or 11 have been planned, 6 of those have been shared in draft form, 4 are still being completed by the SAB. The SAB is running the models and analysis right now. 
Outlook for 2014 and 2015 Channel Rehab
[bookmark: _GoBack]James said the Design Team is working on a system that began with the StreamProject workshop. Two metrics for Riparian have been requested by DJ. There will be 6 metrics at the 10% design level, two of which are Riparian. James said he thought it would be good to focus one on the ability of the site to support riparian vegetation and the other to disturb riparian vegetation. Wildlife is rolled into that. This is at the 10% stage; there would be other metrics at later stages. This would be before a hydraulic model has been developed. Two parameters to consider: looking at establishment versus disturbance.. Jamie asked for clarification of the stages of the channel design process. A discussion of how the metrics tie into means objectives and the design process followed. 
One metric is square meters that are suitable for the establishment of pioneer riparian vegetation. Areas within 1.2 m of the summer base flow water surface elevation and are composed of at least 20% fine sediment is a reasonable starting point. This would not be used predictively, but to compare alternatives, since critical groundwater levels change along the channel. The caveats of the height-above-river metric should be considered. This is an estimate based on height above river. James said for the second he wants to include disturbances. The previous metric based on stream power is closer to what Wes Smith is doing, so this different approach will eliminate redundancy. At the 10% design stage it might be more useful to identify the types of design features that may promote disturbance to riparian vegetation. James read through Table 1 (see attachment) and described each item and its relevance in terms of the channel design guide. Andrew clarified that the metric is the number of types of features that will promote disturbance; “the more the merrier.” This will draw attention to what features promote disturbance and increase awareness of them should the opportunity to create them arise. Key pieces versus large pieces. James said this is a starter list and that he can see designers identifying other opportunities to create disturbance at individual sites. Andrew asked about lowered benches (scallops) – those would fit under metric one. Brandt observed that the first metric was much simpler. John suggested the second be aimed more at the frequency of certain types of features and a way to give them counts as design elements, so it is not quantitative but better than a wag. Andrew agreed that assigning points to features would be helpful in comparing alternatives. The merits and demerits of assigning points were discussed. Having the list there in and of itself might be useful in informing designers’ thinking in helping to rank designs and select one feature over another, and to provide more transparency. This will help guide where designs are going from a riparian perspective at an early stage, and help show stakeholders how we make decisions. These will be expected to change over time. Jamie asked if there is an opportunity in the first one to mesh it with existing remnant riparian that is being retained. James said we need to consider compliance and one to one replacing, which needs to be right at the top in order for us to be able to move forward.  James said it is a question of how to cover remnant, riparian reveg; how that relates to impact at the reach and project scale need to be considered but may not drive channel design in the same way that direct means objectives are. Jamie said when we think spatially about where riparian can be maintained while meeting other goals of restoration it would be beneficial to think about this early on, since it saves the trouble of having to regenerate it. Andrew said why not rename it riparian reveg and natural vegetation, and include the phrase “to preserve riparian,”  i.e. the area of avoided riparian. Engineers think in different terms than biologists. John added that at the 10% design level it might be difficult to tell, but the intention to show avoidance versus creation should be there. Brandt pointed out that it is part of our policy to retain vegetation and place reveg surfaces near a remnant that will revegetate well, however we may describe that; we are trying to do that everywhere possible now. Jamie asked about finding points for natural vegetation establishment where there is nothing, rather than removing it and recreating it. John asked if mature riparian vegetation is something that is limiting relative to the opportunity that might be created there, and what are the tradeoffs between how much remnant you need relative to how much you might be able to create via its removal. Andrew pointed out that there is a lag time before it regenerates. John said we assume what is there is limiting; it is tough if we are trying to induce change yet hesitant to effect that change because what is there might be more valuable than what we are creating. The ratio and what is limiting need to be evaluated on a site-by-site basis. James said ideally it would be possible to preserve as much as possible and then add more. John said it would be good to have a goal of preserving as much as possible so it is not 100% new vegetation.
James clarified the 2014 and 2015 channel rehab sites: Bucktail/Dark Gulch downstream loop, headed up by Hoopa Design Group. Lower Junction City downstream of Dutch Creek Road bridge. Dutch Creek, state design group is working on that, it is above Evans Bar in a limiting location as far as access. Hatchery, then Douglas City downstream of the bridge. 
(see attachment)

LUNCH 12:20, followed by field trip to selected sites to view inundation at 4500 cfs.









		Wildlife/Riparian Work Group 
DRAFT Meeting Agenda
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	9:30 AM – 4:00 PM

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

	Coordinator:
	James Lee 
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	
Update Workgroup Members on Recent Wildlife and Riparian Findings and Planned Studies

	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 /Work group topics 
· (a)Reporting and reviewing conventions 
· (b)Work group action items status 
       (c)Other agenda topics
       (d)Next meeting dates
	Lee

	9:40
	2013 Revegetation Design for Lorenz Gulch
	Bair

	10:00
	2013 Flow Schedule
	Peterson

	10:15
	FY 2014 Science Workplan
	Lee

	10:30
	Avian Monitoring Update
	Stephens

	10:40
	CA Condor Update
	Palermo

	10:45
	Herpetological Monitoring Update
	Snover

	11:00
	Riparian Monitoring Update
	Bair

	11:15
	PITA Monitoring Update / Riparian Vegetation Modeling
	Lee/Bair

	11:30
	Phase 1 Review Update
	Lee

	11:45
	Outlook for 2014 and 2015 Channel Rehabilitation
	Lee

	12:30
	Lunch
	

	1:00-4:00
	Field- Observations of 4,500 cfs flow at selected channel rehabilitation sites; group discussion of revegetation efforts and natural establishment on constructed features
	Group



	

	
	

	
	



 
