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TEMPERATURE WORKGROUP
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
April 13, 2012
Friday April 13, 2012, 9:00 AM
Participants
Core members: Rod Wittler (coordinator, TRRP); Teresa Connor (DWR); Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe); Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe); Roger Jaegel (Trinity County), Seth Naman (NMFS).
Other  members: Bill Brock (USFS); Ernie Clarke and Robin Schrock (TRRP); Tom Stokely (CWIN), Paul Zedonis (BOR). 
Note taker: Rod Wittler. 
Action Items from this Meeting
Summaries for Agenda Items
Introductions/Agenda Review
Clarification of ‘Other’ workgroup member
Lewiston Concepts Study 
Fred Holz was invited as a guest speaker to talk about USBR MP-700 and Service Agreement.  
Background
Fred Holz provided his background: 3 years at Reclamation; 22 years of consulting engineering; 2 engineering degrees; residential development; high-tech facilities; Greenfield/Brownfield. Training in analyzing/formulating needs – traveling through process to product.  Registered Professional Engineer.  Currently in MP-700 – Planning. Project Manager. Formulates the project staff.
Tasks
Temperature modeling by TRRP (Wittler) and/or CVO and/or NCAO (Zedonis); Engineering by MP-200 and/or TSC (Denver). Benefits Analysis – TSC.
Service Agreement - $150k budgeted for FY12. Total scope is roughly $400k. What can we get for $150k – what decision document can we produce? $150k may not be all we will get, it’s all we have right now.
Not looking to pick winner/loser right now. Need to qualify alternatives for deeper analysis. Funnel multiple alternatives down to fewer (4) alternatives within FY12 (end of September 2012).  Scope is basically the same – level of detail dependent upon funding.
Seth – how to decide how to structure study with available funding. All or part?  Fred – not mutually exclusive. Additive.  Rod – More alternatives with low precision – few alternatives with greater precision. Mike – We could likely narrow it down to 4 right now.
Fred – review 4 strawman alternatives from Service Agreement – 
1) Trinity Reservoir Management
2) Lewiston Reservoir Management
3) Physical Modification of Lewiston Reservoir and/or Dam
4) Removal of Lewiston Dam.
Rod – workgroup needs to establish criteria for assessing potential of alternatives.
Fred – trail for Reclamation projects:
1) Conceptual
2) Appraisal (existing documentation collection – what we currently know…) $150k to start $250k to finish
3) IAIR (Initial Alternatives Initial Results) – probably where we really are. That’s why Fred has been calling this a ‘Special Study’. Not attached to a specific stage of this process. $750k-$1M
4) Feasibility (Accompanies NEPA) (Funding request to Congress) ~$2M

Bill – Is there an informal cost cap on implementation?  Fred – No. Basically looking at B/C>1.0. I’m here to help quantify alternatives, not pick a winner.  Not predisposed towards any alternative at this time.
Fred – Scope description. 4 High Level Alternatives
1) Trinity Reservoir Management
2) Lewiston Reservoir Management
3) Physical Modification of Lewiston Reservoir and/or Dam
4) Removal of Lewiston Dam.
Hoping to refine these today.
Really doing Item 1 in the Sequence. Clarify and research conceptual alternatives with TRRP and partners to provide a unified focus. IAIR picks losers and sheds them; Feasibility picks winners and forwards to Congress with a funding request.  Not precluded from adding alternatives to IAIR in the future.
Seth – Top priorities for today is to accomplish Item 1 as well as establish success criteria (may include temperature compliance; fish production; overall cost; other success measures). Fred – Success measures can shift for a little while.  Seth – Best to hone in on alternatives that make sense – don’t want to walk out of here with 10 alternatives…
Rod – 2 sets of criteria – 1 set to screen alternatives for preliminary analysis at beginning of process; 1 set to judge success of proposed and analyzed alternatives at end of 2012 (existing funding) for promulgation to extended analysis.
Seth – Use our professional judgment to accomplish screening today.  Fred – doesn’t necessarily see two sets, but a simple narrowing today.
Mike – we will probably be back at this point again, so let’s go through it today with this group.
Fred – doesn’t matter to me how many alternatives we have – only impacts level of detail we can achieve with available funding. Will produce an Interim Technical Memorandum (Decision Document) at end of September regardless.
Sean – Is $150k TRRP funds?  Rod – Yes; looking for EOY funding
Break
Task 1 – Alternative Identification & Discussion
Alternative Discussion
1) Lewiston Reservoir Management
a. Trinity Powerplant Operations
b. Lewiston Reservoir stage management
c. Lewiston Powerplant and Hatchery Operations
2) Physical Modification of Lewiston Reservoir and/or Dam
a. New pipe or tunnel from Trinity Dam to Carr Tunnel
b. Flexible or Rigid Pipe underneath existing Lewiston Reservoir
c. Pipe capacity – 450-4,000 ft3/s
d. Dredging (in-reservoir channelization)
i. Could include reservoir stage reduction
e. Raise Lewiston Dam
f. Replace Lewiston Powerplant with change in intake.
3) Removal of Lewiston Dam
a. Full removal
b. Notching
4) Natural channel passage to Stuart’s Fork

