Meeting Summary
Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)
Tuesday, November 28, 2023,9 pm
Via Microsoft Teams and at TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA

Participants
Eric Peterson (TRRP/USBR), Kyle De Juilio (YT), Galen Anderson (USFS), Andy Paul (SAB), Todd Buxton (TRRP/USBR), Chris Laskodi (TRRP/YT), Justin Alvarez (HVT), Karl Seitz (HVT), Ken Lindke (CDFW), Kiana Abel* (TRRP/USBR), Patrick Flynn (TC), Oliver Rogers (TRRP), Seth Naman (NOAA Fisheries), Conor Shea (UFWS), Ty Wallin (FWS), James Lee (TRRP).
* = note takers

Action Items Derived during the Meeting
· Email Kiana (jabel@usbr.gov) important conferences to schedule the Science Symposium around March – June (excluding SRF). 
· Flynn will inform County TMC  rep that Lee is appropriate contact to request an agenda item to discuss the County’s strategy regarding WVF management. 
· Ken will contact Flow VIP’s to discuss TMC messaging on WY24 Flow Management. 
· RFQ expansion on question assignments (address 1-6, maybe 7 bullet points within the Science Plan): DeJuilio, Peterson, Buxton, RAE WG 
· Develop page send out via email to WG: Two week turnaround (due to the IDT 12/15)
· DeJuilio: Nutrient flux #1. Send to the Fish workgroup prior to IDT
· Peterson: Nutrient flux #2. Send to RAE WG
· Buxton: Wetted Area #1. Circulate to the Physical Work Group then IDT.
· Riparian WG (John/Veronica): Wetted Area #2. Send to RAE WG
· Send to the IDT for review by December 15 
· RFP target: Early January

Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items

1 Introductions / Agenda Review and Finalization, IDT Notetaker, brief program updates (Peterson)

· [bookmark: _Hlk148537278]Agenda review. Peterson added an item from the Flow WG about request to TMC for guidance – expected to be short but core/DSS review can be flexible if needed. No changes needed from the group. No date for Science Coordinator. Ty Wallin on the fish and wildlife services will be putting together the TSAC and will become involved with the IDT. Wallin: still getting his feet wet, official start date on Monday December 4. 
· LFA Lindke update: Subcomittee, McBain, Lindke, Pinnox, Laskodi got together and sent “important for the program” data sources to Cramer. Asking Cramer to check in with the subcommittee on what else they need. 
· Abel gave an update on the Science Symposium. Committee members (Lee, Abel, Lindke, DeJulio) have a meeting at the end of this week. Buxton advises to be Weary of conference schedules – please reach out to Kiana with any black out periods in the late Spring/early summer.

