Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group

September 18, 2007

Meeting Notes

I.  Introductions:  Liv Imset, Mary Marshall, Sharon Paquin-Gilmore, Steve Tussing, Jim Smith, Curtis Anderson, Mike Tucker, Melanie McFarland, RJ Roth, Mike Berry, Scott Ferris, Tricia Parker, Brenda Olson, Jess Newton, and Teresa Connor

II. July 17 summary meeting notes review: 

Tricia had some questions on outstanding topics from the September meeting summary:

o
Who will be taking over the Issue Tracking duty?

o
When will the group receive a final report from Mike Ward?  Steve said he will give a brief update today.

o
Although Eric Vaden told the group that he would be sending us an e-copy of his powerpoint presentation, he hasn’t. Did he send it to anyone else for distribution? No. 

Curtis edited Issue Tracking document based on Mr. Vaden’s comments, Mr. Vaden never responded so he may not have had any further comments.

Tricia informed Scott F. regarding the video weirs located on Cow, Cottonwood, and Bear Creeks.

Mary had a correction from May notes.  Mary will give to Tricia who will then update the May notes.

III. Round Table Updates

Sharon: The Conservancy’s annual meeting was held September 12.  It was a successful meeting, more than 70 people attended.  There was a whole section for displays - the highlight of the evening.  Tricia, Jim, Mary, Steve, Kurt Sable (USFS), and a PG&E representative from Manton came – Thank you!  We were able to update people on the projects other than the restoration project.  It was the 10 year celebration of the Conservancy.  We initiated an annual award, the Battle Creek Watershed Stewardship Award – awarded to Leland Davis.  Kerry Burke is no longer on the Board of the Conservancy.  New Board members include Jim Livingston and Sue Young.

R.J.:  PG&E Stewardship Council Board meeting will occur on September 26 regarding land in Battle Creek watershed (1:30 – 4:30).  More information is available on their website.  

Sharon, BCWC, and TCRCD may submit project. (?)

Curtis:  Teresa Connor was selected for Curtis’ former position at DWR.  Eventually, Teresa wil take over DWR’s role as the participant with the working group.  Curtis will stay with the group until his term as vice-chair is up.  Curtis now supervises DWR Section Chiefs in Water Quality, Land & Water Use, Engineering Studies (Teresa) and Groundwater at DWR.  

Melanie:  At a future meeting, she/Lassen National Forest staff could give an update of current USFS projects.

Mike Tucker:  He is now the Section 7 Coordinator for the Sacramento Office.  He wants to stay with this project but will attend less often than every meeting.  Someone else will write the PG&E portion of the BO.

Mike Berry:  gave a presentation to the Trinity River Restoration group that included Battle Creek.  Mike thanked Mary and USFES staff for information.

Liv Imset: A conference call regarding the potential hydropower project at Lassen Lodge occurred.  Liv informed the group that Lassen Lodge is pursuing the traditional license process since FERC refused the other process.

Tricia:  Many FWS staff attended the National AFS meeting.  The staff from the Red Bluff Fish & Wildlife Office gave presentations and posters regarding our work, including Battle Creek fish monitoring, winter Chinook carcass surveys, etc.

Liv:  On Battle Creek, we are working on getting out the DRAFT FERC application.  She is still trying to figure out how to do this.  Sharon asked what the difference was between the two FERC processes.  Curtis explained with the traditional route the work is submitted to FERC and then released to the public for comment.  The alternative licensing process works with stakeholders upfront and is then submitted to FERC.  

PG&E – the powerhouse is off for a month which caused temperature to increase in the mainstem.

Jim:  Red Bluff Diversion Dam (RBDD) discussion.  

There is a lot of controversy surrounding the operations of the RBDD.  Here is a brief, chronological summary regarding the past thirty years of dam operations:

1987 –  Populations of winter-run Chinook were having difficulty due to low numbers of returning adults. The gates that can form the lake were raised in December during non-irrigation season to assist with successful upstream passage of adult winter-run..

