Trinity River Restoration Program
Flow Schedule Workgroup Meeting Notes
April 5, 2011

April 5, 2011 TRRP Flow Scheduling Workgroup Agenda
	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	1:30
	Review cross-walk monitoring / assessment matrix
	Round table

	2:30
	Finalize flow alts for wet and normal water years
	Round table

	2:45
	Workgroup recommendation – ID 1 recommended alternative for both wet and normal water year types
	Round table

	3:15
	Review and comment on flow schedule briefing memo
	Round table

	4:15
	Wrap up
	Andreas Krause

	4:30
	Adjourn 
	



Meeting Goals:
1. Finalize Assessment monitoring matrix
2. Finalize flow alternatives for Normal and Wet water years with workgroup recommendations
3. Review comments on flow schedule briefing memo
See Meeting Ground rules/guidelines and definition of Consensus
Core Members:  Tim Hayden-Yurok Tribe, George Kautsky-Hoopa Valley Tribe, Ernie Clarke-TRRP (Science Coordinator),  Andreas Krause-TRRP, Joe Polos-USFWS, Teresa Connor-CDFG, Jamie Montessi-NOAA
Participants: John Bair-McBain and Trush

1. 2011 TRRP Flow Release Monitoring matrix (see attached monitoring matrix spreadsheet)
Purpose: To document and coordinate physical and biological monitoring activities to evaluate the effects of 2011 TRRP flow releases. The monitoring matrix will be included in the post-release flow evaluation report.
Coordinated list of projects/assessment intended to evaluate/monitor physical and biological effects of planned 2011 TRRP flow releases.
See Ernie’s monitoring matrix summary worksheet for specific monitoring descriptions and details. Flow WG members to provide final additions to the monitoring matrix by noon Friday, April 8.

Flow WG members need to email Ernie comments and additions for finalization and presentation to the TAMWG and TMC on April 12-14.  The purpose is to coordinate monitoring and to identify and highlight monitoring activities that may be proposed for funding reductions or elimination in 2011.  WG should clearly identify how proposed funding reductions will impact TRRP capabilities to monitor and evaluate the biological and physical response to TRRP flow releases.

Discussion of Proposed Funding Reduction Impacts (based on TRRP initial proposal):
· IHAP:  no herp work in 2011.  TRRP suggested that IHAP herp work is lower priority and will be first in-line for funding reductions within the IHAP.
· IHAP: Fish habitat component of IHAP is highest priority component, and may not be reduced.  However, no decision has been made on monitoring priorities within the IHAP Fish Habitat component.  No resolution/decision on if both GRTS and rehab sites will be monitored.
· IHAP: Riparian/Physical. Riparian/physical component is under consideration for funding reductions in FY 2011.  No decision at this time on scale of riparian funding reductions.  See John Bair for detailed input on funding impacts to Riparian monitoring.  Impact to ability to address riparian PITAs. 
· IHAP:  Allows evaluation of flow effects on riparian initiation/scour for flows greater than 11000cfs
· WG to provide feedback on funding reduction impacts to Ernie/Andreas by Fri, April 8.
WG Discussion points:
George:  How are proposed IHAP flows going to impact/change our monitoring  plans? IHAP guys requested flow benches on weekdays, but cannot fully be accommodated due to constraints.  Monitoring may have to be completed on weekends if needed.  (George please clarify your comments).
Andreas:  The Flow WG should recommend a water-year specific flow releases schedule and the necessary funding to fully monitor the recommended flow release. Review this decision point at the end of the meeting.
2.  Finalize Flow Alternatives for WET and NORMAL water-year types
· At March 17 Flow meeting the WG narrowed down alternatives to three alternatives for WET year; including “ROD Wet”, “WET 8.5” and WET11”.  IHAP group has offered slight adjustments in order accommodate weekday monitoring (WET 8.5B  and WET11B).  These have not been finalized at this time.
George:  Suggests the WG attempt to reach consensus on three points; 1) 2000cfs bench through June 24, 2) achieve riparian ramp-down rates, and 3) the need for 11000cfs (although 8500cfs is Wet year management target.  Suite of monitoring needs also requires a consensus decision.
· John:  For riparian processes, he is more concerned about total stage change, than discharge rates.  Concerned about stage change >.5 foot. (John please clarify)
· Normal WY alternatives.  In February and March, Andreas developed Normal WY alternatives for consideration by the WG.  These include; “Norm6” and “Norm 8.5”.  Both alternatives have full riparian rampdown for the needed 21 day duration.  How to get 11000cfs out of Normal WY volume (see proposed alts)?  These include, Norm11A and Norm11B.
· WET year alternatives, include; ROD WET and WET11 (see hydrographs). These meet the WG goals for physical and riparian function, but may be impacted by ability to monitor flow effects due to reduced funding.  Andreas: Our ability to learn is increased by releasing 11000 cfs and we expect the river will evolve more than Normal or 8500 Wet year peak release.
· Joe:  Do we have a thorough understanding of the infrastructure risks for releasing 11000cfs?  The WG recommendation would be to aim for 11000cfs, however, real-time monitoring of threatened structures may impede the ability to go to full 11000cfs.