2 Flow workgroup request to TMC. 
· TMC did not approve the Flow recommendations and they don’t know how to move forward for WY24. Lindke: September TMC meeting failed to vote a flow schedule and did not send a recommendation to Reclamation. The Flow workgroup is unclear on how they move forward. Are not advancing a recommendation based on the best available science and need direction from the TMC on how to design a flow for the impending water year. Lindke has an agenda item during the TMC meeting, but is unsure how the process will move forward. Not sure how to follow the normal processes of sending flow recommendations through the IDT then to the TMC. Peterson: questions are valid and pertinent for the TMC, does not want the IDT to get in the way, but wants to open it up to the group. Lindke welcomes any guidance. Naman: this topic is worthy of longer discussion. TMC discussion is forecasted to be messy. Can reclamation do anything without NEPA – is WVF able to implement even if TMC does vote yes? The county is presenting some other alternative while working with Joe Polos? Peterson: no county alternate proposal at the TMC meeting in December, thus far. We should give the TMC a solid framework. Are they asking the flow workgroup to recommend a flow that is not based on the best available science? NEPA coverage – Reclamation’s last direction is that 2000 ROD provided adequate coverage. What about the judges ruling? Lindke: its up to reclamation to navigate the responsibility of NEPA. Failure to adopt the 300cfs recommendation with normal rod volumes, conflicts with what the TMC voted on. Buxton: proposals were shot down, and now implementation is out of our ability. Release planning objectives as directed by the ROD. WVF with an alternative option. Let them choose to vote down option 1 or option 2. Naman: That suggestion option 1: WVF, option 2: hydrograph for water year type. DSS, modeling exercises are all pointless.  Peterson: Given that the Best Available Science says that water should be released prior to April 15 – let’s not schedule a full volume. Buxton and Naman: couldn’t vote that in place and would be illegal. Buxton: we should still model do we think we can’t do any better with the water under our current constraints? If no, let’s choose the best option for the river. DeJuilio: what are we supposed to change the hydrograph to benefit? It’s not defined. Conor: this is a political problem and we need to stay in the old regime. High flows have not given us what we need up to 11K – not getting bank erosion, getting bank additions instead. Longer flows vs high flows. Lindke: different from how we’ve scheduled flows from the last few years. WVF temperature suppression is a significant detrimental effect. Have moved as much as we can to reduce the duration of the elevation flow in the past few years. Peterson: too many questions with how to move forward. Lindke: this is helpful to have this conversation. We don’t need to go down a rabbit hole. Can we do better under ROD flow? Lindke believes that no is the answer. Proposed hydrographs and ROD DSS models are conflicting results from year to year. Naman: Pushed the envelope as far as our models could possibly detect. Last 5 years of hydrographs are as good as we can do under the constraints. Joe Polos or Tom Stokely should report out what they are thinking and progress. Flynn: county effort that Naman is referring to. Tom, Joe and the county will meet around the 6th to talk about Joe’s ideas, proposals for WVF with county concerns addressed.  Peterson: Flynn – pls reach out to James Lee to add any agenda items. DeJuilio: DSS annual review looks at often a single factor. We had a wet year, significant scour, bed mobilization – what are we trying to achieve and how would that differ from what we’ve done in the past. Doesn’t seem like a good use of time and resources. Can the county present under Ken’s agenda item? We have an item on the TMC. Lindke: despite TRRP operations, TMC is an advisory to Reclamation, who does not need TMC to make that recommendation. Advised at the September meeting that likely ROD would be released. What are the county’s concerns or needs? A lot of preliminary work has been done? Peterson: TMC can bring in policy advice as well as best available science advice. Flynn: Not comfortable relaying information. Doesn’t think it’s appropriate to share political constraints to the science community. Buxton: Need real input from the county, we pay for input, and it would be nice to have that from our representative. Adds that there are ways to accomplish objectives that don’t need TMC approval. Haven’t designed turn taking, last year was high flow – what’s the turn this year? DeJuilio: how are we supposed to decide the priority – not fish, or geomorphic work. Which turn is it? Objectives often conflict and have negative impacts when we take turns. WVF recommendation was best for all things and now we need to have direction on which turn benefits. Buxton: Seems like a good question to discuss since we are in the situation that we are in. Lindke: haven’t agreed on anything. Not totally certain how the presentation will go or what the question/direction or ask will be to the TMC. Peterson: lets discuss the messaging in a smaller group. Overall, discussion went much longer than anticipated and constrained time for following items.

Break 10:05 – 10:10

3 FY25 Science Priorities 

Peterson reviewed process thus far (per Science Plan) for focusing on Key Uncertainties and developing questions – questions that do not fit the chosen Key Uncertainties should go into a parking lot for future years according to the Science Plan. Peterson: is our question set complete? Let’s discuss. Began going over questions. 

Nutrient Flux – 
#1: Primary/Secondary productivity monitoring: DeJuilio Ben King’s study on inundation and scour was very adaptable to environmental conditions. But also revealed how studies of productivity depend on whatever hydrology we get, some questions may require multiple years of data to answer. Peterson: this is to start up a new core monitoring activity.

#2: BMI & Sheer stress. Link through srd2h models over time. Looking specifically at how physical parameters translate to periphyton and BMI development. Potential for a foodscape model.

