Mattole TAC Meeting Minutes

December 3, 2007

Humboldt Bay National Wildlife Refuge, Eureka

Present: Greg Blomstrom, BBW & Associates; Scott Downie, CDFG; Michael Evenson, Mattole Salmon Group; Jared Gerstein, BBW & Associates; Richard Gienger, Restorationist; Paul Harper, BBW & Associates; Dave Hope, NCRWQCB; Tim Metz, Restoration Forestry; Sam Morrison, BLM; Gary Fish Peterson, Restorationist; Nathan Queener, MRC; Campbell Thompson, MSG; Hartwell Welsh, USFS Redwood Sciences Lab; Jeremy Wheeler, MRC; Seth Zuckerman, MRC.

I. Introduction and Welcome

II. Update on Mattole Projects

A. Update on GRCC projects - JW

This year was the biggest work season ever for the Mattole Good Roads, Clear Creeks program. Much work has been done in the headwaters and the Middle Mattole, and MRC continues to work its way down the watershed. This year the Petrolia area was inventoried, and implementation work will begin there next year. Some of the “in-between” areas that remain to be inventoried will be completed using a slightly different approach. Outreach will be targeted to large landowners with ranch land first. A proposal for the Honeydew area inventory is currently before DFG. JW passed around maps showing GRCC project sites.

ME asked if rock fords are ever used by the GRCC program, in place of culverts on seasonal roads, and if there are mechanisms in place for long-term review of crossings, given the finite life of culverts.

Discussions of rock fords vs. culverts followed – CT asked if rock fords are more expensive. DH said that it depends on rock, and when used as grade control it can be very expensive. SM mentioned that the road approach to fords can be a problem in steep terrain. DH said that the finite life of culverts is a good point, but rock fords can have their problems too, for example in some cases filling up with fines.

RG asked about the “aborted sites” shown on the maps that were passed around. JW said they were inventoried and identified, but not implemented, due to change in landowners, etc.

B. Update on Mattole Agency Coordination Meeting - JW

JW summarized the meeting held in Fortuna with Mattole restoration groups, BLM, DFG and NMFS, scheduled at the request of DFG. The meeting resulted in a number of positive outcomes and good discussion about coordination and permitting issues. Another meeting has been set for Feb. 12th.

SD mentioned that he sees this as a possible forum to find solutions to some monitoring issues – we need answers to some specific questions, including changes in fish populations. A scientific advisory committee could review study plans when ideas are formulated.

ME said that meetings will be very task-specific, looking at things like what is going on in the Mattole estuary. JW asked if a meeting is set for the coordination steering committee to take things to the next step.

SD replied that the meeting is currently set for Jan. 14th. He hopes to get interested parties around a specific issue – for example consider rescue rearing in committee, different aspects of monitoring, and the MSG five-year plan. NMFS is interested in lining up permits from different agencies so the application is common amongst agencies, so as to work out terms ahead of time.  From the agencies standpoint getting reports is too difficult – reporting needs to be timely and complete. Congress and the legislature want answers as to results from these projects – the USFS and BLM in the Northwest have their feet held to the fire due to lack of hard data and answers. DFG and coho recovery has an upcoming meeting with funders – making progress on the Coho Recovery strategy has been difficult due to underfunding. In the Mattole it is important to agree on common goals and be effective in organizational and collaborative functions.

DH mentioned that the EPA is pushing the SWRCB for results from their funding – a coordinated monitoring strategy between bio and instream is needed. The Mattole may not have clear visible signals of recovery – the headwaters area is probably the best place to look for signals. It’s important to not forget to collect pre-treatment data.

SD said that more thinking needs to be done on indicators that will give clear signals, and hopes that the scientific advisory group associated with the Mattole Coordination group will do that. If the before project monitoring is looking at the wrong indicators, it won’t help.

RG mentions the Board of Forestry Monitoring Study Group, which is looking for input from all agencies and groups, and researching cost-effective monitoring strategies.

SM said that there has often not been money for monitoring in the past. The political climate has to be right for money to be available. SD said that this is a huge problem – managers are pushed by politicians to come back in one year with a definitive answer – time-scales are unrealistic.

