Meeting Notes Summary
Date: April 15th, 2025
Time: 2:30 – 5:00 pm
Attendees: Brad Nissen, Eric Peterson, James Lee, Don Ashton, Ty Wallin, Simone Groves, Oliver Rogers, Reuben Smit, Michael Dixon, Jeanne Mcsloy, Jackie Bridegum, Patrick Flynn

1. Review Feedback Received on Target Memo for Turtles
· Discussion Overview:
· Nissen updated the group on the status of the Turtle temperature target. What the work group thought was a finalized memo, was presented to the IDT, and received considerable feedback. As such, we need to return to the drawing board to address the feedback.
· Proposed Target “Increase thermal diversity to provide warmer waters, specifically areas with mean daily maximum temperatures at least 4 ºC above thalweg mean daily maximum temperatures during June and July, through enhancement of aquatic habitats and structural features used by various age classes of northwestern pond turtles.”
· Eric Peterson noted that increased detail in feedback is a positive sign, indicating engagement from the group.
· James Lee inquired about the schedule for the workgroup to provide input on the next draft of the target memo.
· Nissen suggested discussing strategies for addressing comments from the IDT, proposing either a subcommittee or a separate workgroup meeting for focused discussion.
· Key Points Raised:
· Don Ashton emphasized the interconnectedness of the turtle temperature target and the research proposal, noting that some details will only be known after fieldwork.
· The temperature target of 4° above the thalweg temperature was discussed as a rough estimate, rather than an absolute figure.
· Nissen mentioned the importance of considering the funding status of the temperature proposal before working on revising the target memo.
· Some key points raised by the IDT included defining the geographic area to be measured for the 4 ºC target, and generally including a brief description of how the mean daily temperatures would be calculated, among other comments.
· Peterson told the group there is no deadline for the targets and objectives to be revised, but artificially it is typically covered by the December IDT meeting.
· Action Items:
· Nissen proposed that interested members form a subcommittee to work on the temperature target and address the IDT comments. Any workgroup members interested in joining the subcommittee should email Nissen.
· Additional Insights:
· Peterson highlighted the role of turtles as biological monitors of thermal diversity, contrasting them with fish that move too much for direct measurement.
· Lee suggested using Todd Buxton's pool stratification work as a framework for understanding the relationship between flow changes and turtle populations.
· Ashton pointed out the need for a clear picture of desired future conditions for the Trinity River, referencing past discussions on the topic. Ashton suggested tying in with the data already collected for fish metrics, to see if those measurements would work for defining a turtle-focused topic.
· Conclusion:
· Nissen acknowledged the complexity of defining the temperature target and the need for further discussions, suggesting that the sub-group work on this and report back to the work group on their progress at the next meeting.
2. Update on Status of Wood Management Plan Writing (Synthesis Report)
· Discussion Overview:
· Simone Groves provided an update on the progress of the Wood Management Plan, noting that a subcommittee had been formed to assess and compile the plan.
· A memo was initially created but deemed unnecessary, leading to a pivot towards developing an Annual Wood Augmentation Plan.
· The current focus is on simplifying the wood augmentation framework to allow for annual Wood Augmentation Plan submissions with recommendations.
· Key Points Raised:
· Groves highlighted the need for a clearer structure in the documents, emphasizing the importance of concise recommendations and actionable items.
· James Lee discussed the historical context of wood loading rates in the Trinity River, referencing past studies that suggested a significant increase in wood loading.
· Lee noted the ongoing efforts to develop a large wood management strategy and the importance of having a strategy to use for concrete recommendations for implementation.
· Nissen suggested that the annual plans can continue to be submitted and reviewed in parallel with the work being done to construct the larger ‘Trinity River Wood Management Plan”. The Management Plan document will serve to help establish the goals and strategy that can inform the annual augmentation plan submissions once it is complete, but it doesn’t need to be finalized before annual augmentation plans are submitted.
· Lee also emphasized the value of a “manual” or “guide” to large wood augmentation that can inform how large wood augmentation is carried out. A smaller document that could either be incorporated into the larger Wood Management Plan, or serve as a stand-alone document. 
· Action Items:
· Groves will share the current documents and outlines with the group for their awareness and feedback.
· Lee is finalizing a straw plan for fine sediment augmentation, which includes wood as a key component, and will circulate it for review.
· The group agreed to establish a timeline for feedback on the straw plan, aiming for a couple of weeks for review before the June TMC meeting.
· Additional Insights:
· Concerns were raised about the potential risks associated with adding large wood to the river, particularly regarding infrastructure and downstream impacts.
· The need for a risk assessment was emphasized, with suggestions for collaborative brainstorming on how to manage potential risks.
· Next Steps:
· A smaller group (Nissen, Peterson, Groves, and Lee) will meet to discuss the strategy and outline for the Trinity River Wood Management Plan.
· Regular updates and timelines will be established to ensure progress on both the strategy document and the annual plans.
Review of FY26 Turtle Temperature Proposal
· Discussion Overview:
· Don Ashton provided an update on the turtle temperature proposal, mentioning feedback received from TRP and SAB.
· The main challenge discussed was linking the proposal with the SHR 2D model, which proved to be unrealistic due to its complexity and data requirements.
· Ashton clarified that site selection for the study would be based on field reconnaissance and turtle behavior rather than model predictions.
· Key Points Raised:
· Ashton acknowledged the difficulty in proving that growth differences in turtles were solely related to temperature variability, as other factors (e.g., food availability) could also play a role.
· Temperature will be used as a surrogate to represent better biological habitat conditions, and previous work indicated that food was not a limiting resource.
· Lee suggested using telemetry to record temperature data alongside turtle growth, which Ashton agreed could be a valuable future project but would require a larger budget and more time.
· Action Items:
· Ashton will address the comments received and finalize the proposal, with plans to run it by Nissen for proofreading.
· The group discussed the need to consider flow management changes if desired thermal heterogeneity cannot be achieved through channel form changes.
4. Completed Monitoring and Modeling Forms
· Discussion Overview:
· Nissen introduced the completed modeling and monitoring review forms and sought feedback from the group.
· Peterson noted that while there is no typical review process for these forms, feedback is expected to be submitted by June.
· Key Points Raised:
· Nissen encouraged attendees to review the forms and provide feedback within two weeks, noting that the forms are relatively short and straightforward.
· Concerns were raised about certain sections of the forms lacking depth, particularly in how projects inform TRP objectives.
· Simone Groves suggested that Don Ashton should review the review of the FYFAM model, as he has relevant expertise.
· Action Items:
· Attendees are to review the forms and submit comments via email to Nissen and Lee by the established deadline.
· Don Ashton will provide feedback on the review forms, ensuring they accurately reflect the work being done.
5. Plan for Field Trip to BOR-Acquired Parcels
· Overview:
· A field trip is scheduled for June 3rd to visit two sites: one near Douglas City and another near Junction City. The purpose is to brainstorm ideas for potential projects on these BOR-acquired parcels.
· Site Details:
· Douglas City Site: Easily accessible, potential for long-term outreach related to vegetation and avian monitoring.
· Junction City Site: Suggestions for light channel rehabilitation, such as wood structures.
· Logistics:
· Meeting point will be at the TRP office at 10:30 AM. Participants are encouraged to bring lunch.
· The plan is to spend about an hour at each site, with discussions and prioritization of ideas.
· Action Items:
· James Lee will prepare maps of the parcels to share with attendees prior to the trip.
· Participants to confirm their attendance on the calendar invite.