#3 (moved to parking lot): Can carcass additions affect BMI and salmon populations? Buxton: proposal dating back years and hasn’t caught traction for many reasons. Hatchery plan has included this at Grass Valley Creek. Hatchery fish, chunk out on bars to increase nutrient load. DeJuilio: how would we estimate and monitor the effects of this action. Two years HGMP requirement have been placing carcasses – don’t have money for monitoring. Have to amend similar to a garden which equals about 1.2kg per sq meter to get any effect. Hatchery does this already. Peterson: caution against prioritizing our questions, Science Plan indicates that should happen with reviewing proposals from RFP. Lee: attempted on the main stem, pushback through NEPA, did not have coverage with the categorical exclusions. PEA for the watershed is in the works and one of them is carcass supplementation. Asking to extend from tribs to the mainstem. Should have NEPA coverage in about a year or so. Should link to monitoring for adaptive management. Should think about amount, when, and where to guide the action in the future. Lindke: We know it’s a benefit, questions surround the magnitude which is really high to achieve positive effects. Naman: quantity is the main question. Does the hatchery really do this? DeJuilio: not every carcass makes it back to the river, but a lot do. Naman: need to know stream metabolism. NEPA should complete first. Work off the hatchery’s current operations to test. Lee: Sideboard to letting the NEPA guide this question. Need to consider mitigations. Lindke: premature for this funding cycle. Look for other examples first. Buxton: Literature review within the carcass proposal (Lee/James)– ask the RAEWG to update it, grass valley creek write up. Peterson: let’s punt to FY26 and ask RAEWG to discuss. 

#4 (moved to temperature section): Develop missing tools to assess hydrographs including summer baseflows. Buxton: use existing tools and funded work to derive summer flow schedules considering specific species. Mitigation for riparian encroachment, for example. Flow schedules for species benefits. Peterson: how do we evaluate summer baseflow schedules based on our historic data? Buxton: RBM10 is being worked on a 1Dsubdaily resolution for temperature is being worked on for the Restoration reach currently. DeJuilio: does this fit under temperature vs nutrient flux? Buxton agrees. Nutrient flux as a derivative of temperature. Peterson is moving it to that section.

#5: how does flow management affect stream respiration and metabolism? DeJuilio: monitor DO throughout the day calculating respiration converting to metabolism. Fairly simple way to assess affects of flow management on stream productivity. Peterson: alternative to a long term BMI monitoring? DeJuilio: how useful would this be in assessing productivity. Lindke: interrelation leads to opportunity hitting multiple trophic levels at the same time. Respiration metabolism – how good of a surrogate could it be for BMI? DeJuilio: lose species, know things are being produced, but don’t know what is being produced. Paul: they certainly all well linked. SM would be a good indicator however, just need to understand that you might have a response but no linkage to the fish community.  Lots of carcass addition work, fertilization work (direct adds) we don’t need to reinvent the wheel specifically for the Trinity. Peterson: subquestion to number 1? DeJuilio: not sure if the projects are that related. Flow and carcass supplementation, could benefit from before and after assessments vs designing a single year study. Baseline monitoring in place when management changes happen so to understand the entire scope. 

SAB recommendations: was to take the rational linked to goals and key uncertainties. Paul: at least need to link back to the goals within the science plan (program goals: form, function and fisheries). Naman would be willing to help fill in the links. Lindke: heard Paul, “should be linked directly to the objectives”. 

Peterson: have 3 alternatives to get at one uncertainty for the RFP, 1 in the parking lot, 1 moved to temperature.

Wetted Area
1. Are Lewiston dam releases and tributary accretions of flow sufficient to cause channel widening and increase wetted areas in alluvial valley areas.
a. Are we already monitoring for this? Buxton: yes, we can re-monitor with our existing tools. Don’t understand possibility or mechanism. Wetted width is constrained. Flood hydrology, riparian plant types, bank resistance. Peterson: measure flow requirement to mobilize static banks in the upper river. Buxton: bank configurations, remove mechanically, flows haven’t been able to promote. DeJuilio: RAE research on inundation as a mortality tool for riparian plants possibly has more power than scour based on this research. Buxton: what will we do with re-visits to old project sites? Range of emotions from bad word to necessary. Are they necessary for promotion of an alluvial channel? DeJuilio: desktop strategy? Theoretical vs empirical data study? Buxton: yes, banks are not retreating and are static. Need to know the forces keeping the channel stable. 
2. RAE – Does vegetation diversity and richness increase with a valley wide lowering approach as opposed to a two-stage channel design.  DeJuilio: riparian ecologists want to understand initiation on an annual basis. On the group plot-based monitoring component in the fall observed at the end of the growing season. FY25 funding should work out for this topic. 

Peterson: Topographic evolution at Oregon Gulch? DeJuilio: core monitoring already doing an as-built survey. Could structure future surveys relevant to flow history. Peterson: System wide topographic in ’27. DeJuilio: not sure if this is needed. 