· The Flow WG recommends to forward three alternatives for consideration by the TAMWG and TMC. These include; ROD Wet, WET8.5 and WET 11.

· WG Discussion:  DWR: propose to present all three, Yurok: propose to present all three, USFWS: concerned about 11000cfs due to infrastructure issues and other uncertainties, HVT: concerned about the ambiguous expression of the hypotheses that 11000cfs release is testing, NOAA:  supports 11000cfs flow releases.  
· WG Discussion: Should the WG recommend a peak 8500cfs vs. 11000cfs.? 
Andreas:  Sediment transport/geomorphic “work” is exponentially related to flow magnitude.   There is a large uncertainty on the required flow magnitudes to do needed geomorphic work.  We have unique opportunity to release 11000cfs.  We can evaluate if 11000cfs does expected “work”, and is a trial run for EX-WET year scenarios.  It allows us to evaluate how much “power” we have to initiate and maintain evolution of rehab sites.  We will gain empirical knowledge of high flow effects on riparian floodplains, side-channels, LWD structures, etc.  We have baseline information and monitoring in place to evaluate geomorphic change.  Highly recommends a 11000cfs (or the maximum we can release).    
George:  We don’t know what the benefits of 11000cfs, but we should adequately describe what we think the benefits of 11000cfs will achieve (i.e describe the hypothesis). We need to describe the hypothesis and expected results of the benefits/effects of 11000cfs release. 
Andreas:  The TRFES describes the hypotheses and uncertainties that will be tested (see TRFES Appendix O) by an 11000cfs release. These uncertainties are still valid, since we have never released 11000cfs to date. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]George:  Wants to know how Vitzhum Gulch site design responds to 11000cfs.  George recommends that the briefing paper include a hypothesis in regards to Vitzhum Gulch site response.  
Andreas: Two uncertainties, magnitude and duration (we can’t get 5-day release this year).  We can test peak magnitude hypothesis, but not duration.  Duration is the largest uncertainty! We need at least 3 days minimum to complete high-flow gravel augmentation, but 5 day is EX WET target.  
George:  Has concerns that we are not testing the 8500cfs magnitude and duration effects/benefits.  

· The Flow WG forwards three WET year alternatives, but recommends that the TAMWG and TMC consider the WET Year alternative “ WET11”  as developed (see release schedule).  

· Flow WG Concerns/Caveats; 1) inability to evaluate 8500cfs response for WET year, 2) need for a full description of the AEAM experiment/ hypotheses to be tested, 3) impacts from a reduction in funding to evaluate the effect/benefit of 11000cfs, 4) meeting EX Wet objectives with WET year volumes, 5) not meeting Optimal temperature objectives for WET or EX WET years, 6) what to do with the “extra” water if we can’t go to full 11000cfs, and 6) public sensitivity to 11000cfs flow release (forward to TMC for policy discussion).

· Prioritized 11000cfs Contingency Plan (if we can’t release up to 11000cfs due to unforeseen reasons):

1) Extend the maximum release to use total volume (even if <24hr period)
2) Put “contingency” volume  in 3500-4500cfs range to assist riparian experiment
3) Increase length of 2000cfs bench to remaining utilize “contingency” volume.
NORMAL Water Year Recommendations/Discussion:
· Normal WY alternatives include; ROD NORM, “NORM11A” and “NORM11B” (see proposed release schedule worksheets). 
· Flow WG has not had time to fully consider Normal WY alternatives.  Reserve Monday, April 11 if WY type is designated as Normal to fully develop a Normal WY release alternative.
· Back-up meeting is Monday, April 11 at 1:30PM at TRRP (only if needed).

III. 2011 TRRP Flow Release Briefing Document:
· To date Andreas has received edits/additions from Teresa, Tim and Paul.
· Briefing memo needs to go out to TAMWG and TMC on Friday afternoon.
· Will include the WET11 Flow WG recommended flow release alternative
· Andreas will finish draft and circulate to Flow WG on COB wed, April 6.
· Flow WG to review and comment on Briefing Document by COB Thursday, April 7.
· Needs description of planned Fish Habitat monitoring. 
· Needs AEAM description of Riparian Floodplain Regeneration Experiment.
· Needs Winter Base-Flow Rampdown description (JB review).
· Needs to finalize sections on modeling results.
· Will include monitoring matrix in appendices.




   
	  

 






