Meeting Summary
FLOW WORKGROUP
Monday March 2, 2026 9:00 – 12:00
Google Meet/Willow Creek screw trap office (YT)


Purpose
· Decide which hydrographs to forward to IDT/TMC

Action Items Derived During the Meeting
· Patrick will follow-up with modelers for one-pagers on their methods
· Patrick will follow-up with Smokey for the bedload modeling
· Patrick will write the IDT memo
· Eric will work out the subdaily (diurnal) flows
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1. Hydrologic Conditions
· Review of March B120 and CNRFC forecasts indicates lower-end normal water year conditions.
· Snowpack is low; concern raised about whether models fully capture amplified snowmelt under warm spring conditions.
· Reclamation expects Trinity Lake to fill, with ~½ normal diversion this summer.
· A 6,000+ cfs synchronization flow occurred in December.

2. Hydrograph Modeling Results
Fish (S3 Model)
· Nearly identical results across hydrographs (A vs. B) and dry vs. normal years.
· Increasing consumption rates slightly increased fish output but did not differentiate scenarios.
· Temperature likely limiting differentiation (RBM10 inputs unchanged).
Temperature Modeling
· Very few exceedances across alternatives.
· Minimal differences between scenarios; slight 7DADA variation in June pulse under A, not meaningful.
Riparian Vegetation (TARGETS)
· Hydrograph A produced more seedlings than B.
· No encroachment risk, even under Dry-Dry scenario, due to December 6000+ cfs flow.
· Black cottonwood modeled per synthesis report:
· Wide dispersal window
· Typically above 2000 cfs elevation
· Fast-growing, high habitat value
· “Bathtub ring” (450–2000 cfs capillary fringe) discussed.
· Receding limb shape and site construction (low surfaces) are key controllable factors.
· Early snowmelt recession may favor red willow and arroyo willow establishment.
Frogs (FYFAM Model)
· Hydrograph A performed better overall.
· Often double (or more) survival to froglet stage compared to B.
· Dry-Dry A scenario performed particularly well.
· Hydrograph B had slightly earlier metamorphosis (7–10 days earlier), but difference not biologically meaningful.
· Key drivers: desiccation timing and egg deposition timing.
· Roughness before peak discourages premature breeding.
· Dry years benefit mainstem frogs; tributaries may act as sinks.
Inundation Model
· Results largely similar.
· Slight (<10%) advantage to Hydrograph B, not materially different.
Sediment Transport
· Current year results pending.
· Expectation that A would move more sediment.
· Sediment objectives largely met with December sync flow.
· Sediment not a primary objective this year.

3. Broader Discussion Points
· Limited flexibility for fish objectives in a dry-ish year.
· Greater opportunity to target riparian and frog objectives.
· Recognition that newer Objectives and Targets should guide decisions (though emphasis similar to Flow Study objectives).
· Desire to better understand mechanistic drivers behind model results.
· Consideration of shifting peak of A earlier and lowering magnitude, but constrained by April B120 publication and process requirements.

4. Fall Pulses & Hydrograph Shape
· Lack of fall pulses noted.
· Historic hydrographs show late-summer/early-fall pulses are rare.
· Fall pulses would likely require separate NEPA analysis.
· Discussion of snowmelt patterns, geomorphic context, and recession rates.

5. Sub-Daily & Diurnal Flows
· Recommendation to hold peak flows at average levels (e.g., ~8000 cfs), not exceed.
· Diurnal snowmelt pattern discussed:
· Infrastructure retrofitted to allow implementation.
· Considered ecologically important to mimic natural signals.
· Action item: Eric to check with CVO on diurnal fluctuation options.
· Reference made to Todd Buxton whitepaper on diel fluctuations.
· Simone mentioned Todd Buxton’s whitepaper on diel fluctuations: https://www.trrp.net/library/document/?id=2648 

6. Decision
✅ Consensus reached to move forward with Hydrograph A to IDT/TMC.
Rationale:
· Stronger frog survival outcomes.
· Better riparian recruitment.
· Comparable fish and temperature outcomes.
· Sediment objectives already largely met.
· Differences in inundation and metamorphosis timing not substantial enough to outweigh A’s benefits.

Key Takeaway
Given dry-leaning conditions and sediment objectives already achieved, the group prioritized riparian and frog benefits, resulting in selection of Hydrograph A for advancement.
Next meeting: TBD.
Adjourned 12:00.