Fred’s List
1) Pipe through Lewiston Reservoir (to forebay of Carr & Hatchery)
a. Trinity PP to Carr intake & Trinity River (within existing reservoir)
i. Rigid
ii. Flexible
iii. Curtain(s)
b. Trinity PP to Carr intake & Trinity River (skirt reservoir boundary)
2) Dredge Lewiston Reservoir (enhance density current; remove obstructions; reduce lateral mixing)
a. Normal Operations
b. Operate like river – summertime drawdown
3) Removal of Lewiston Dam (PP)
i. Full or Partial removal
ii. Coffer dam at Carr & Hatchery intakes
a. Tunnel (to forebay of Carr & Hatchery - Branch to Carr tunnel and Hatchery)
i. Trinity PP to Carr intake (straight shot)
ii. Ox-bow to Carr intake (shorter distance)
b. Rigid Pipe (to forebay of Carr & Hatchery - Branch to Carr tunnel and Hatchery)
4) Physical modification of Trinity Dam (PP) – TCD?
5) Raise Lewiston Dam


Analyses discussion
Analyses for all alternatives
1) Lewiston PP & Hatchery operations impacts

Mentioned - Not Within Scope
1) Natural channel passage to Stuart’s Fork
2) Raise Lewiston Dam (Do a quick check of the available head between Trinity PP and crest of Lewiston dam.

A big issue that the engineers will need scoping assistance with is the interaction of any of these alternatives with Hatchery operations and larger fish issues in general.  
Goal (Success measures) Discussion (Nested within existing TRRP goals manifested in ROD & Flow Study)
· Improve cold-water transmission through Lewiston reservoir
· Improve cold-water transmission upstream of Lewiston dam
· Improve fish habitat
· Increase miles of fish habitat
· Improve existing 40 miles
· Increase certainty of meeting temperature targets
· Limit impacts to Hatchery/Power/Water Operations/Recreation/Public Safety
· Increase salmon production
· Limit impacts to Sacramento (Whiskeytown) temperatures
Create benefits?
NMFS SONCC Coho Recovery Plan – 1 recovery action for upper Trinity is to study feasibility and effect of modifications to Lewiston Dam (including removal).
Teresa – if there are benefits to Whiskeytown then someone from the Sacramento side should assist in funding this study.
1) Pipe through Lewiston Reservoir to Carr intake & Trinity River (within existing reservoir)
2) Dredge Lewiston Reservoir (enhance density current; remove obstructions; reduce lateral mixing)
3) Remove Lewiston Dam (PP), retaining transmission to Carr tunnel
4) Physical modification of Trinity Dam – TCD
5) Raise Lewiston Dam

Description Contents
1) Annotated description of alternative – based on titles above and content of discussions at today’s meeting
2) Analyses foreseen for each alternative
3) List of considerations for each alternative (not yet constraints)
4) Exhibit for each alternative
5) Other listed by Fred…

Next Steps
1) Fred describe description contents (April 23)
2) TWG comment on description contents (April 30)
3) Fred produce draft descriptions (May 14)
4) TWG comment on draft descriptions (May 22, 23, or 24, depending on availability) (Rod to doodle this)
5) Fred finalize descriptions (June 1)
Action Tracker update
Next Meetings
23 May 2012 - Weaverville
Adjourn 12:00 PM
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	Meeting Date 13 Apr 2012

	
	Meeting Time 9:00 a.m.

	
	Meeting Location/Type
TRRP Office – Weaverville
WebEx available

	Coordinator:
	Rod Wittler
	Guest:
	Fred Holz – USBR MP-700

	Desired Outcome:
	Initiate Lewiston Concepts study

	Please Read/ Review:
	Lewiston Concepts Service Agreement (12-03-28 MP-700 Service Agreement.docx)
Budget (12-03-28 Lewiston Temp Control Project Budget.pdf)
WEBEX information (Attached to this agenda)

	Please Bring:
	Ideas for improving cold water transmission through Lewiston reservoir


Agenda
	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	Lewiston Concepts Study Initiation

	9:00
	Introductions/Agenda Review
	Rod

	9:10
	Consideration of ‘Other’ workgroup member – Paul Hauser (Trinity PUD)
	Rod

	9:15
	Lewiston Concepts Study –
· Background
· Tasks
	
Rod
Fred

	10:00
	Break
	

	10:10
	Task 1 – Alternative Identification & Discussion
	Rod

	11:00
	Analyses discussion
	Rod & Fred

	11:45
	Action Tracker update
	Rod

	11:55
	Next Meetings
	Rod

	Noon
	Adjourn
	