1989 -- the winter-run were listed.  

1992 and 1993 – because of the continued downward slide of winter-run populations, NMFS and USBR began ESA consultation.  

1993 – the gates began to be operated as “up for 8 months” which was beneficial for winter-run migration.  Last year 17,000 spawning winter-run.  However this manner of operation does not make it easy for irrigators to get water.  Since 2000 there has been a planning process for improving passage and water delivery.  The Tehama Colusa Canal Authority has led the EIS/EIR planning effort to improve fish passage during the current gates-in period that resulted in a 2002 document.  The Canal Authority wanted to pull the dam out full time.  The USBR said it would go with a two month operating period.  The City of Red Bluff had problems with Lake Red Bluff disappearing.  The FWS wrote the Coordination Act Report as what the benefits would be.  It is still in the planning process.  The USBR is working on the Record of Decision.  Bottom line – there is a lot more to it than what is printed in the paper.

Mike T stated that he has been involved on the mainstem Sacramento River since at least 2000.  During the listing of Green Sturgeon, the RBDD operations weren’t looked at but considered during the planning process because the green sturgeon were listed as a Candidate species.  This year there were significant effects from the operations, 12” minimum gap beneath the gates.  There were ten green sturgeon adult mortalities.  The 4(d) ruling is pending (spring 2008).

Scott F.  Opening the gates will improve adult fish passage upstream but the question is screening to protect juvenile fish during their downstream migration.  What is the current need for juvenile fish protection with approximately a dozen rotary screens?  Scott needs a copy of the EIS.  

Mike B. will discuss this topic more with Scott after the meeting. (e.g. There is a cost analysis on the pumps that compare twenty pumps.   Operation of Archimedes pumps with possibility of gates open 10 months and 2 months closed.)

Jim thinks it is important that the USBR and NMFS come to a conclusion on the current operations.  The process needs to be completed regarding the current situation.

Mike T. It is important to remember that fish are currently being screened.  Future or new analyses would be looking at screens as well.

Jim mentioned that studies show predators hanging out below the dam is a larger issue regarding fish populations than negative impacts from the screens.

Sharon thanked Jim for the RBDD information.  She was the one who asked Jim to provide the group with the information/clarification because Letters-to-the-Editor in the Red Bluff Daily News didn’t seem factual.

IV. Outreach

Manton Apple Festival in on Saturday 10/6 from 9 – 4pm.  The Working Group will have a display near the Conservancy’s displays.  Tricia P. will attend with the new display that was created this spring in collaboration with the Conservancy.

Conservancy will also have a booth at the Salmon Festival (10/20) and, again, the display on the activities by FWS/Conservancy/others will also be displayed (same display as shown at the Apple Festival). .  

Mike Berry will be doing a “Salmon of Clear Creek” tour the following Saturday, 10/13.

V. FWS Activities Update (Greensheet) see handout 


Discussion:

Chinook population size estimates: Mike B.  we’ve heard several draft estimates for winter-run.  Jim informed the group that CDFG will calculate the summarizing / final estimate however it is not completed yet.  The fish were late this year so the earlier estimates were bouncing all over.  The numbers do not look as bad as we earlier thought, however there are significantly less fish than last year. Scott F. asked if we knew why the predictions are so different than what is shown for fall run (high predictions but have low returns).  Are there any causes that are known?  Jim stated that the 2nd lowest number of jacks were seen at Coleman NFH last year.  Nothing stood out for river effects but don’t know if something is going on in ocean as far as productivity.  Mike T. mentioned the north winds didn’t occur so upwelling didn’t happen.  

Page 2 – Mike B. asked if more fish are observed in the South Fork because they are easier to see.  Jess clarified that more are commonly seen in the upper mainstem because of a large holding pool just below the North and South Fork confluence.  The monitoring crew hasn’t seen them there this year in the numbers have had in the past.  Mike B. pointed out there are higher number of redds in the NF but holding numbers are higher in the SF.  Jess mentioned that the video tape data indicate that spring Chinook escapement into Battle Creek looks to be very high, at least as high as last three years.