6. Check-in on Priorities for FY25 Identified in Workgroup Action Tracker
· Overview:
· The group reviewed the action tracker and identified checking on berm conditions as a priority for FY25.
· Simone Groves expressed uncertainty about how to measure berm conditions, but John Bair offered to assist in developing a study plan.
· Action Items:
· John Bair and Simone Groves will collaborate to create a study plan for evaluating berm conditions, aiming for a draft by January for submission in the upcoming budget cycle.
· Bair and Groves will present on their ideas for the study plan at the next RAEWG meeting in June.

7. Updates on the Environmental (Winter) Flow Study
· Overview:
· Ty Wallin provided an update on the winter flow study, mentioning that a smaller group led by Ken Linke will focus on the process to streamline discussions and decision-making.
· Next Steps:
· The workgroup will await further updates from the smaller group regarding hypotheses and the need for input on riparian monitoring.

Review of Action Items: 
· Nissen will schedule a sub-group meeting to discuss revising the turtle temperature target. Any Work group members interested in being part of this group should email Nissen. 
· Nissen will meet with Groves, Lee and Peterson to clarify and finalize a strategy for the Large Wood Management Plan. 
· Lee will send out the Large Wood straw plan for work group review. WG members will have at least 2 weeks to review and provide feedback to Lee. 
· All work group members need to review the Modeling and Monitoring review forms and provide any feedback to Lee and Nissen in the next two weeks
· Please RSVP to the RAEWG field trip on June 3rd if you plan to attend
· John Bair and Simone Groves will present on a study plan for evaluating the berm conditions in the river at the June meeting. 