DH said it is possible to monitor for other things that change quickly – major changes can occur without big storms. Need to look for quick and cheap duplicable ways to monitor. RG says that photopoints have been found to be most effective when monitoring is being done by landowners with varying expertise.

SZ wondered if pre-project monitoring could be worked into the GRCC inventory work.

C. Lower Bear Creek Channel Re-configuration update – ME

Lower Bear and Stansberry Ck were both modified in the ‘70s – bulldozed straight out to the river, which then was on the south bank. The Bear Ck. Channel is currently dry much of the summer. The Mattole Salmon Group is conducting a feasibility study to see if it is possible to restructure the creek along the river terrace.

Bob McKee did the dozer work to straighten Stansberry Ck in 1972. The CDFG happened to see it from the air, and in Bob’s words “came swooping down.” When he pointed out fish stranded in the old, braiding channel, he didn’t get cited. A year later Bear Ck was straightened. Few people walked the channel in the alders prior to straightening. Many streams come out of the south wall to contribute water to this channel and the south slough.

Mike Liquori of Sound Watershed Consulting is the geomorphologist taking measurements for the feasibility study. The current channel is not working – requires maintenance – the question is would a new channel maintain itself. The floodplain area in question is 12 acres, the mean annual runoff 380 acre-ft, and in August the flow .08 acre-ft/day.

DH mentioned that the project looks promising, and recommends looking into work that’s been done on the Navarro River. Living gabions and other structures have been used to narrow the Navarro down from 500-600’ to 150-200’. ME said that there is a wealth of organic matter in the area, and plenty of water in the South Slough even in the summer.

GFP asked about the primary goal of the project, summer flow issues, and if there is a “no action” option. ME replied that the new channel would be diverted above where the creek goes dry, and that a well in the original channel location had water this summer only 12 feet down. There are four options being considered, including no action. Liquori feels at this point that this (a channel diversion) is the best option.

GFP said that it is important to consider the bed load coming down the creek. DH agreed, and mentioned placing flashboards that could be removed to divert the stream on to the floodplain in the winter.

D. Update on Mattole monitoring (NQ) 
Channel monitoring data using the DFG “core attributes” protocols has now been completed at 80 sites in the Mattole. There are some concerns about repeatability using these protocols. The data can be compared to DFG habitat typing data from the mid-‘90s, with some caveats. Reports detailing the results will be completed in the next couple of months.

HW and DH offered comments on monitoring protocols and strategy. DH stressed cheap, easy, repeatable methods. HW recommended using amphibians as indicators. He said he has data on over 60 sites in the Mattole, and it matches up very well with the physical habitat characterization called “process domains” developed by D.R. Montgomery and J. Buffington.

E. Update on Mattole Watershed Plan 2.0 (SU)

There are some holes in the existing Mattole watershed plan – in some ways it read like 11 separate plans under one roof. In the update we hope to establish a set of goals to be able to refer back to and check our progress, as well as add a couple of chapters. There will be a basin description included, and how that affects prioritization. Monitoring will be integrated into each chapter, and a scientifically based prioritization scheme will be utilized. This version will hopefully be more collaborative. A meeting will be held in February to establish goals, a draft done by July, and a final copy by the end of the year which will be circulated to agencies.

GFP asked about the prioritization scheme developed for the first Watershed Plan, and asks if anyone finds it, to please send it around. SZ asked about organizing the plan by tributary watershed.   

III. Mattole PTEIR update

GB provided an overview of the project and briefly described the silvicultural systems that would be permitted under the PTEIR. Three new prescriptions will be used: all-aged management, an oak-woodland prescription, and grassland/prairie maintenance. The following operational prescriptions will also be in effect:

· Road construction limited to 1000’/yr/landowner

· On some CGS slope categories need 80% overstory retention

· No tractor on slopes >50% without a sediment prevention plan

· No ground skidding in winter

· Permanent roads upgraded to 100 yr event standards

· 10 yr waiting period between PTHP and THP on the same ground.

· Waiver requirement III in effect – water board staff will be accompanied by MRC staff when visiting affected properties.

