Meeting Summary
[draft in progress] Flow WORK GROUP
Thursday, February 13, 2025 1pm-5pm
MS Teams

Participants
Eric Peterson (USBR/TRRP), Patrick Flynn (TC)†, Kyle DeJuilio (YTF), Mike Orcutt (HVTF – arrived 15-20 min after meeting began), Justin Alvarez (HVTF), Justin LaNier (CADWR), Karl Seitz (HVTF - arrived 15-20 min after meeting began), Shane Quinn (YTF), Chris Laskodi (YTF), Ty Wallin (FWS), Ken Lindke (CDFW), Zac Reinstein (YTF), Seth Naman (NMFS – left around 1:45), Aaron Martin (YTF – left around 1:45), Simone Groves (HVTF)
*notetaker: there was no notetaker; the meeting was transcribed using MS Teams
†coordinator

Outcomes of the Meeting
1. The group pivoted from the scenarios agreed upon 2/6 given that the February B120 was a normal year:
a. There are three scenarios to be developed: 
	Scenario
	Sync
	Feb B120
	Mar B120
	Apr B120
	Total released from Dec 16-Apr 15

	1
	60k
	Norm-60k
	Wet-60k
	Wet
	180kaf

	2
	60k
	Norm-60k
	Norm-0k
	Wet
	120kaf

	3
	60k
	Norm-60k
	Wet-60k
	Ex. Wet
	180kaf



2. The group agreed to model two hydrographs per scenario:
a. One (1) with a focus on riparian objectives
b. One (1) with a focus on geomorphic/fish objectives
3. Kyle DeJuilio and YTF committed to developing one or more hydrographs
4. Justin Alvarez and HVTF committed to developing one or more hydrographs
Action Items Derived During the Meeting
1. DeJuilio and YTF will develop one or more hydrographs
2. Alvarez and HVTF will develop one or more hydrographs
3. Alvarez/Groves will convey to John Bair there might be an opportunity to target riparian while having a relatively low recession due to the recently lowered surfaces at both the first phase of Connor and Oregon Gulch 
Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items (agenda item lead in parentheses)
Note: The Weaverville TRRP office was out of power for the whole meeting, so there were some connectivity issues throughout. Flynn and Peterson connected to the meeting via phone.