Mike T. mentioned that he heard there may be results from a steelhead genetics study on hatchery vs. wild fish.  It was stated that Kevin Niemela/Hatchery Evaluation Program has presented the study results at this forum and other places.  The data presented included through last year, it did not include this year’s data.  The summary of Kevin’s steelhead presentation is in the March ’07 meeting summary notes.  Jim offered to check to see if any hardcopies of this study exist.  There is no final report because the study is not complete.  [update: An interim report is being reviewed and may be available early in 2008].

VI. Restoration Project Update 

Mary Marshall   This is the same update that I gave at the annual Conservancy meeting last week (see handout). .

In the timeline, March 2007 was a critical step because we knew then we had the money needed for the project.  The findings were splint into two phases.  Phase II is work to be done on the Inskip dam portion of the project.  This was separated out due to Vaden litigation.  It is hoped that the issues with Inskip can be resolved while proceeding with Phase I.  The transfer of funds process is in progress.  We are looking at three different funding transfer agreements, hoping to be completed by late fall of 2007.  These agreements need to be in place before PG&E can submit their license amendment application with FERC.  

Scott F. asked what dividing the project in two is going to affect accomplishing the entire project.  Have we projected increased costs and what is going to be done about it? A: If Phase II can’t be resolved, the managers are aware that costs will increase.  In addition, we will get benefits for fish habitat upstream to Inskip Dam.

Scott then asked if the Vaden litigation will delay Phase I.  A: It was too preliminary in the legal phase to determine if it will delay Phase I but are moving forward with Phase I.

Tricia P. asked if there was anything we, as a group, could do to help speed up the process.  A:  In Jan 2007 the group wrote letters, we received a letter back from Mike Chrisman, Resources Agency.Things are at the legal and Policy level.  We have the 3 agreements proceeding.  The largest, between CDFG and USBR is close to completion.  The Wildlife Conservation Board and USBR agreement and the CalTrans and USBR agreement are smaller and shouldn’t take that long.  The attorneys are in communication with Vaden’s lawyers.  The process is moving forward – there is really nothing this group can do.

Liv stated that all 3 agreements need to be in place prior to PG&E filing its amendment with FERC.

Mary explained the reasons behind having 3 different agreements.  The request for ecosystem restoration funds was submitted to the CBDA.   The BDA transferred all the ecosystem restoration funds to CDFG.  The CDFG budget wasn’t as high as previously thought so CDFG found mitigation money in CalTrans and money in the Wildlife Conservation Board.  They are working on the process to transfer the money directly to USBR, therefore three agreements.  $6.5 million from Iron Mountain Mine is federal monies so it is an easy transfer.  PG&E has also requested items in the agreements.

Mary stated that the Administrative Record regarding the project/Vaden litigation needs to be put together, including all e-mails as per the judge’s request.

Liv informed the group that the amendment application is ready to go once the agreements are in place.

VII. Issue Tracking Document
In July Curtis mentioned that the ITD needs a new guru.  For now he will update based on meeting summary notes and incorporate the greensheet updates.

VIII. Other topics
Mike B. Although Kerry Burke is no longer on the Conservancy Board and has left the Conservancy, she may still attend GBCWWG meetings.

New agendum: 

Terraqua Water Quality Monitoring Plan (Steve Tussing).  In July there was a draft, in August the TAC met with Mike Ward and Steve Tussing.  The final is targeted to be out in 4 to 6 weeks and posted on the Conservancy’s website.  

Action Items:

1) In November we will receive an update on the top ten issues from Curtis

2) Liv will investigate where the sign-in sheet went and reinstitute

3) Sharon will review terms of the officers

4) Jim S. will ask Kevin Niemela about the steelhead study

5) Jim will call Ken Lentz and Irwin regarding the nutrients study

NEXT MEETING IS NOVEMBER 27
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