Temperature Regime
Peterson asks the group should we parking lot all temperature items? FY26 science priorities? Buxton: putting this off will offset potential modification of summer baseflow.
1. Effects on 1D daily average temps for riparian plant management. Temps that result from riparian? DeJuilio: Looked at in the temp synthesis and WVF report? Buxton: effect riparian management positively by lowering SBF, what would that flow be and what is the result to temperature and other species. DeJuilio: recession limb, and this is more geared to riparian recruitment and desiccation. Question riparian first, temperature second. Lee: Zedonis riparian shading cooling the river, a flow that doesn’t mix the water fully. Buxton: that is a good question. DeJuilio: Riparian recruitment in the active channel should be in the wetted width category first.  Naman: don’t wait for TMC’s blessing. Set science priorities here. 
2. What effects do water temperatures at the 450 summer baseflow have on periphyton and BMI and maturation of spring chinook salmon for spawning? Peterson: move to nutrient flux? DeJuilio: Talking about funding FY25, moving to different categories is fine but developing the tools is important. Effects of 450cfs are being addressed. Peterson: hearing we should parking lot this item. 
Lindke: better fit for Key Uncertainties for this year, instead of the ways this was initially intended. All important, first year to implement the science planning process. Like to see us attempt to implement that plan. Missing the engagement with the Science plan process set forth by us. Focus on specific key uncertainties that are lined out for us. Peterson: sequencing is key. Temperature model needs to be complete. 

Program office will put together the RFP. Science plan states RFP for full proposal. Have done a pre-proposal process in the past. Should we stage with pre-proposals to full or follow the science plan? Two stage vs One. SAB recommendation: review pre as a group, then topic specific to members of the SAB. Buxton: Add more time to the process, but the step is important to improving the full proposals. Potentially helps the proposer develop better proposals. Peterson: have anyone else benefited from the pre-proposal process? Lindke: also have mixed feelings – is there an alternative way to adjust full proposals? Or are they implemented as is? Is this open to outside entities without requiring a partnership with TRRP entity? How much money is available and what is the funding scape? Peterson: outside entities – can look at ways of funding through NFWF (untested) or other. AFA process is easier. Long term would like to do this more effectively. TMC meeting in June where they discuss the budget. Amounts – no hardwiring of TMC budgeting for science, not currently established. DeJuilio: Science Plan intended to provide specifics in the RFP to preclude the need for a pre-proposal. Hoping that the IDT would do work within the RFP to get the best proposals. Past it’s been really unstructured – so hoping to have the process be more structured. Should include a response to comments during the review process. Peterson: pre-proposals have been difficult to critique. Need to flush out the questions more based on the Science Plan bullets. DeJuilio: part of the goal is to narrow the questions down. IDT should try to get down to the fewest questions then WG coordinator and the person who brought the question forward should prepare the next steps (page that includes the bulleted points) then bring back to the IDT for full RFP development or approval. Can direct funding percentages by question. DeJuilio: Program office work on rubric and budget? Naman: use watershed rubric?

Peterson: revisit the questions we currently have – anything missing? DeJuilio: like the NF question set. Could be persuaded to narrow if that is the will of the group.  

RFQ expansion on question assignments (address 1-6, maybe 7 bullet points within the Science Plan) 
DeJuilio: Nutrient flux #1. Send to the Fish workgroup prior to IDT
Peterson: Nutrient flux #2. Send to RAE WG
No volunteers for Nutrient Flux #3 and after brief revisit to question, suggestion that it be removed from list.
Buxton: Wetted Area #1. Circulate to the Physical Work Group then IDT.
Riparian WG (John/Veronica): Wetted Area #2. Send to RAE WG

Timeline to be discussed:
Develop page send out via email to WG: Two week turnaround.
IDT for review: December 15 
RFP: Early January

Laskodi: Parking Lot Addition - Relationship between flow management and recreation. DeJuilio: fits with the science plan recommendations. 
Parking Lot: Nutrient flux #3

4 Core Monitoring and DSS Modeling Review
Item deferred due to prior items going over time.  Possible meeting in mid-December.

5 TMC Agenda
ED Report review. FY24 impacts: shifting of AFA’s to calendar year vs Fiscal Year. Construction budget for UCC will be impacted to shift money into a 15-month AFA contract. 

No questions from the group on the agenda.

Adjourned 12:30pm