1. Review outcome of 2/06/2025 meeting related to winter baseflows and SOD releases (Flynn/Buxton)
· Flynn informed the group of the outcome of the 2/6/25 meeting. See notes on TRRP website.
2. Review of hydrologic conditions (Flynn)
· Flynn gave a brief review of the hydrologic and meteorological conditions to date for WY2025. The long-term outlook produced by NOAA for Mar-Apr-May shows normal for both precipitation and temperature. Lindke brought up the 6-10 forecast which was released on 2/13/25, which showed above average temps and near-normal precip. The Feb B120 had recently been released, which designated a normal year (60kaf released from Lewiston during period from Feb 16 – Apr 15). This was a change from what the group had been thinking based on the CNRFC Ensemble forecast from Trinity Reservoir.
3. WY25 hydrograph objectives and considerations (Flynn)
· Flynn reviewed the objectives and considerations that the group discussed at the 2/6/25 meeting, listed below:
· Fish WG temp objectives (Asarian et al. 2023)
· Laskodi asked hydrograph developers to consider a fairly simple hydrograph curve rather than many peaks to ease monitoring considerations
· All of the considerations included in Buxton’s 2022 functional flow considerations (attached)
· Potentially consider developing hydrographs that may not have an 11k cfs peak, because of the multiple ~11k peak flows the river has already seen at North Fork due to storms (this could be up for discussion).
· Conversely, there is reason to schedule another 11k cfs peak or multiple to encourage the continued dramatic increases in active bars over the past 5 years (again this is open to discussion)
· If spring WY classification is ex wet, consider a hydrograph with relatively low releases from Lewiston to allow the high-magnitude tributary flows to overtake the temperature regime rather than the cold dam releases
· The group began discussing these.
· Laskodi brought up a hydrograph and showed folks what the hydrographs would ideally not look like. He said that with multiple peaks it really messes with the scour, rather than a single 10k peak at the start of the hydrograph, for example. With multiple peaks, we have resets of the [food web in the ] river, which is being monitored for already, but the multiple peaks introduce a lot of noise. Laskodi would like to see something similar to WY2024 with one big peak and then a longer recession limb.
· Peterson mentioned that since there was already a fair bit of geomorphic action in the river with our synchronization flow and the all the natural events, a broader but lower peak might be good to consider this year, rather than a geomorphic peak. Floodplains would be inundated a little bit longer and potentially generate more food on the flood plains.
· Peterson that this approach would be compatible with Laskodi’s request
· John Bair asked what the ideal end date of the hydrograph would be.
· DeJuilio said that getting the river down to 1500 cfs by the end of  May is the ideal date
· Flynn brought up that while there was some discussion about a lower broader hydrograph, Buxton also advocated for potentially considering a hydrograph with an 11k peak, because of the potential benefit to river bar migration, which has been on the uptick in the past 5 years (period in which 11k peaks have been more common)
· Flynn also brought up DeJuilio’s thought from the Feb 13 meeting that there might be an argument for a hydrograph with a lower peak in a wet or wetter year to allow the tributaries to take over the temp regime since they will be flowing high and will the be appropriate temperature, rather than blasting the river with a cold dam release.
· Lindke wanted some clarification on this; wouldn’t this result in a hydrograph extending out farther into the spring/summer?
[it was at this point that the TRRP office began having connectivity issues and Flynn/Peterson dropped off intermittently for about 10 minutes before reestablishing connection]
· John Bair pointed out that we are just talking about what we don’t want, rather than focusing on the objectives.
· The group was going to go through the recommendations in the temperature synthesis
· Mike Orcutt joined the meeting and wanted some clarification on how the Flow WG had communicated the decision regarding SOD releases/winter baseflows from the 2/6/25 meeting to the IDT.
· Flynn and Peterson were able to reconnect and clarify that the information had been communicated from Flynn to Peterson directly, and that, since there was no specific change from the action that TMC already approved in WY2023, there were no plans to specifically take any action or report out from the IDT to the TMC prior to the March TMC meeting or prior to the Feb TMC call. Orcutt thanked everyone for the clarification and said he would figure out the best approach to make sure the IDT vets the flow workgroup’s decision before TMC.

[Flynn/Peterson reconnected and were able to remain the rest of the meeting]

