
DUNGENESS RIVER MANAGEMENT TEAM MEETING

Meeting of June 14, 2006

Notes Prepared By:  Tami Breitbach, Clallam County DCD

Team Members and Alternates Present

Steve Tharinger, Clallam County
Randy Johnson, WDFW

Cathy Lear, Clallam County (alt)
Eloise Kailin, Protect Peninsula’s Future (alt)
Lloyd Beebe, Riverside Property Owners (alt)
Mike Jeldness, Water Users Association

Virginia Clark, Dungeness/Quilcene Planning
Scott Chitwood, Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe

Don Hatler, Sport Fisheries (alt)
Les Jones, Dungeness/Quilcene Planning (alt)
Hansi Hals, North Olympic Land Trust (alt)
Cynthia Nelson, DOE
Tom Martin, Am. Water Resources Association
Joe Holtrop, Clallam Conservation District
Shawn Hines, Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe (alt)
Scott Hagerty, U.S. Forest Service (alt)
Annette de Knijf, Dungeness Nat. Wildlife Refuge




Others Present: Byron Rot, Welden Clark, Robin Berry, Jessica Coyle, Phil Crane, Jeff Howat, Allan Walter, Jerry Hunt, Dave Nelson, and Matt Heins, Mr. and Mrs. Catherine Beebe.
I.
INTRODUCTIONS / REVIEW AGENDA / APPROVAL OF 05/10/06 MEETING MINUTES

Note: The tape recorder did not begin recording until part way through agenda item II.

Chair Tharinger called the meeting to order, and introductions were conducted.
Approval of 5/10/06 Minutes
May meeting minutes were approved via motion.
Public Comment
Tom Martin requested that his membership be changed from AWRA representative to PUD representative.  Mike Jeldness moved and Don Hatler seconded.  The motion passed unanimously.  Shawn Hines will prepare form for signatures.
II.
RESULTS OF USBOR DIKE SETBACK STUDY – Tim Randle
Note: Recording of the meeting began during discussion under this item (3:15pm).
Tim Randle, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, provided a presentation describing the study, alternatives for dike setback and study predictions.
One of the predictions, according to Tim, is the possibility of avulsion between RM 1.4 and RM 1.8 if the buildup of sediment is not excavated.
Jerry Hunt, property owner along Towne Road, asked if the proposal of setting the dike back at some location meant that the old dike would be left in place.  Tim responded that the existing dike would be removed if one of the setback alternatives was chosen.  Jerry stated that there would then be the potential of a landowner losing land due to flooding.

Matt Heins asked if there is a way of knowing the holding time of water on the floodplain.  He wondered if it would be long enough for water quality benefits.  Tim said that would be incorporated in the report.  He thought there would be some opportunity for water quality improvements with some of these options.

Steve Tharinger asked what the public though about the study.  Jerry Hunt responded by saying he thought excavation of sediment (gravel deposition) would benefit fish, and flood risks.  Jeff Howat asked about dredging.  Tim said dredging would improve the situation temporarily, but it would fill in again.  Dredging would have to be done on an annual basis to be worthwhile.  Randy Johnson brought up Quilcene as an example.  It kept filling in, so it was not a good solution.  However, Quilcene was dredged out one last time before the dikes were removed, and the channel is now stable.  Randy suggested that we might consider dredging one last time in the Dungeness before dike setback.  Scott Chitwood noted that one-third of Chinook are spawning in this area (downstream of Woodcock), so under current conditions, annual dredging would have a major adverse impact on Chinook.  Steve Tharinger stated that permitting would be difficult, and it would probably be considered a “taking”.  
Tim Randle mentioned that RM 1.0 or RM 1.5 are the biggest deposition site, and that it would also be important for any dredging to have a minimal impact on existing riparian vegetation.

Scott Hagerty asked how much historical fish habitat would be opened for spawning/rearing?  Byron Rot responded that they haven’t done that fine of a scale analysis, but both main stem and side channel habitat would be gained.
Further discussion regarding potential additional model runs and keeping landowners involved and educated.  Another presentation will be given tonight at the old Schoolhouse for interested neighbors.  The draft study report will be finalized, and forwarded to the Team by September.  Once the study is finalized, decisions could be made regarding alternatives.  
III.
DUNGENESS RIVER RESTORATION WORK GROUP UPDATES – Hansi Hals
River’s End
The Dungeness River Restoration Work Group is continuing to plot community outreach for River’s End, communicate the intent of the project, and restoration projects.  Cathy Lear indicated that decommissioning is out to bid for removal of houses, septics and wells, as well as the removal of fencing located on the WDFW property.  One bid was received that came in over budget.  Cynthia Nelson indicated that there may be a possibility of DOE picking up some of the over-bid amount.  She will check into this and keep Cathy Lear posted.  The County’s chain gang will removing fencing, decking, and assist in other small tasks.  

Donella Pratt will be sending a letter to land owners that have not responded to the project, inquiring whether they are interested, as funding received from WDFW ends in 2007.

