


	IDT Workgroup Meeting Notes
DRAFT

	Location
Via TEAMS Teleconference

· 

	
	Date and time
March 1, 2021
1:00 – 5:00


 
Attendees:
 
Chris Laskodi YT
George Kautsky HVT
Justin Alvarez HVT
John Bair HVT (McBain Associates)
Nick Som USFWS
Bill Pinnix USFWS
Chad Abel TRRP
James Lee TRRP
Seth Naman NOAA NMFS
Ken Lindke CDFW
Kyle DeJuilio Yurok Tribe
Seth Lawrence CDWR
Shaun Green HVT
 
Review of Agenda - James Lee
 
WY 2021 Hydrograph Proposals - Seth Naman
 
Hydrograph Proposals
1. WY 2021 Inflow Forecast: 3/1/2021 -- Median Forecast places flow in Critically Dry. 
1. Hydrographs were proposed by Todd Buxton and Kyle DeJuilio. (Flow Peaks and Dates given below approximate based on screen displays). 
1. Buxton Critically Dry hydrograph shifts flows to later in year (4000 cfs peak at 5/24/2021) and possesses multiple peaks. Baseflow not reached until mid-August. Flow from dam would be rising when tributaries flows diminished in Critically Dry Year.
1. DeJuilio Critically Dry Hydrograph based on 2018 Critically Dry year hydrograph. Several low peaks prior to maximum peak (4000 cfs) on 5/1/2021. Baseflow reached in mid-June. 
1. Naman reviewed ROD Critically Dry.
1. Naman reviewed Scaled Natural (developed by Buxton) based on Coffee Creek. Possesses 7000 peak on 4/15/2021.
5. Group Discussion about Scaled Natural:
0. Does not meat temperature targets or baseflow requirements.
0. Not possible to implement, but presented to show possibilities of natural hydrographs. 
0. Might not be a good example because of the temperature impacts.
0. Group discusses pros and cons of presenting scaled natural to TMC. 
0. Seth Naman proposes that he discuss with Todd Buxton how to handle briefing the TMC on the Scale Natural Hydrograph.
0. The workgroup also discussed how this hydrograph did not take into account baseflow requirement or EIS ramping rates
1. Buxton Dry Year Hydrograph: Peaks at 6000 cfs +; peak shifted till about 5/23/2021.
1. DeJuilio Dry Year: Several fluctuations between 400 and 1000 and then single major peak on 5/3 pf 6000 cfs +. Drops to baseflow by end of June.
1. Buxton Scaled Natural Dry Hydrograph. Two peaks - one in December and one in February.
 
Hydrograph Analysis 
1. Fisheries (Seth Naman):
0. Seth discussed reference years for S3 modeling.
0. The S3 yields several estimates for fish abundance and total Chinook Biomass at Pear Tree. 
0. Discussion about numbers including why smolt numbers are zero.
0. Som reviewed some previous model runs and smolts were projected to be present in those runs. Som speculated that because flows are earlier, the model is projecting fry to leave before smolting. Som and Naman agreed to follow up on this to make sure it wasn’t an error.
0. DeJuilio, Som, and Naman discussed if simulated Redd Scour depressed S3 Fry estimates.
0. There are no significant differences in the Fisheries metrics among the four hydrographs for Dry and Critically Dry years. Som notes that in past years, the results for Scaled Natural hydrographs were different than the other hydrographs; and that the differences were driven largely by smolt estimates. No differences are seen in this year's result because all smolt estimates are zero.
1. Temperature Results (Seth Naman):
1. Results in total degrees exceedance days.
1. Temperature objectives for adult holding at Douglas City met for ROD, Buxton, and DeJuilio Dry and Critically Dry hydrographs. Scaled natural hydrographs yield excessive amount of total degree exceedance days. 
1. Similar result for adult holding at Trinity River at North Fork objectives. 
1. Buxton hydrographs perform better for out-migrating juveniles temperature targets at Weitchpec because of the release shift to later in the year.
1. Discussion about two new metrics for juveniles salmonid rearing on Trinity River at North Fork.
1. Riparian (John Bair)
2. Analyses show that Buxton hydrographs yield lower results for Cottonwood initiation than the other three hydrographs because of rapid flow fluctuations during Cottonwood initiation period. 
2. Discussion about multiple sequential Dry and Critically Dry years impacts on riparian objectives. 
1. Biology (Shaun Greene)
3. Frog metamorphosis dates are similar across proposed hydrographs. Buxton hydrographs produces about 50% higher survival because there is less potential for embryo scour due to the shift of flow to later in the year. 
3. Naman and DeJuilio discussed that timing of peaks in Buxton hydrographs might violate assumptions of Frog production model due to assumptions about dates when frogs spawn.
1. Physical - Bedload (Seth Naman):
4. Buxton hydrographs produce less bedload than DeJuilio and ROD. Scaled Natural produces increases due to the high peaks. Shea commented that bedload projections in Dry and Critically Dry years are minor so variances are not significant to long term bedload movement goals.
1. Discussion:
5. DeJuilio – There are values in Buxton hydrographs that delays flows and provides benefits to Cottonwood and Frogs, which should be targeted, but later flows seem unnatural.
5. Lindke - Sees Buxton produces better models results, but is concerned about the delays in flows. Program has been pushing for more natural system, so is hesitant to push for Buxton because it seems like unnatural timing.
5. Alvarez - missed comment (sorry Justin)
5. USFWS - Inclination is to go with DeJuilio hydrographs because the shift to later in the year is a move to managed flows that create artificial conditions rather than movement towards replication of natural flow conditions.
5. Naman - Prefers DeJuilio hydrographs because they are closer to natural flow regime.
5. Abel - Timing of water releases for earlier in the year seem better environmentally.
5. Lee - Likes the Buxton hydrographs for Critically Dry Year for Frog production. Prefers DeJuilio hydrograph for Dry year. 
5. DeJuilio presented temperature results as longitudinal profiles down the river. Concerned that water temperatures are colder in May then Pre-dam conditions when releases are above 500 cfs. 
5. Lindke - How do we recommend hydrographs that go against model results (Buxton lower temperature and higher frog production)?
8. Naman says he can explain that we trust model results, but we don’t want to make unnatural release.
8. Som says model results are not definitive for making a selection. Model results do not indicate one hydrograph is superior to others for all environmental objectives.
8. Lindke says that TMC won’t have our understanding of why we are choosing natural.
8. Som says that the model results are inconclusive and that the IDT judgement is that a natural system is preferred.
8. Shea points out that more natural characterization of DeJuilio hydrographs can be stated as saying timing of DeJuilio hydrographs is more consistent with Pre-dam snowmelt hydrographs than Buxton hydrographs. 
8. DeJuilio notes that the DeJuilio hydrographs are still occurring later in the year than the pre-dam snow melt hydrographs for Dry and Critically Dry Years.
1. Consensus (Lee): IDT will recommend DeJuilio hydrographs to TMC. 
 
