


DRAFT NOTES

TRTAC Subgroup Meeting

January 29, 2003, 9:30-5:00 at MID

Meeting Notes by R. Yoshiyama and T. Ford   

ATTENDING: Tim Ford, Jeff McLain, Patrick Koepele, Allison Boucher, Darren Mierau, Madelyn Martinez, Dean Marston, Tim Heyne, Ron Yoshiyama.

Agenda Items.  Dean Marston specified four monitoring-related topics on which timely Subgroup decisions would facilitate CDFG's operational planning for this spring's field studies (e.g., with regard to Merced Hatchery operations):  

Flow Fluctuation and Fish Stranding

The Subgroup briefly discussed the status of fish stranding concerns that can result from flow fluctuations.  Districts' operations since prior to the 1996 FERC Order generally have attempted to avoid large flow changes.  Stillwater Sciences completed a report to the TRTAC (FERC Report 2000-6) summarizing potential stranding areas in connection with flow changes and review field observations.  The stranding monitoring by the Districts in recent years has been mostly limited to rampdown periods of the spring pulse flows, which are outside the primary season of interest.

Noah Hume suggested that a potential study effort at this point would be computer-based determination of changes in river elevations at selected locations as a function of flow changes.  Stillwater Sciences will prepare an example analysis of archived data to show the relationship between ramping rates and river elevations for a couple of locations.  The Subgroup can then decide how much further analysis of data should be pursued.

River Habitat Mapping.  There remains interest in obtaining more mapping of river inundation at various flow levels for the river GIS. Ford will try find out if anyone outside the TAC has constructed a map for high flow(s) and McBain & Trush, SWS, and McLain will provide a cost estimate for extending the GIS mapping for lower flow levels downstream of Empire.  

Ford stated that the District’s river GIS data  will be made available (in CD format) to other parties that desire a copy.  The current version exists in a compilation of Arcview layers.  Anyone who wishes maps, etc. will likely contract with McBain & Trush to have the work done.

Coarse Sediment Management

Darren Mierau gave a brief overview of recent activities of McBain & Trush related to Tuolumne River habitat restoration.  These activities include:


The Coarse Sediment Management Report will soon be completed.  A goal of the coarse sediment management plan is to determine the availability of gravel supplies for restoration work, as well as provide a framework for the study and management of in-river coarse sediment.  The Plan will call for developing implementation designs for five high-priority sites that are slated for gravel infusions.


Determination of unimpaired sediment supply.  McBain & Trush estimated that ~100,000 cubic yards of sediment was transported downriver each year prior to the emplacement of dams on the Tuolumne River.


Determination of available salmon spawning habitat.  Information compiled for different time-points indicates that substantial loss of spawning habitat has occurred since 1988.  Continued monitoring of coarse sediment supply is needed. 


A system for monitoring bedload transport volume (of sediment) has been set up.

D.Mierau noted that these projects reinforce the need to define the quantitative objectives for monitoring coarse sediment.  

CWT Evaluation

The latest progress on the CWT evaluation is summarized in a report-memorandum (with attached files) recently distributed by Stillwater Sciences.  That report combines the data analysis for years 1987, 1990, 1999-2001 with the earlier results for years 1994-1998. Noah Hume noted that the recent analysis showed that adding temperature as an independent variable in the survival-versus-flow regression did not substantially improve the regression fit (i.e., it did not increase r-squared very much).  In fact, adding temperature caused a loss of statistical power (i.e., raised the p-value of the regression, making it harder to detect any significant relationship.  Hume stated that the regression graph that has emerged from the CWT evaluation shows that there is a general relationship of survival with flow, but the confidence intervals are very wide and allow little quantitative predictive power

Hume will put finishing touches on the report for inclusion in the annual (2002) FERC Report.  Subgroup members recommended that the narrative be filled out a little more to more clearly explain the procedures employed in the evaluation.

Yoshiyama noted that the next step in the CWT evaluation is to determine the extent to which the survival-versus-flow regression can be interpreted.  That issue will be discussed in subsequent Subgroup meetings.

Budget and Available Funds for FERC SA Elements

Ford had previously distributed via email an updated spreadsheet of FERC SA expenditures (dated January 17, 2003).  Based on that accounting, there is about $408,000 remaining of Section 12 (non-flow) funds, of which $225,000 was set aside as a contingency fund for the 7/11 project and will likely be used up.  That would leave $408,000-$225,000 = $183,000 of Section 12 funds. Some of those remaining funds have previously been pledged and the actual remainder needs to be determined by W. Fryer.

Presently, there is about  $164,000 left of Section 13 (monitoring) funds to last through 2004 or 2005.  The Subgroup sketched a basic budget and sampling plan for remaining Section 13 monitoring activities.

As a minimum sampling plan, it was agreed to continue three monitoring elements for Section 13 funds for the next two years:


temperature monitoring:  


   $5,000   x 2 years =  $10,000


seine / snorkel sampling:


  $30,000  x 2 years =  $60,000


screwtrap sampling (2 months each year): 
 $30,000   x 2 years =  $60,000






 
---------------------------------------







                subtotal  =  $130,000

Additional items related to smolt survival that would be added (continue CWT evaluation (add 2002) - $5,000; DFG ongoing decoding of CWT samples from field-collected fish- $10,000) will cost another $15,000.

That basic monitoring plan would then use up $145,000 of the Section 13 funds -- leaving about $20,000 for other monitoring needs.

Aside from the Section 13 funds, some Section 12 (non-flow measures) funds might be used for certain elements related to habitat restoration – specifically, gravel permeability measurements; GIS mapping; redd studies.

The above plan may be augmented if additional funding is obtained by DFG to extend screwtrap sampling beyond the minimum 2-month (APR-MAY) period as planned for above.  The Subgroup will further discuss how much monitoring, if any, can be pursued in year 2005 as funded under the FERC SA.

There are not sufficient FERC SA funds remaining after the allocations above to conduct other significant monitoring, such as another large CWT study (which may cost about $60,000 or more).  Yoshiyama asked how many more years of large-release CWT studies CDFG wished to conduct (if funding were available) and whether CDFG was interested in doing only one additional year of CWT study.  Marston will report back to the Subgroup after conferring with CDFG management on future CWT study plans.  The Districts, San Francisco and USFWS representatives (T. Ford, R. Yoshiyama, J. McLain) favored not conducting a CWT study this spring (2002) in view of the limited availability of funds and likelihood that this year's flow will not be in the range (4,000-6,000 cfs) where CWT-survival data might be needed.  However, T. Heyne stated that we know little about smolt survival values at very low flows (e.g, 250 cfs).  Ford pointed out that additional data on CWT releases through 2002 would continue to be gathered over the next 2-3 years.

Marston noted that the Subgroup should decide upon the specific objectives of each of the monitoring activities for the next few years to help determine the usefulness of continuing those activities.  The next meeting will specifically address remaining funding allocations for Sec. 12 (non-flow) tasks.

Ford asked about the interest in resuming SJ Basin Salmonid Work Team meetings this year.

Next Meeting.   Subgroup meeting is scheduled for February 20, 2003, 9:30 A.M. at MID (3rd floor rooms).  

