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[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Summary
TEMPERATURE WORKGROUP
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
May 23, 2012
Wednesday May 23, 2012, 9:30 AM
Participants
Core members: Rod Wittler (coordinator, TRRP); Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe), and Seth Naman (NMFS).  Via telephone: Teresa Connor (DWR), and Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe),
Other members: Ernie Clarke (TRRP), and Bill Brock (USFS).  Via telephone Paul Zedonis (BOR).
Other attendees: Fred Holz and Shelley McGinnis (MP200 and MP700 divisions of BOR Sacramento Office). 
Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW). 
Action Items and Dissenting View from this Meeting
Seth Naman will draft evaluation criteria for the alternatives to Lewiston Dam for temperature management by June 11.
Shelley McGinnis will send to the Temperature Workgroup a schedule or sequence of meetings for engineering, alternatives evaluation, and consideration of Naman’s criteria.
Dissenting view: The Hoopa Valley Tribe does not support continued discussions of Alternative 4, raising Lewiston Dam, as part of the temperature control evaluations of Lewiston Dam and Reservoir.
Rod Wittler will forward to the Temperature Workgroup the MP-200 Data Needs and Questions for base information May 23 and requests responses by June 6.
Summaries by Agenda Items
Introductions
Rod Wittler opened the meeting and introduced the attendees. 
Review SOW and progress
This was the second meeting to continue the discussion of Lewiston Temperature Control study.  This is an effort to discuss and analyze potential alterations that could be made to the Lewiston Dam and Reservoir to provide better temperature management for the Trinity River. 
Team developments
Shelley McGinnis is taking over from Paul Holtz as the project manager on the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) side.     
Clarify and research conceptual alternatives with TRRP and partners to provide a unified focus – Completed April 13, 2012.
No need for further discussion today.. 
Develop draft alternatives descriptions, including a written summary for review by TRRP – Completed May 1, 2012
No need for further discussion today.
TRRP & Partners (Temperature Workgroup and others) review and comment on draft alternatives – Focus of May 23 meeting
Rod Wittler explained that he wanted to complete Item 5, discussion of the Alternatives, and to then be positioned to move on to Item 6.  Wittler provided some review of the project.  He projected onto the overhead, the four basic goals of the temperature project were:
1) Habitat improvement, 
2) Cold water transmission upstream of Lewiston, 
3) Increased salmon production, 
4) Increased recreation.
The four alternatives being considered were: 
1) Removal or modification of Lewiston Dam
2) Dredging of bottom of Lewiston Reservoir
3) Pipe through or around Lewiston Reservoir
4) Raising Lewiston Dam.
Andrea Hilton asked for some clarification on how the four alternatives were chosen.  Fred Holtz noted the memo dated May 1st described the alternatives.  Wittler said he will be sure Hilton gets the memo.  Hilton also asked how recreation was included as a project goal.  Ernie Clarke responded that Roger Jaegel had originally brought up this issue.  The Temperature Workgroup core members present reiterated that recreation did seem to be an important goal and was not just “cooked up” at the April meeting.    
Paul Holz provided more background by noting that a selective intake structure on Lewiston Dam would be one way to help to access cool water.  He also pointed out that the need to provide flow to the Clear Creek Tunnel (Carr Tunnel) will be a “significant effect” on any alternative.  He also said that the Sacramento BOR office will be creating a 3-5 page description of each alternative with issues and constraints.
The discussion next moved to considerations of each alternative and to open it up for discussion and questions.  
Alterative 1, dam removal or modification 
Seth Naman asked for more discussion on how they may get the water to the Carr Tunnel if the dam were removed. He asked for BOR to describe the most realistic method to accomplish this and their rationale and thinking.  He would like to hear about other the options considered and perhaps having a discussion of these at a future meeting. Wittler noted, on the other hand, that they need to continue progress and that the design engineer needs to have a specific alternative in order to start his design work.  Naman wanted to make sure they have another “check in” before going forward.  Andrea Hilton also asked to be able to see the 3-5 page documents that describe the alternatives before going forward.  
Rod Wittler projected onto the overhead screen, Sean Ledwin’s (Hoopa Valley Tribe) written comments on the alternatives.  Ledwin’s letter noted the alternatives were not presented in a “structured or consistent” approach.  He appreciated the use of goals to evaluate the alternatives and that this should be followed.  He noted the Hoopa Valley Tribe supports continued evaluated the first three alternatives. 
There was more discussion on how to consistently evaluate the alternatives.  Holz cited the need to describe the alternative, to provide a cost and benefits analysis, to evaluate against the performance criteria, and perhaps to rank them.  Naman suggested quantitative assessments and offered to try to define measurable criteria for the goals.  Bill Brock suggested that goals be worded qualitatively and objectives would be quantitative. 
Action item: Seth Naman will draft evaluation criteria for the alternatives to Lewiston Dam for temperature management by June 11. 
Rod Wittler noted that they will have a meeting with the engineers in Sacramento the first week in June.  He wants the engineers to be able to get started on their design on July 1.  They will have their engineering analysis by August so the Temperature Workgroup can produce their report in September.  Holz noted that the September 30 document would not be final but would be an evolving product. 
Tim Hayden wanted to clarify that the intake to the Clear Creek Tunnel is fixed.  As such, he wanted to know how Alternative 3 (Pipe) would work.  Wittler said there are a number of options that have not yet been proposed and that the engineers would resolve this.  Holz described the problems in deciding how to drain Lewiston Reservoir and this would take several months but that Carr Tunnel would not be turned off for that entire time.  