10 Minute Break At 3:15
 
Attendees:
Shea
Abel
Laskodi
Kautsky
Alvarez
DeJuilio
Lindke
Lawrence
Pinnix
Naman
Green
Som
 
 Objectives and Target Document - James Lee
 
Summary Description
1. Lee described how document was prepared.
1. Lee stated that he wanted to discuss how to close out the document and make recommendations to TMC.
1. Kautsky inquired if objectives exercise is really complete. Is this list of targets complete or is there still work pending?
1. Lee stated that document should be reviewed and updated by workgroups on an annual basis. Lee thinks the objectives are complete.
1. Kautsky had concerns that the objectives are not structured by thematic category similar to how the objectives were presented in the IAP. Suggested briefing TMC using a subset of objectives that are most significant to program progress.
1. Lindke stated that the objectives and targets should be fundamental to program decision making. Does not view the product as fully developed enough to support development of science program as stands. Needs more work to develop science program around objectives. Sees need to eliminate overlaps and to identify gaps.
1. Lee discussed recommendation to revisit objective and target priorities on an annual basis. Raised concerns that at some point we need to move on. 
1. Lindke stated concern that the document won’t be finalized and implemented if not done when submitted to TMC. Suggests that the report be presented to TMC as a work in progress, but not to seek formal TMC approval because they are likely to change and evolve as we receive more information. Notes that workgroups have identified objectives and these are unlikely to change. What will develop is targets for evaluating objectives. 
1. Kautsky suggested submitting firm targets as an initial set for approval. Discussed that TMC should know that some of the targets are unable to be evaluated because we do not have information. 
1. Som stated the document is far enough along to contribute to science process. Does endorse updating on an annual basis, but thinks it is time to post document and have TMC evaluate the work. 
1. Kautsky concerned that not finalizing a document and allowing annual updates and changes in objectives would not force program to work towards achieving objectives, but allows program staff to change approaches annually. Thinks reevaluating targets on an annual basis would drive program to match objectives to achievements rather than forcing program to pursue a higher standard. Does n0t want to rework exercise every year.
1. DeJuilio sees a need to review targets on an annual basis. Not a complete reworking, but revision based on new information and learning to recalibrate targets as needed. 
1. Som and Lee decided to target document for delivery for June. Lee will present Table 1 to TMC at March meeting and that Table 1 will be used to support development of science refinements process.
2. DeJuilio suggested asking TMC at March Meeting to review document prior to June Meeting.
 
Workgroup Manual Update - James Lee
 
Background
1. In the past, the IDT was co-managed by USFWS Science Coordinator and the Reclamation Implementation Branch Chief. With movement of Science Coordinator to Reclamation, USFWS does not have IDT co-lead position. Rules change will place a USFWS scientist as IDT co-lead along with either the Reclamation Implementation Branch Chief or Science Branch Chief.
1. No objectives to recommending changes to IDT.
 
Gravel Augmentation - Conor Shea
 
Background:
1. Physical Workgroup discussed gravel augmentation plans. There are six permitted sites, but adding gravel at most of the permitted sites would not provide benefits this year due to accumulated gravel in reaches below augmentation sites.
1. Based on ad-hoc advisory, Physical Workgroup has not recommended augmentation at Fish Hatchery site for several years due to concerns about hatchery-natural interactions on spawning grounds. Physical Workgroup worked with Fish Workgroup to review this advisory. Fish Workgroup concluded that it would be beneficial to add gravel in Hatchery Reach to provide more spawning potential. Details of that discussion are in the 6 January 2021 Fish Workgroup meeting summary.
1. Todd Buxton prepared 2021 augmentation proposal. No gravel would be added in Critically Dry Year. Gravel would be added to Hatchery Reach during summer baseflow in Dry Year if Forest Service allows.
1. Physical Workgroup will review proposal on Wednesday March 3, 2021. 
1. Chad Abel stated that Forest Service has granted permission for Hatchery Reach.
1. Lee and Shea discussed logistics for IDT approval of augmentation plan prior to March 9-10 TMC meeting. It was agreed that Shea would send memo to IDT with recommendation. If no IDT members present objections by Friday, the recommendation would be forwarded to TMC with IDT approval.
 
Google_Group Email Issue
 
Shea raised issue that some workgroup members were not receiving emails from Google_Groups and queried if any other groups had issues. Some discussion.
 
Meeting closes at 4:50.
 
 




