
Watershed Workgroup Summary
April 28, 2021


Location:  Microsoft Teams

Attendees: Chad Abel (TRRP), James Lee (TRRP), Andy Hill (CDFG), Eric Peterson (TRRP), Todd Buxton (TRRP), Dan Gale (USFWS), Daryl Van Dyke (USFWS), Roman Pittman (NOAA)

Trinity River Fine Sediment Impairment
Todd started the discussion. When mainstem flows were low post-dam construction, tributaries continued to have unimpeded flow regimes. Tributaries were damaged by logging, mining, etc., so pumping out lot of sediment. Sediments accumulated in mainstem, impacting fish and other aquatic species. Effort to reverse excessive sediment contributions to river system goes back decades.  Increasing flows in mainstem (post-ROD) reduced the amount of fine sediments in the mainstem channel, and this finding has been quantified/measured in many different ways. Notable areas of improvement include increased spawning gravel quality, , suspended sediment concentrations are low the majority of the year, restoration of a gravel armor layer on the bed, healthy subsurface levels of fine sediment storage, pool depths scoured and restored to scale of river, plus photographic evidence of change. Time to reconsider TMDL listing as fine sediment impaired?
ADVANTAGES: 
1. With regulation lifted, TRRP could start supplementing fines to river where needed, at least between Lewiston Dam to Rush Creek, but perhaps as far as Junction City. Below Douglas City, program should be more cautious in considering augmenting fines. Would be hard to restore fine sediment component without delisting.
2. Relaxation/elimination of turbidity limits during sediment augmentation (spring flows) and maybe during channel rehab (summer)
3. Have regulation mirror environmental conditions. If regulation is no longer needed, it should be removed or, at the minimum, reconsidered.
Fine sediment mitigations (e.g. Grass Valley Creek) are operational and having the intended benefit. Now have grading ordinance in Trinity County. Tributaries seem to be in good shape; have good sediment budgets. Fine sediment can actually be LESS mobile during restoration flows than larger sediment sizes in mainstem below Lewiston because high flows are required to move cobble before the fine sediments underneath them are explosed for transport. Lacking sufficient fine sediments in the channel, lamprey rearing habitat is not available.
What if we doubled the turbidity limit in summer? 
· Cost savings – From less intensive monitoring requirements during in-channel work, and reduction in idle time (usually estimated at 25% during cost estimations to account for work stop due to turbidity) but uncertain how much it would be. 
· Fine sediment would deposit on stream bed surface until flows increase in winter
· What affect would this have on biology? Seems it might not impact redd development.
· Roman – Turbidity limits in programmatic Biological Opinion of 75 ntu (equal to highest measured amount provided by TRRP) 500ft. downstream, requires monitoring. If TRRP wants to augment with fine sediment to restore deficit in reach below the dam, he doesn’t see NMFS objecting.
· Eric – Concern over public perception; already catch a lot of grief on turbidity (similar to Wiseman’s concern in written comments).
· Todd – Tributaries don’t have a ton of data; data on-hand goes through 2007. Todd’s conclusion in synthesis report was no real change in fine sediment availability in these channels. Grain size distributions of mobile sediment were mostly unchanged between 1998 and 2007.
· Andy – Don’t see much in regard to fine sediment when walking these streams (during spawning surveys)

Agreement that the Middle HA of the Trinity (Lewiston roughly to North Fork) is sediment limited, with deficit most notable immediately below dam. 
Andy – I would worry about freeing up sediment in the two Upper Habitat Area (above Trinity Lake) due to mercury.
Todd – Not a lot of data in lower reach (below North Fork), but it looks good. But don’t recommend delisting in absence of data and outside scope of TRRP.
Justin - Thinks lower river is functioning well and doesn’t want it to go in opposite direction.
Dan – Fisheries program USFWS (Damon, Nick) might want to chime in. Daryl agrees and will coordinate an agency response; thinks there should be an official request as it is a significant programmatic change. At least go up chain of command.
Roman - Will do the same and seek formal agency response from NMFS.
Todd thinks other comments from CDFW (addition to Andy) would be good.