Pulsing Flows

Cynthia Nelson described the pulsing flow technique that the irrigators participated in last year, and the success.  Discussion was had.
Middle Reach Analysis

Byron Rot indicated that he provided a presentation last month to the Dungeness River Restoration Work Group and DRMT.  The Work Group suggested seeking approval from the DRMT to put notices out about the project to landowners (on DRMT letterhead).  DRMT agreed.
IV.
BATTELLE WATER RIGHT APPLICATION – Phil Crane
Phil Crane, DOE, indicated that DOE is working on processing water right applications for a Mr. Anguili (surface water from Bell Creek), and for Battelle Laboratories (200 gal/min of ground water via deepening existing well in area of Bell/Johnson Creeks) under Ecology’s “cost reimbursement option.”  Battelle is the lead, who under this option pays DOE to hire a consultant to work on their water right application, as well as any ahead in line (in this case, Mr. Anguili’s).  Initial analysis of Impacts has occurred via ground water modeling, and some impacts to surface waters in the Dungeness Watershed were noted.  DOE expects the applicants will be submitting mitigation plans in the near future.  DOE has recommended to the applicants that they halt their application process.  Discussion was had regarding levels of the impacts.  Scott Chitwood indicated that our watershed plan needs to be followed, and that it is his understanding that DOE is not to grant water rights from an already over-allocated system.  He also mentioned potential availability of potable water to Battelle from the City of Sequim.  Phil stated Battelle prefers well water, as it has no chlorine in it.  Discussion was had regarding the water right permit application process.
Chair Tharinger suggested writing a letter to Department of Ecology expressing the Team’s concerns, primarily communicating the fact that this action by Battelle/Ecology seems to be outside the recommendations of the planning process, and that consistency is a must.  Shawn Hines will draft a letter.

V.
USFS DUNGENESS COLLABORATIVE STEWARDSHIP STATUS – Scott Hagerty

Scott Hagerty indicated that the collaborative project consists of thinning 69 acres of second growth timber in order to improve wildlife habitat, and funding generated from that would be used directly towards doing watershed restoration.  The project should generate approximately $50,000 to $80,000.  Scott explained the subject area, and noted that there are 5-6 various stands identified for the collaborative group to review and prioritize, in addition 5-6 roads have been identified and recommended as priority for decommissioning which the collaborative group will review.  A field trip was conducted in order to review roads, and a field trip is scheduled for tomorrow to review potential harvest units.  A final meeting will be conducted on June 28, 2006.  Contact Scott if you have any further questions.  Scott provided additional updates, as follows:
· Gold Creek stream crossing culvert will be removed to open up 2 miles of resident salmonid habitat.  There is also a proposal for funding to remove the final segment of road that is located directly above the Gold Creek area.  
· The Clallam County chain gang will be assisting in junk car removal at Slab Camp.  A crusher will be necessary for removal of approximately 25 vehicles. 
· Various proposals have been submitted for restoration work in the Dungeness River.
· Planning funding was received to decommission to FS2875, which goes up Deer Ridge Trail, Slab Camp Trail Head, around Slab Camp area.  

VI.
ANNOUNCEMENTS / OTHER UPDATES – Scott Chitwood
DRMT Field Trip in July

Chair Tharinger indicated that the Atterberry site and Jimmycomelately were previously mentioned as possible field trips, and asked the Team to submit requested field trip locations to Shawn Hines, as she will complete the field trip agenda to be conducted during the regular July DRMT meeting date.

Recovery Council Update 
During the last meeting of May 25, 2006, discussion was had with regard to funding distribution as it relates to the regions in the Pacific Northwest, and the total amount available for salmon recovery.  Review of strategies is necessary.  Because of the regional distribution of funding between the various regions within the Pacific Northwest, we are operating under the assumption that the SRFB would likely accept the distribution proportion that was proposed with Puget Sound getting approximately 45% of the total.  Based on that assumption, we are looking at potential funding available in the neighborhood of $7 million for the Puget Sound region including Hood Canal.  
In the past, the amount of funding available for the SRFB habitat restoration proposals has exceeded that amount, so simply taking over 15 different watershed or planning units within the Puget Sound salmon recovery plan and dividing that $7 million equally, which is less than $500,000 per area, creates a dilemma as some projects are even more costly than just one watershed allotment.  
As it turned out, the recommendation was to use a distribution scenario that relied on historical funding.  So, in all of the previous six rounds, there was a history established of how well each lead entity fit the strategy, etc., and North Olympic did quite well in those 6 years.  In fact, NOPLE had the second highest proportion within the Puget Sound region.  
The Recovery Council spent an enormous amount of time on this one topic.  We agreed to propose to the SRFB that this historical average be used as the funding allocation scheme for just the 7th round, that future rounds would be based on more of a scientific merit or value system with a waiting factor.  The goal was to get the 7th round rolling so that folks could get their proposals generated, and spend some time later this summer, and possibly in the fall, determining the scientific based/merit value based allocation scheme for future distribution of funds.  Discussion was had.
VI.
ADJOURN