There was discussion about the schedules for the next meetings and the need to coordinate with the engineer/designers.  Ernie Clarke also cautioned the need to get this finished by July 1 as the SAB review was going to start then.  They tentatively settled on a meeting with the engineers about June 5-6; Naman would provide some draft evaluation criteria by June 11; McGinnis would produce a draft document by June 12; a Workgroup meeting would follow shortly thereafter (June 15).  They wanted to avoid June 23 as this would be following right on a two-day TMC meeting and many of the Workgroup members may be attending that.  McGinnis noted that it would be important to have the engineer (Jim) meet with the Workgroup.
Action item: Shelley McGinnis will send to the Temperature Workgroup a schedule or sequence of meetings for engineering, alternatives evaluation, and consideration of Naman’s criteria.
The Workgroup returned to the Sean Ledwin’s comments on Alternative 1.  Ledwin’s letter asked for more information on the potential benefits to temperature and asked about the use of the term “significant challenge” regarding the Clear Creek Tunnel. The Workgroup agreed to add another sentence or two on temperature benefits and to drop the term “significant”. 
Alternative 2, Dredging Lewiston Reservoir
Regarding Alternative 2, Ledwin’s letter asked to delete the sentence on improved fishery in the lake in the opportunities section. The Workgroup agreed to drop this portion of the sentence but leave the opportunities section in the Memo.   
Alternative 3, Pipe Flows around Lewiston Reservoir  
The Workgroup had no formal comments on Alternative 3.  Fred Holz added some comments and noted that to move 500 cfs of flow, they would need a 17-foot diameter pipe.  This could lie along the edge of the reservoir. Wittler noted there is a limited amount of head available to push water through this diameter pipe.  It is not clear what amount of water is actually needed and whether there would be a separate pipe to Carr Tunnel.  Naman said a separate pipe to Carr Tunnel could have other unintended consequences.  He noted a pipe moving Trinity Reservoir water directly to Carr Tunnel could result in the Lewiston Reservoir heating up even more than it does now.  Lewiston Reservoir is cooled by the high volumes it carries to the Carr Tunnel.  Wittler explained that one idea is to have a single pipe to the outlet of Lewiston and downstream and this would need to carry 600 cfs to handle the hatchery and downstream Trinity River.  To have a combined pipe to service Carr Tunnel (3200 cfs) the pipe would need to be able to handle 4,000 cfs.  He noted that Alternative 1, Dam removal would need to have either a pipe or a pump to service the Carr Tunnel.  But the 600 cfs pipe for downstream Trinity flow is not needed for Alternative 1.  Paul Zedonis cautioned that any pipe may constrain flow options such as the Boat Dance releases. 
Alternative 4, Raising the Lewiston Dam 
Andrea Hilton asked how raising the dam got on the list and said the Hoopa Valley Tribe does not support it and is not interesting in discussing it.  She recommended taking this alternative out.  In order to consider Hilton’s request, the Workgroup reviewed Ledwin’s listed objections to Alternative 4.  These were impact to residences and infrastructure, the uncertainty of increased recreation, and that increased power generation was not a goal identified in the earlier meetings.  The Workgroup members generally expressed the view that it may be better to keep it in and show that they were considering all alternatives. Holz said it could actually strengthen their hand to evaluate all alternatives as they go into NEPA analyses.  Hilton asked that her objections be recorded in the meeting summary. 
Dissenting view: The Hoopa Valley Tribe does not support continued discussions of Alternative 4, raising Lewiston Dam, as part of the temperature control evaluations of Lewiston Dam and Reservoir.
Ledwin’s letter also suggested an investigation of the existing Lewiston temperature control device to see if it is properly functioning or could be improved.  Wittler noted this is an important consideration.  Holz said it could be part of the Lewiston Plant alterations.  
Wittler said they need to consider the Power Plant replacement and the curtains as part of the mix.  He noted that Paul Hauser is going to make a Trinity Public Utilities District presentation on the Lewiston Power Plant.  Wittler said the Temperature Workgroup should consider attending the Flow Workgroup meeting on July 27. 
The Workgroup next took stock of where they were and verified remaining action items.
Action item: Rod Wittler will forward to the Temperature Workgroup the MP-200 Data Needs and Questions for base information May 23 and will request responses by June 6.  
Revise conceptual alternative descriptions based on comments and resubmit until TRRP accepts alternatives for continued analysis – To be done by MP-700 following May 23 meeting
To be addressed at the next meeting.
Prepare final conceptual alternative descriptions (3-5 page summaries per alternative) – To be done by MP-700
To be addressed at the next meeting.
Adjourn 12:00 PM
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	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Advance the Lewiston Special study
2. Keep up with workgroup business

	Please Read:
	1. Lewiston Service Agreement
2. April 13 TWG Meeting notes
3. Lewiston Special Study Special Study: Initial Alternatives Description - May 1, 2012

	Please Bring:
	Yourself

	Agenda Items

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	9:30
	Introductions
Agenda Repair
	Rod

	9:45
	Review SOW and progress
1. Team developments
2. Clarify and research conceptual alternatives with TRRP and partners to provide a unified focus – Completed April 13, 2012.
3. Develop draft alternatives descriptions, including a written summary for review by TRRP – Completed May 1, 2012
4. TRRP & Partners (Temperature Workgroup and others) review and comment on draft alternatives – Focus of May 23 meeting
5. Revise conceptual alternative descriptions based on comments and resubmit until TRRP accepts alternatives for continued analysis – To be done by MP-700 following May 23 meeting
6. Prepare final conceptual alternative descriptions (3-5 page summaries per alternative) – To be done by MP-700
	Shelly McGinnis/   Fred Holz

	11:45
	Next Meeting – Meeting scheduling
	Rod

	12:00
	Adjourn
	Rod