Watershed Objectives & Targets
Chad provided a first stab at Objectives and Targets for watershed to the workgroup in the table below.
	Objective
	Target
	Management Action

	Watershed 1: Increase access to tributary spawning habitat for adult coho (and steelhead?)
	XX miles stream
To historic degree -measurable but lofty?
	Flow management, passage, in-channel restoration

	Watershed 2: Support actions to limit fine sediment to sediment-impaired tributaries
	Similar, to historic degree?
	Road decommissioning, channel rehab

	Watershed 3: Enhance rearing habitat…
	
	Flows, temperature, large wood, habitat complexity generally

	Watershed 4: Encourage grant recipients to provide cost-share to leverage grant program funding
	75% cost share = 10 points
50% cost share = 5 points
25% cost share = 3 points
	Funding decisions based on Watershed objective 4

	Watershed 5: Create set-aside in annual funding determinations for Phase 1 planning projects
	25% of total awards
	Funding decisions based on Watershed objective 5



Discussion on Objectives and Targets:
Justin – Workgroup has prioritized watersheds in the past, so within watershed sediment abatement projects warranted where needed.
Andy – We focused on Weaver and Browns Creek one grant cycle.
Justin - Working with landowners to improve how/when they use water is still important work to fund. Quantify amount of sediment reduction is done by grantees. 
Dan – If we’re too directed in what we want to fund, we won’t get enough proposals. Conversely, random acts of restoration across landscape is not best path either.
Dan – South fork is different than other tributaries; sediment is still big problem there. Generally, fish passage, erosion control, stage zero has been proposed. Should we seek input from cooperators (grantees)? We have smaller subset of grantees relatively speaking…don’t want to pigeon-hole too much. 
Andy – Agree with not pigeon-holing too much. Groundwater storage – stage zero, BDA for examples – would be good to fund.
Chad – We could “fund up to X number of planning projects this funding cycle to maximum level of $50k (or $X). There has been interest by some on TMC to make our watershed grants a source of “seed” or “planning” funds.
Justin – Yes to include cost-sharing as a grant/watershed objective. Done in past but could make it heavier. Phase 1 is fine to fund in my opinion.
James – We’re adaptive management program, should know how to evaluate effectiveness of funds we distribute.
Justin – watershed/design workgroup intent was to distribute $$ best way possible… didn’t fit into science planning box. So maybe Objectives & Targets for inclusion in Science Plan isn’t necessary?
Justin – If we require post-monitoring, this could impact funding available for restoration (add cost to each proposal). Can we do better at getting reports/data after the fact?
James – Can quantify Obj1 from the table above that Chad presented, but others would be hard to quantify/monitor. Are these outcome based, or are they used to make funding decisions?
Justin – watershed goals broader, capacity to rearrange grant objectives each year but overall goals wouldn’t change from one year to the next.
Daryl– integrate adaptive management component in grant cycle. How will we know that those activities funded improve the condition? Could bolster cost share and linkages back to adaptive management in funding cycle. How do we know where the problem is? Is there a way to fund inventory / statement of work needed? Like nutrient runoff in South Fork.
James – other workgroups had IAP to start from, none specific to watershed in IAP. This could benefit from context. Other targets dovetail into our monitoring program. How did the exercise come to happen? What is the intention with this suite of objectives?
Chad offered to consider these more and bring back as a future agenda item. Overall, it seemed the group was in favor of watershed objectives but need to decide if this exercise is for the Science Plan, for funding priorities, or both. 

Update on Watershed Grant Funding
Chad informed group on status of fy20 awards and fy21 grant announcement. Reclamation moved to GrantSolutions within the financial assistance branch, and it is being blamed for delays. Most FY20 grantees are very close to having access to their project funds. 
For fy21, the NOFO will be considered for Secretarial Approval on May 12. The expectation is for it to be posted to grants.gov on by May 20 with a close date of July 20. It’ll be tight, but we hope we can select the entity that will administer the grant process for the next 5 years and have them contracted before Sept 30, 2021. This means though that our grantees won’t be applying for fy21 funds until after the fiscal year. Our hope is this is the last year of funding delays with the move to a third party grant administrator.
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