
Trinity River Restoration Program 

P.O. Box 1300, 1313 South Main Street, Weaverville, California 96093 
Telephone: 530-623-1800. Fax: 530-623-5944 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: TRINITY ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT WORKING GROUP (TAMWG) 

FROM: ERNIE CLARKE, SCIENCE PROGRAM COORDINATOR, TRINITY RIVER 
RESTORATION PROGRAM (TRRP) 

CC: JENNIFER FALER, INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, TRRP 

SUBJECT: SCIENCE PROGRAM REPORT 

DATE: SEPTEMBER 13,201 0 

Background 

The TAMWG requested the following in a June 15,2010 letter, "Ask the science coordinator to provide 
a periodic Adaptive Management report that documents TRRP hypothesis testing, with results to date, 
revisions or additions made or under consideration for the hypotheses, etc.". A joint presentation at the 
September 201 0 TAMG meeting constitutes the first such report. 

Presentation Content 1 Participants 

The joint presentation showcases fish, wildlife and physical hypotheses being evaluated in support of the 
TRRP. Each contributor was asked to present the following: 1) research question(s), 2) relevance to 
program, 3) findings to date, 4) management recommendations and 5) future products. Presenters are 
listed in bold and their slides are attached. 

\ 

Adult salmonids 

Wade Sinnen 
Ca. Dept. of Fish and Game 
wsinnen@dfg.ca.gov 
(707) 822-51 19 

George Kautsky 
Hoopa Valley Tribal Fisheries 
hupafish@hoopa-nsn.gov 
(530)625-4267 ~ 1 5  



Charlie Chamberlain 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Charles-Chamberlain@fws.gov 
(707) 825-5 1 10 

Wildlife 
CJ Ralph 
U.S.F.S. Redwood Sciences Lab 
cjralph@humboldtl.com 
(707) 825-2992 

Sherri Miller 
U.S .F.S. Redwood Sciences Lab 
smiller02@fs.fed.us 
(707) 840-9479 

Physical 
David Gaeuman 
US Bureau of Reclamation 
dgaeuman@us br.gov 
(530) 623-1813 

Nina Hemphill 
US Bureau of Reclamation 
nhemphill@usbr.gov 
(530) 623-1812 

Jamie Bettaso 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
jamie-bettaso@fws.gov 
(707) 825-5193 

Future Reports 

Will be updated quarterly, strive to be comprehensive, and use the IAP as a framework. 







1. IBb Compfled by DFG. 
/ 2. Wmatm of mtudy-prodwed adult salmonid spawner nt for combined natural and hatchery spawning areas. 
1 3. uvnr* of htlmpmura adult salmonid spawnerr- for comblnecl natural and hatchew spawning areas, 

4. FaU &hates upstream a f  Wilow Creek w l r  1992 - 2000. Trinity River Basin estimate for 2001 - 2CW (assumes no straying of hatcheiy produced spawner 

dlve counts for the South Fork Trlnity River and miscellaneous tdbuterlm. 
shown. Does not lndude summer- or winter-run steelhead esthmtm. 





'Emlkm' isa measureof reproductive efimt, no1 repmdurtlve success 

<survey# 
Egg Dldanm Egg Massea per 

River Date Masaee (Km) Ktlornmr 
SFTR 22-M8y-O8 810 8.5 124.81 
MSTR 41un-08 1 21.18 0.047 
MSTR 1BJun-08 8 21.18 0.4247 
MSTR 2JuI-08 18 21.18 0.8868 
MSTR 17JuMB 8 21.18 02831' 

NFTR llJurrO8 53 1.35 3825925828 
WeaverCk 10-Jun-08 54 1.02 52.94117647 

Mad 16May-08 228 2.51 80.03864c84 

- / -- -. 

Foothill Yellow-legged Frogs 
Sub-objective 6.4: Increase population slze, survhral, 
dlstributlon, and recruitment success of Foothill 
Yellow-legged Frogs (MF) 
6.4.1 lncrease population size, survival, distribution, 
and recruitment success of Foothill Yellow-legged 
Frogs 
6.4.2 lncrease quality and quantity of breeding and 
rearing habitat for Foothill Yellow-legged Frogs. 

