[bookmark: _GoBack]Flow Workgroup Meeting-Check in Between TMC Meetings 8/9/2024 
Introductions & Attendance
· TRRP Conference Room:  James Lee, Patrick Flynn, Galen Anderson, Oliver Rogers, Chris Laskodi 
· Online: Eric Peterson & Todd Buxton joining together, Justin Lanier, Ken Lindke, Lauren Alvares, Jeanne McSloy, Seth Naman, Ty Wallin (Note taker)
Deadline 8/9/2024 to submit proposal to TMC 
· Trinity County Submitted a Memo and Flow Scheduler w/ Hydrograph 
· Review of Memo from Trinity County 
· Mentioned approving hydrograph, is that the included hydrograph in meeting materials? P. Flynn-Yes, we will review 
· Original memo requested look at Oct 1 to Dec 15 period, but county recognizes those dates are not covered in EA. 
· P. Flynn met with Trent and Liam on 8/5/2024
· Approaching maximum loss if boat fishing day better approached as flow sync period as a whole rather than month by month
· Risk tolerance concept-WVF dependent on a natural flow event and some years the volume can't be released in a way to meet the county’s request, but only time in period of record that would have happened was 2004 based
· Loss of no less than 10 boat fishing days during flow sync period 
· T. Buxton- If there is a synchronized flow that causes loss of 10 boat fishable days and then a natural event  causing a sediment flow from a tributary, would the County be open to another release to mobilize fine sediments from the river bed to  improve egg survival and potentially increase future adult salmon populations? Can this be discussed before moving forward to keep anyone from being caught off guard? 
· K. Lindke-Could tributary sediments be handled w/ flow under 1500 Cfs? T. Buxton – unknown, possibly not 
· T. Buxton-Why two limits (rate of flow changes and number of flow events) on Flow Synchronization. Why not just limit the loss of boat fishing days to 10 since this parameter is the Counties concern? 
· P. Flynn – This is a good question, but would their constraints be acceptable for this year or do we need to address this for support? 
· T. Buxton. If concern is number of boat fishable days then how we stay under 10 should not be the county’s concern.
· J. Lee- White paper authors looked at how frequent flow sync events would have been triggered, how often would we miss out on a second flow with these constraints? 
·  S. Naman - Original WVF proposal only included 1 
· C. Laskodi - Last year would have triggered two, and could have resulted in sediment issue that Todd mentioned 
· K. Lindke - EA only limits volume not number of peaks. Original proposal only analyzed to use full 60k Af in a single peak. We should take the win because we have never gotten to do this before. 
· S. Naman- Will the County prefer to adhere to their 10 fishable days limit or increase flow to move sediment off of redds?
· K. Lindke- We would need to know in advance to save water for second flow, risk not using it at all. We need to know the threshold to move those fine sediments and the flow would need to be triggered in accordance with the EA. 
· P. Flynn. This could be potentially do-able with the right conditions. Do we want to try to work further on this? 
· E. Peterson-Do these need to be modeled and vetted before TMC?
· K. Lindke- Does not seem like additional modeling needed. Thinks we need to move forward with this as proposed
·  T. Buxton- Encourages the County to consider how they present their concerns related to loss of boat fishing days 
· S. Naman. So the County is accepting WVF proposal? 
· P. Flynn- With the additional constraint of 10 boat fishing days lost at most. 
· Justin Lanier - How will TRRP be penalized for loss of boat fishing days due to natural flows? 
· C. Laskodi - 1500 minimum flows is what is considered as fishable out of Lewiston in EIS. 
· Justin-County asking for same thing in 3 ways; 1 synchronization event, max loss of 10 boat fishable days, receding limb reduced as fast as possible. Why do flows need to be reduced below 1500 quickly if it is not going to result in loss of fishable days? 
· K. Lindke- Synchronization Flow in original EA is 8 days over 1500. Maximizing ramp rates does not get back to 300 Cfs as fast because more water needs to be moved between 1500 and 300.
· E. Peterson-Deadline was to allow for modeling, but if no further modeling and these concerns can be brought to the County that would be beneficial
· Review of Hydrograph Prepared by P. Flynn and K. Lindke
· K. Lindke-Volumes need to be adjusted slightly before they could be implemented because the components don’t use up the exact volumes they’re supposed to.  If we get an extremely wet 90% exceedance forecast in March, then all of these constraints will be unachievable, but this has never happened
· Oliver-The County has made constraints without a stated objective. 
· T. Buxton-should go back to the County one more time to get answers before accepting as presented. 
· S. Naman. Why did the county vote no in previous years. 
· P Flynn- Assumes it was a lack of understanding of what was being proposed and the actual impacts. County has been appreciative of the process this year. 
· E. Peterson- Confirming do we have anything that needs further analyses? Accepting proposal and forwarding to TMC is for next Flow WG meeting? 
· K. Lindke-This is consistent with EA so analyses are done. 
· E. Peterson- Could be within the EA but have changes that could out come in decision support, but if not then ok.
· Questions for County
· If primary objective is reducing loss of boat fishing days, then why limit receding limb. or number of sync flow events? 
· Maximize ramp down to reduce receding limb to return to fishable level (1500) or to base flow? 
· Does the County have flexibility to adjust for fish health? 
· Do the lost days only count against limit of 10 if Lewiston releases are over 1,500?
· Next Meeting Aug 19ᵗʰ
· Adjourn 3:30