· Naman left the head back to the coast but before he left expressed concern about a lower broad peak and if flows were brought down too quickly from that it could cause some problems in terms of flow signals to spring Chinook and such.
· He was interested in a broad peak if we could do it and not have sudden drop
· Peterson thought a broad peak would allow some development of benthic macroinvertebrates on a fairly high level on the floodplain.
· similar to what we would see in a natural snowmelt pattern is a broad swelling at that time of year rather than a quick peak
· John Bair mentioned that usually in normal above years we're trying to do something for woody riparian and the ramping rates become relevant because you have survivability recession rates for things like cottonwoods and willows. And this is a good flow to achieve those goals.
· Bair brought up some considerations from the functional flow considerations particularly what cfs we want by what date (1500cfs by May 31st?) and below 4000. John was looking for information on how he could develop a hydrograph for woody riparian and also achieve the fish goals as far as flow magnitude
· The magnitude goals are listed in Asarian et al but not in the Buxton 2020 functional flow considerations.
· Bair showed a hydrograph (from WY2023) that he would want to see and asked for specifics on when and how the receding limb should recede/look like. Bair asked for clarification on whether the group really wanted to prioritized the broad peak approach or if there was room for any other objectives. 
· Flynn clarified that absolutely there was room for other objectives and that the broad peak was only one objective we were considering.
· Bair asked for some clarification on how the BMI food engine works and how to best meet that goal while potentially meeing riparian goals.
· Lindke replied that ideally the floodplains would be inundated for 8-10 weeks, 2-3 minimum
· Lindke also pointed out that the rationale we've been working with is that most of the food production has been focused prior to April 15th, and that post Apr 15, the temperatures are really the focus, not that it's not important to produce food in the late spring and summer. Which leads us to want to return to baseflow as soon as possible. However it does not have to go all the way down to 450 cfs baseflow.
· DeJuilio shared a section of the temp synthesis (Asarian et al 2023) (Section 5.1.2.2 - Temperature modeling results, longitudinal and seasonal dimensions) which outlined the specific temperature objectives that should be attempted to be met (potentially while achieving woody riparian goals)
· Flynn encouraged Bair to take the WY2023 hydrograph that he showed and build in the information that DeJuilio mentioned
· Flynn summarized the conversation so far by stating that it sounded like it was a good year for riparian and also for fish/potentially geomorph objectives. The group discussed this and generally thought it would be good model a hydrograph that focused on riparian and a hydrograph that focused on fish/geomorphic objectives.
· DeJuilio added that in wet years, geomorph and riparian are our focus, and in all years fish so it made sense to approach it like this
· DeJuilio wondered if the recently lowered surfaces at both the first phase of Connor and Oregon Gulch present an opportunity to target riparian while having a relatively low recession and asked Alvarez to pass that information along to Bair.
· Groves also said she could pass it along to Bair
· Flynn asked for other considerations given the likelihood of a wet year.
· There were none specific.
· DeJuilio and YTF volunteered to develop hydrograph(s).
· Alvarez and HVTF volunteered to develop hydrograph(s).
· Peterson mentioned that Buxton may develop a geomorphic focused hydrograph.
· The group wanted to model a max of six hydrographs (one riparian and one geomorph per WY scenario) 
4. Other items to discuss if there is time
a. Flynn wanted clarification/consensus from the group as to whether another coordination meeting was needed after the March B120
· The group thought that a meeting was not necessary, because we already decided to implement the TMC-approved hydrographs for winter baseflow, which can be implemented whatever scenario arises
· Peterson pointed out that the winter baseflow hydrograph had already been sent to CVO and that there was a slight chance they could choose not to implement it, but that was unlikely. Another potential wrench in the gears is the TMC call on 2/20/25, during which the TMC could ask for something different. Unless that happens there is no specific need for the Flow WG to meet again after the March B120.
b. Flow scheduler review (Peterson)
· Peterson provided an run-through to the extent possible via phone on the updated flow scheduler. The flow scheduler provides the ability to schedule the various possible scenarios that result from the winter flow project (incl sync flow, elevated baseflow volumes, etc). There was some discussion but there were no burning questions.
c. Scour and inundation modeling (Peterson)
· Peterson brought up Scour Inundation Model (RiverSIM). It might be basically functional in time to apply it to the spring hydrograph for WY2025. The model works using an “area-day” concept rather than a degree-day concept. It starts accumulating area days as things become inundated then that total resets if the area gets scoured.
· Peterson said that he might be presenting it to TMC.
· Flynn asked if we could need to add the output to the DSS. Peterson replied that that was the intent.
· Lindke pointed out that it was uncommon to take things to the TMC that have not been vetted by the workgroups or IDT. Peterson agreed that it would be good to present it to the larger program before presenting it to TMC.
d. Discuss how to approach a flow sync trigger at the NFTR gage during an SOD release (Laskodi)
· Laskodi had asked Flynn to add something to the agenda about how to handle a flow sync trigger during an SOD situation
· Should the trigger be the SOD release plus 4500? Just 4500 regardless of release situation? There were different options discussed.
· DeJuilio clarified that during the development of the winter flow proposal, at various times it was referred to as 4200 CFS of accretions at the North Fork for the lower limit. DeJuilio thought this scenario was almost impossible or highly unlikely due to likelihood of having an event that would have triggered the sync flow earlier in the season if there was an SOD release going on later in the year.
· Flynn asked if the 4200 cfs of accretions was explicit in the winter flow documents. DeJuilio said he would check and Flynn said he would too.
e. Monitoring and Modeling review update (MM review subgroup)
· Flynn asked if there was anyone on from the MM review subgroup to talk about the streamgaging review. There was not.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting adjourned around 3pm.