- - 
- -. -- 

Float Surveys 2008 (Recruitment) 
Four repeated float surveys on MSIX 

Distribution of 8 Sites for lg Egg Masses 

Post drop in flows from z0o0 cfs to 700 cfs desiccates 
13 of 19 Egg Masses (68%) and strands 6 of 8 Sites 
(79N 
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Wellock Pond was constructed in 1984 - it was re-excavated to some extent in 
1986 and in 1995, but has otherwise not been regularly maintained. Wellock 
Pond was a long, narrow deepening of the GVC channel. It has partially filled. 
Upper and Lower Hamilton Ponds were excavated in 1988 and 1989, 
respectively. Diameters 200 to 300 feet 

Dredge and fill records for Hamilton and Wellock Ponds. GMArefers to Graham 
Matthew and Associates; RCD refers to the Trinity County Resource 
Conservation District *Wellock pond has not been dredged since 1995. 



GVC delivery compared with mainstem t ranspor t  

Dredge TRCVC TRLC TRDC TRLC 
2004-09 200609 200469 200409 + 

Dredge 

Hamilton Ponds Management Recommendation 

Potential sediment deliveries from GVC are about ID o r  
sediment yields a t  the time the ponds were constructed. 

Mninstem fine sediment ioads upstream from Indian Creek would 
increase by factors between 2 to 5 if dredging were dbcontinued. 

SubotrPte conditions upstream from lndlan Cmk mold resemble e u m n t  
condiqons downstmrn from Danglar Cky; 

However. the additional flnc sedlment loadlug from GVC could be ctlmtvely 
managed wifb m a l ~ k m  flaw m l c a s a  

Dredging to maintaln a storage capacily oT7,500 yards in one of 
the ponds for the next 3-5 y a m  is recommended. 

The need for continued dredging shonid be massessed after3-5 
years - accurate recurd keeping is key. 







One way we are testing the example hypothesis is 
by looking at  trends in bird abundance from point 
count suweys. 

We used a Generalized Linear Model to look for 
trends in abundance --- 

With the log of the mean counts per km as a linear 
function of the year -- plus some error terms 

We included a random reach component and a 
random Year-within-reach component to account 
for differences by reach and year not associated 
with the trend. 

Analysis has given us a measure of bird 
abupdance on the Trinity across the 
entire 40 miles ... 

From 2002-2009 we found significant 
increases in 4 Target species of riparian 
birds. 

Notice the year to year variation, with a 
peak in 2006 in both species, and a low 
in 2008 - 



Several types of surveys were used 40  address different 
hypotheses 

To measure abundance 

Point Counts -- Mainstem, Rehab, Tribs 
Area Search -- Mainstem, Rehab, Demog stations 
River Float Surveys - Aquatic Bird Abundance and 

Distribution 
Demographics - Age Ratios, Population Growth, 

Survival, Health 
* Vegetation Plots Habitat Quality and Quantity, and 
Associations 

Species Specific Surveys - Presence, esp. for 
Compliance, i.e. WlFL surveys 

Pre-Construction Breeding Activity- Assessing risk of  
starting construction 

@ Data from warious point count sampling designs were 
comblned t o  measure response. 



We developed testable hypotheses from 
Conceptual models of bird response to changes in 
the river and riparian habitat 
0 Today we will focus on one of these hypothesis 
addressed by bird monitoring: 

IN ORANGE: 
0 The quantity and quality of riparian habitat 
resulting from bank rehab sites and side channel 
construsgion will increase survival of target riparian 
bird species in the 40 miles of the Program area. 

Measures of habitat quality include habitat 
amount and arrangement, presence of cover from 
predation, and availability of food. 

Surwival i s  measured by abundance at point 
count surwey stations sampled across the Program 3 

? Several metrics for testing hypotheses: 
0 Population: Number of adults and number of  breeding 
adults measures by point counts 
o Reproduction: Number of juveniles and ratio of 
juveniles to  adults measured at demographic/banding 
stations. 

Survival: Population Growth rates and survival rates 
measured at banding stations 

Is the required 1:l riparian habitat replacement meeting the 
ROD needs t o  maintain or enhance wildlife populations? 

o Are the riparian patches resulting from different 
rehabilitation efforts all performing equally well for the 
birds? 




