UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT


MEMORANDUM








INFORMAL MEMORANDUM 





Date:		February 13, 1998





To:		Ken Lentz, MP-151





From:		Rich Raines, D-8210 





Subject:	Trinity River Flow Evaluation - Review of Draft Final Report (Peer Review Draft) dated January 1998





I have completed an abbreviated review of the subject document and am providing the attached comments for your consolidation into your Regional response.  I=m sorry that I could not spend more time in review of the document.  The document deserves a very good integrated review.  Other commitments, however, prevented my spending more time.  Our conference call of this morning helped to clarify and emphasize other staff comments and concerns and was therefore useful.  My comments basically highlight only the more specific areas of the document which need to be addressed in greater specificity and I have tried to not repeat those general comments from our earlier conference call.


  


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.  Please provide me with a copy of the consolidated comments you submit to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  





If you have any questions regarding my comments, please contact me at (303) 445-2237 or by Email:  rraines@do.usbr.gov.





Attachment








cc:	D-8210 (Armbruster)


D-8560 (Wittler)


MP-120 (Sullivan)
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	Trinity River Flow Evaluation


	Draft Final Report dated January 1998





	General and Specific Comments





General Comments





Overall, the document still needs much work before it can be finalized.  I would suggest that it is at least two iterations away from finalization.  The overall organization and flow of the document is not good right now.  Goals and objectives of the flow recommendations are not clearly stated.  Flow recommendations are not tied to measurable goals and objectives.  You never know what benefits you may derive from the flow regime presented in Chapter 6.  As stated various times in the document, flows alone will not improve the fishery to any appreciable degree.  An adaptive management program must be formulated and implemented for any chance to improve the fishery.  Many physical modifications to the riverine system must take place before flows can really be considered as helping to improving the current fishery.  In absence of the physical modifications taking place, flows will not benefit the fisheries.  





It is suggested that an expanded Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management section be added to the document.  The sections which are currently in this document seem to be afterthoughts and in need of a continuum.  It is suggested that the original drafts provided by Stalnaker and Wittler be reintegrated into this document and even expanded.





Specific Comments





Chapter 1.





Page 1.18, last sentence.  Suggest the following: Restoration and maintenance of the fishery resources is particularly important since one species of fish (coho salmon) has been listed as threatened pursuant to the Federal ESA and another (steelhead) may be listed as threatened in the near future (see Section 2.7.2.4).  





Chapter 2.





Page 2.1a, Figure 2.1.  This figure should be revised to assist the reader in better identifying river reaches and locations discussed in the document.  Those unfamiliar with the Trinity River system are at a loss to really understand the where=s, what=s, and how come=s associated with many criteria and recommendations presented.





Page 2.4c, Table 2.2.  Clair Engle inflows for all water year types should be presented as ranges (e.g., dry year should be between 650,000 and 1,025,000 acre-feet).  





Page 2.50, Section 2.7.2, first incomplete paragraph.  November 35, 1997 should be changed.  I am not aware that any month of the year has more than 31 days.  





�
Page 2.52, Section 2.52, Other Fish Species in the Trinity River.  Although a table is displayed (Table 2.8) identifying fish species found in the Trinity River, the flow evaluation study only analyzed flows for chinook and coho salmon and steelhead.  The assumption is made that a flow regime which satisfies salmon and steelhead will satisfy all other fish species in the system.  This assumption is not true and therefore the flow recommendations are flawed, or at least skewed to being preferable to those species analyzed and no others.  This fact should be acknowledged and presented in the document.  The charge was to recommend specific actions to restore and maintain all fishery resources of the Trinity River, not just salmonids.  Quite frankly, the flow regime recommended will have negative effects on several species in Table 2.8, such as sculpin and threespine stickleback.  The flows may, however, have beneficial effects to some of these species which may, in turn, have negative effects on the salmonids (e.g., largemouth bass, sunfish spp.).  The total fishery needs to be analyzed and the flow recommendations need to be reflective of the total fishery.  Predation may beget any increases for juvenile salmonids if it is not recognized and addressed.  It appears that a conscious decision was made to only address salmonids in this flow evaluation study.  Could this be because Congressional intent of the Trinity River Restoration Program was focused on increasing the quantity and quality of salmonid fry and juvenile rearing habitat?  At a minimum this should be stated and the reader should be informed that other fishery resources may be negatively and/or beneficially effected as a result to some unknown extent.





Chapter 3.





Page 3.1, 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence, 7th line.  Suggest replacing "current" with "existing" or "post-TRD" to avoid confusion for the reader (i.e., as written, the reader could think that the studies addressed current within the river channel instead of existing conditions).





Page 3.2, Section 3.1.1., Habitat Suitability Criteria.  Habitat suitability criteria was developed from site-specific data gathering efforts and is the best way by which to adequately ensure that Habitat Suitability Indices are reflective of the real world situation.  Methods and results were considered excellent.





