


Interdisciplinary Team Meeting Notes
March 11, 2024

T. Morgan, P. Flynn, G. Anderson, O. Rogers, J. Buffington, S. Pitman (HVT), V. Yates, C. Laskodi, K. Fausch, S. Gough, J. Lee, K. Lindke, M. Knechtle, E. Petersen, T. Buxton, K. Abel. S. Naman.

	1300
	Introductions, agenda review, ID note-taker.  Updates:
· Science Symposium presentations
· Other?
	All




· Updates on Science Symposium from James. Three days scheduled. First day on fish, 2nd day habitat, 3rd day physical. Website is set up. Schedule will be up on the 15th. Field trip will be on Friday with half day likely in Junction City area. Monday night mixer in Weaverville. Updates were given on presenters, daily topics, and logistics.
· New SAB members are on contract, or contracts are close to being finalized. Mike D. has briefed them on current TRRP projects and state of affairs.
· Science coordinator interviews will be following the TMC meeting next week. Hope to have the position filled by TRRP science symposium.

	1315
	Flow Workgroup Release Schedule Recommendation
	Lindke




· Ken Lindke discussed current hydrologic conditions. 
· Precipitation (rain) for five stations were all near or slightly above 100% for the Oct-Jan period. So conditions seem slightly above average.
· For Snowpack for 4 stations were all around or slightly above 100% of April 1 average. Again conditions look good, approximately average or above average. 
· March B120 median forecast is 1,580 TAF, putting the Trinity squarely in the middle of a Wet water year. CNRFC 50% predition in 1,480 TAF, with the 80%/20% forecasts also being in the Wet category. 
· Trinity Reservoir is 120% of 15-year average for March 10.
· Precipitation for the next 2 weeks is predicted to be below average.
· Ken provided background on Flow WG background information for those who are not involved in flow planning. Ken described the ROD flow schedule, how we have worked to change those flows for more volume and variability in the winter, including the synchronization flow. Discussed were the decisions by the TMC, implementation in 2023, and decision by TMC not to implement in 2024.
· Kyle and Seth mentioned the negative impacts of not releasing flows in the winter were discussed including temperature reductions in the spring reducing growth of juvenile salmonids, heavy sediment deposits smothering redds, as well as other effects. 
· Ken went over the Flow WGs last meeting. He mentioned that 3 entities did not want to make a formal recommendation, but the other entities did prefer to develop recommendation(s).
· Ken went over for considerations this year including maximum flow level, delay start for the egg study, revegetation, whether or not flows greater than 6,000 CFS are needed given that three 11,000 CFS peaks were provided in WY 2023. 
· Seth mentioned that the Temp. Synthesis recommendations on flows that do not suppress temperatures in the spring are unattainable without any releases in the winter.
· Ken went over a proposed WY 2024 hydrograph from HVT, which was modified from a 2011 Wet water year release.
· Should start April 16
· Recession limb modified to be better for riparian plant recruitment
· 450 CFS summer baseflow starts July 30
· Ken went over temperature compliance results for the 2011 hydrograph which showed few exceedances
· Ken went over stated objectives for the 2011 hydrograph
· Ken went over a proposed WY 2024 hydrograph from HVT, which was modified from a 2017 Ex. Wet water year release.
· Should start April 16
· Recession limb modified to be better for riparian plant recruitment
· 450 CFS summer baseflow starts August 
· Ken went over temperature compliance results for the 2017 hydrograph which showed few exceedances
· There is a 600- CFS bench for some of August
· Ken went over stated objectives for the 2017 hydrograph and the first DSS that was completed in this year.Ken went over a 2012 Normal hydrograph.
· Ken went over stated objectives for the 2012 Normal hydrograph
· They are more general and/or qualitative than our objectives now
· Kyle mentioned by the time this goes to TMC, we should narrow the number of water years presented.
· John Buffington asked if we did not do DSS modeling this year because we don’t have latitude to change flows, or because the models aren’t useful.
· Ken answered that we see very little contrast when we evaluate the models in the DSS because we release all the flow in all modeled scenarios over a very brief 2-3 month window, so the model results show little differences.
· It was discussed and consensus was reached that the most probable water year type hydrographs would be provided to TMC, and that all would be provided as options, with the caveat that consensus was not reached on providing a recommendation.