HW had questions about how the Class I-III stream protections match current Board of Forestry requirements. TM & GB replied that they were way above current BOF standards. HW said that he was concerned that they were still wrapped up in politics and had not caught up to the science. Most effects start in class IIIs and move downstream.

DH said that the buffers were designed for the waiver, and seem adequate to protect water quality. They had to be approved by the water board, so there are some politics involved.

TM stated that theoretically a forester would use professional judgement on a site-specific basis to determine what is adequate, and that these guidelines should be seen as a sort of minimum. GB said that a range of other alternatives were analyzed, and any prescription is a balance between protection, and lowering costs and still having land to operate on.

GFP asked how 75 ft from streamside was measured. TM said that it is slope distance, and that WPLZ rules change with slope.

HW said that he still does not see this as light touch, because class IIIs aren’t adequately protected.

SM asked what the rules currently are – is skidding allowed in class IIIs? GB said only at crossings, and that there are lots of good things that can be done at crossings – mulches, filter fabric. DH said that class III channel zone trees aren’t removed anymore, following a big row with SPI.

HW said that he brings this up continuously because he has done workshops with foresters, and 9 times out of 10 has seen class IIs misclassified as Class IIIs. Many watercourses are being misclassified.

TM agreed that this is definitely a problem, probably the most common mistake of foresters. It won’t be solved in PTEIR, but in the continuing education of foresters. JG asked what the MRCs role in educating foresters is.

SZ asked HW what level of protection he thought appropriate. HW said he thought there was room for some trade-offs, in reducing Class I protections and increasing Class III. PH said that he felt like they have been caught in a cycle of realizing the stream rules aren’t working, so increasing regulation on Class I’s, when there should be more focus on IIIs.

TM stated that this process should make it easier to do better forestry, and not just another rotation cycle. There was further discussion about the potential for forestry under the PTEIR actually improving forest condition, dealing with legacy road issues, and increasing conifer stocking and size. 

JG then explained BBW and Associates approach to the cumulative effects analysis. Qualitative methods will be used to vet the quantitative model. JG summarized the “Disturbance Index” methodology, and how it would be incorporated with a TMDL based sediment budget for the CWE analysis. Change is modeled by looking at the change in sedimentation depended on different scenarios and over time. In the western subbasin, an example harvest run through the model resulted in very small increases in sediment.

JG posed these questions to the TAC: Should independent sediment yield values for various silviculture types be researched? How to link this to instream conditions? And to what extent do legacy skid trail and OH sediment yields decrease over time?

WHR polygons are being used for current wildlife habitat conditions. Changes in habitat are simulated, and then how the changes in habitat affect wildlife analyzed.  There is a somewhat tenuous link between wildlife use and the habitat classifications.

TM mentioned that the WHR polygons from NCWAP should be used with caution, as the Sanctuary Forest in the Mattole Headwaters has been shown as grassland. GB said that the new CDF data set is better, and that Andy Chittick of the MRC is ground-truthing them to be able to describe the margin of error.

CT commented that if it says 36” D. Fir, it won’t necessarily support owls - in the King Range the big trees don’t have big limbs. The murrelet data is coming from WA, where murrelets are in younger stands than down here. PH added that extra elements, such as snags, big limbs, or a pond nearby can matter more than size class. If you have a certain size class, further survey will be required for harvest.

RG outlined the qualitative portion of the analysis – he hoped to make the CE process as useful and utilitarian as possible, and to have all the information compiled in one place. What is known of baseline conditions will be presented, to be built upon in the future. He would like to compile transparencies with THP history, etc. to make an “atlas” for each basin.

GFP asked how long the PTEIR lasts? JG and GB said until conditions change – that this is a baseline, but with the knowledge that stochastic events happen. SZ said that if things change in a particular way, a supplemental EIR will be written to address that particular thing.

DH commented that it is good to have pre-planning – a pre-planning inspection can save landowners money and hassle in the long-term.

IV. Announcements

JW said that the next meeting will be in March or April of next year. SM announced that he was retiring.

Thanks for all your years of service, Sam!

