Meeting Summary
Flow WORK GROUP
Spring Flow Planning WY2025 Meeting 3
Wednesday, March 3, 2025 10:30 - 4 (adjourned around 2pm)
TRRP Office and MS Teams

Participants
[bookmark: _GoBack]Eric Peterson (USBR/TRRP), Patrick Flynn (TC)†, Kyle DeJuilio (YTF), John Bair (ARS/HVTF), Shane Quinn (YTF), Chris Laskodi (YTF), Ty Wallin (FWS), Ken Lindke (CDFW), Seth Naman (NMFS), Todd Buxton (USBR), Simone Groves (HVTF), James Lee (USBR/TRRP), Mike Dixon (USBR/TRRP), Justin LaNier (CADWR), Don Ashton (ARS/HVTF), Oliver Rogers (USBR/TRRP), Smokey Pittman (ARS/HVTF)
*notetaker: there was no notetaker designated because the meeting was transcribed
†coordinator

Outcomes of the Meeting
1. The group decided to recommend the geomorphic/fish hydrographs to the IDT/TMC, with a small change to the low-magnitude peaks in July to improve conditions for frogs
Action Items Derived During the Meeting
1. Flynn will draft a memo to the TMC
2. DeJuilio will make the changes to the hydrographs to account for the small change to the low-magnitude peaks in July to improve conditions for frogs
3. DeJuilio will draft sub-daily hydrographs that work for flow scheduling when sending to CVO
Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items (agenda item lead in parentheses)
1. Review outcome of 2/19/2025 meeting (Flynn)
· Flynn reviewed the outcome of the 2/19/25 meeting. Notes are available on the TRRP website.
2. Review of hydrologic conditions (Flynn)
· Flynn briefly reviewed hydrologic conditions for the coming weeks/months.
3. Review DSS results (Flynn/Modelers)
· Two sets of hydrographs were presented, one focused on geomorphic/fish and a Q50 scaled hydrograph
· Laskodi presented S3 results, which did not show much difference between the hydrographs, aside from about 200 more smolts produced by the geomorphic/fish hydrographs.
· Lindke presented temperature modeling results. He used RBM10 results from Laskodi for the adult runs and RBM10 from Russ Perry for the juvenile rearing targets. The results between the hydrographs were mostly identical/not significant for decision-making at the workgroup level for the adult runs. The results using the Perry RBM10 model outputs was significant and suggested more beneficial conditions for fish from the geomorphic/fish hydrographs.
· Bair presented the runs from TARGETS. The geomorphic/fish hydrographs showed more black cottonwood initiation potential and also did not show any risk of encroachment by narrow leaf willow (peak discharge >6,000 cfs=no risk; <6,000 cfs=risk). Bair raised a concern about the legitimacy of the encroachment risk metric. The scaled Q50 hydrograph did not reach 6,000 cfs and was therefore classified as an encroachment risk. The geomorphic/fish hydrographs all have >7,500 cfs peaks, so they were classified as no risk. The river at Lewiston peaked at 6k in December so the need for the river to reach 6k during the spring ROD flows was moot.
· Ashton presented the FYFAM results. The scaled Q50 hydrographs showed an earlier median date for FYLF metamorphosis and also a greater number of froglets produced with a greater percentage of survival, except for the ex. wet scenario, which showed an earlier metamorphosis date for the fish/geomorphic hydrographs.
· Buxton presented the Bedload modeling results. The geomorphic/fish hydrographs showed a greater number of tons of bedload mobilized.
4. Select hydrographs for recommendation to IDT and TMC (Flynn)
· The DSS results showed greater benefit from the geomorphic/fish hydrographs aside from the FYLF models. Ashton brought up that the two peaks in July in the geomorphic/fish hydrographs were the most detrimental to the frogs. After discussion the group decided that it was appropriate to switch the positions of the two peaks in July, which would result in reduced impact to frogs while also maintaining the benefits of the peaks, which is to promote upstream migration of spring Chinook The group agreed that the modeling would not have to be redone to accomplish this because of the very small nature of the change.
· The group decided to recommend the geomorphic/fish hydrographs for all possible water year scenarios (N-N-W, N-W-W, N-W-EW).
5. Update from monitoring and modeling review subgroup
· The group will be meeting for the first time 03-04-2025. Buxton asked the group for input/recommendations for streamgages to be added or removed.
· Recommendations mentioned during the meeting
· Temp monitoring at the Coffee Creek gage
· Turbidity monitoring at various locations in the restoration reach
· Temp monitoring on the South Fork Trinity
· Potentially a list of gages that could be cut if funding becomes an issue
· Prioritized list of gages
Meeting adjourned around 2pm.