	1400
	Limiting Factors Analysis Update
	Laskodi / Peterson



· Chris Laskodi went over the status of the limiting factors analysis
· There will be several different sub-models that go into a bigger lifecycle model
· Cramer Fish Sciences developed an overview for how they approached the study plan
· Chris went over the general tasks of the study plan including the three options the LFA group requested from Cramer Fish Sciences. 
· A table with the options was presented. Option 3 is the most complex, with Option 1 being similar to a spreadsheet exercise.
· However no cost estimates were provided.
· Because the TMC will make a decision soon, Todd recommended that the IDT and/or other technical work groups develop a recommendation how to proceed for the TMC, before they need to make a decision.
· Kyle asked if this could be staggered with Option 1 going first but then later undertaking Option 2 later.
· Mike mentioned that there are funds available on the NFWF grant. He mentioned that funding decisions in the future could be complicated if funds are dedicated for one option, but then additional funds were sought but not available at a later date.
· Ken mentioned he’d support at least Option 2 but thinks going for Option 3 would be better with much lesser value to Option 1. Option 1 does not identify limiting factors.
· Chris went over details of the options. He discussed how having components that can vary is better than having fixed factors such as growth rate because it captures reality better. Ken also described that Option 3 will allow for more useful “gaming” of the model to help evaluate which factors are most sensitive to changes.
· Todd mentioned that we can apply models ourselves and he’s less worried about biases. 
· Eric went over the options and clarified them. He mentioned Option 3 included staff time from the contractor to help with running scenarios and interpreting results.
· Ken mentioned that this would be good because it’s an independent entity evaluating scenarios with the model.
· Chris doesn’t think Option 1 has much value because it did not include the ability to identify limiting factors.
· Kyle said that then a recommendation should likely be for Option 2 or 3, but not Option 1.
· Todd supported that saying though without cost it’s hard to know what to do, but one could put both out for bid and see what the result is.
· Then there was a discussion about how to proceed, but ultimately there was consensus on recommending that TMC go for at least Option 2, but that Option 3 would be better. 
· John Buffington asked if we believed that what Cramer developed was actually what we were looking for. 
· Chris responded that yes what was in the document and the life cycle model that they developed was on the right track to answering the questions we have regarding limiting factors. 
· Ken mentioned that the life cycle model should initially be much more inclusive and complete, and it could be paired down later. 
· John clarified that he just wanted to make sure that the product would be useful to us.  
· Todd asked if the end product would have the knobs and buttons that would allow the important questions to be answered.
· Ken answered yes, and then some…more potential factors than most think might affect salmon.
	1430
	TMC Meeting Agenda Review
	Dixon / Peterson



· Eric went over TMC Agenda
· Todd mentioned that there would be a relocation of 3000 CY as the sediment proposal from Bear Island for this year.
· There were a couple corrections and typos that were highlighted for correction.

	1500
	FY2025 Science Prioritization RFP
	Dixon / Peterson



· Eric then went over the solicitation package for FY 2025.

	1530
	Objectives, Targets, Monitoring, Modeling Review Status and Next Steps
	Peterson



· Eric went over objectives and targets review
· Request to work groups went out to review their objectives
· Flow WG reviewed theirs
· Kyle went over Fish WG objectives and targets. He mentioned there were over 20 that had been reduced down to 14. He described some of the shortcomings in the DSS (e.g. temperature point compliance) and how the fish work group is going to summarize them and make them more useful for decision makers.
· Eric described how objectives, targets, monitoring, and modeling all line up and that we should work toward that logic chain.
· There was discussion of how our approach to objectives have changed. James said that the limiting factors might help generate new objectives and targets but those results won’t be ready for a few years. But between now and the end of the calendar year would be good to update objectives. Then when the LFA or other reports are done we could redo more objectives. 

	1600
	Wood Management Plan Update
	Yates



· Veronica went over status of the wood management plan
· She said that the original document was paired down as there was a lot of text that was not germane to the document.
· She described how a new outline was developed and new sections including objectives, background, recommendations, etc., were written.
· The document will include a management plan that would include recommended target wood loading quantity and recommendation for decision makers for wood loading quantity and locations for augmentation. 
· Kyle suggested there should be a timeline specified for adaptive management and updating wood loading over time as more is learned.
· Veronica went over potential benefits to species and monitoring assessment an adaptive management.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]John Buffington mentioned that wood routing is quite a bit more complicated than sediment routing.



	Interdisciplinary Team Meeting Agenda




Teams Meeting (check your calendars and see link below) 


	Location
(Hybrid) TRRP Office and Virtual


	
	Date and time
11 Mar 2024
1300-1630

	Coordinator:
	Eric Peterson 
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	· Preparations for TMC Meeting
· Review (approval?) of Flow Workgroup scheduling recommendation
· Understanding and coordination of RFP
· Progress on Objectives, Targets, Monitoring, Modeling review.


	Please review:
	· Flow Workgroup recommendation (pending)
· TMC Agenda
· RFP Solicitation (pending)
· Objectives and Targets draft (in email)
· Large Wood Management Plan outline (in email)


	Please bring: 
	· 





	Agenda

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter or Lead

	1300
	Introductions, agenda review, ID note-taker.  Updates:
· Science Symposium presentations
· Other?
	All

	1315
	Flow Workgroup Release Schedule Recommendation
	Lindke?

	1400
	Limiting Factors Analysis Update
	Laskodi / Peterson

	1430
	TMC Meeting Agenda Review
	Dixon / Peterson

	1500
	FY2025 Science Prioritization RFP
	Dixon / Peterson

	1530
	Objectives, Targets, Monitoring, Modeling Review Status and Next Steps
	Peterson

	1600
	Wood Management Plan Update
	Yates? / Peterson

	1630
	Adjourn
	



Microsoft Teams meeting
Join on your computer, mobile app or room device
Click here to join the meeting
Meeting ID: 272 551 497 085
Passcode: QZWHGA