Page 3.14, Section 3.1.2, Habitat Availability and Figures 3.1.B.2. and 3.1.B.3.  More study sites reflecting not only the existing riverine system but riverine areas which had been physically altered (e.g., berm removal to provide more fry and juvenile habitat) would have been preferred.  It should be noted that at about 2,000 cfs weighted usable area increases significantly.  This is probably reflective of suitable habitat behind the riverine berm areas.  When this flow recedes, fish are stranded and are lost.  This produces a situation which is not good for fishery resources and should be addressed in the text.





Page 3.25, Section 3.2, Flow Temperature Relations in the Trinity River.  It should be noted in the discussion that the temperature model developed was really an operational model of the riverine system that is artificially controlled by releases from Trinity Reservoir and Lewiston Dam.  This model will really be of little use if physical modifications, as suggested later in the text, are made to the system.  The model will have to be redesigned to accommodate these changes.  If operational changes are made to the TRD which change the temperature regime, then this model is not applicable.  The recommended flows presented later in the text are temperature driven by this model in many instances.  There are other ways to manipulate temperature besides flows.  Operational modifications could help to meet required temperatures throughout the year which would not be dependent upon more flows through the system.  The text should acknowledge this and recognize that temperatures can be controlled by other means than flows.





Page 3.68, Section 3.5, Salmon Pre-smolt Potential Production Study.  This section of the document is a relatively new section.  The SALMOD model was written to address chinook salmon.  Coho salmon and steelhead need to be integrated into the model so a more accurate picture can materialize as to the effects of system manipulations.  As stated, this model can be useful for forecasting, simulation, and comparison, with adjustment as appropriate for adaptive management.  It is suggested that the model needs to be better refined to make predictions about spawning escapement and returning spawners.  There are several existing model which do just this (e.g., the San Joaquin River salmon production model developed by the Turlock and Madera Irrigation Districts is one such model).  The goals of the flow evaluation study should be based on some pre-TRD natural spawning numbers.  This model could be useful in providing decisionmakers with valuable information to base their adaptive management decisions.  It is suggested that this model be refined before report finalization.





Chapters 4.





Page 4.11, Section 4.4, Physical and Biological Attributes for Mainstem Integrity.  The discussions presented for attributes 1-10 is good.  It is suggested that references be added to the text (e.g., see Section 4.4.1.(Arcata-Provide Reference).  It is suggested that some consideration be given to predation as an attribute which needs consideration in the overall scheme of things.  In many instances predation can be somewhat controlling in a riverine system, especially one which has deteriorated to the point of this system.  





Page 4.34, Section 4.4.10, Attribute No. 10, Naturally-Fluctuating Groundwater Table.  More discussion should be presented in the text and/or appendices regarding groundwater resources.  In many river systems groundwater plays an important role in maintenance of flow conditions.  Very little information is found in the text addressing groundwater resources and it=s interaction within the scheme of things.





Page 4.36, Section 4.5, Goals and Objectives for Rehabilitating Mainstem Habitats.  It would be helpful for the reader if a figure or map was placed in the text somewhere in which identified the three river reaches discussed in section=s 4.5.1-4.5.3.  





Page 4.41, Section 4.6, Developing a Restoration Strategy for the Mainstem Trinity River.  This section should be further expanded.  It is a very important section which should better outline a restoration strategy.  Again, the information that Stalnaker and Wittler developed for Adaptive Environmental Management should be incorporated into the text.





Page 4.42, 2nd paragraph, first sentence.  It is suggested that Aoperational constraints@ be replaced with Acurrent operation@.  There are ways and means to operate the dam which have not yet been explored which could help to improve the habitat within the system.  The text should be revised to reflect the fact that operational changes could help improve the temperature regime of the existing system and therefore should be explored more under the Adaptive Environmental Management umbrella.





Chapter 5.





Page 5.1, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence.  It should be restated that the analysis presented is predicated upon continued operations of the dam and system as has occurred in the past.  





Page 5.2a, Table 5.2.  This is a good table outlining the thresholds and/or criteria for the reader.  





Page 5.2b, Table 5.3, and page 5.2c, Table 5.4.  A footnote should be added to these tables which states that temperature criteria may be met by changing operations of Lewiston Dam.  It would be advantageous if a scenereo were developed which changes operations of the dam and included in the evaluation scetion of this report.





Chapter 6.





Page 6.3d, Table 6.2 is an important table for the reader to better understand the flow scheme recommended in Table 6.1.  This table should be highlighted in some way.  It should be recognized that the flows recommended in Table 6.1 are based on the thresholds and/or criteria per attribute as a single flow figure and could be presented as a range of flows based upon the goals established by an Adaptive Environmental Mamnagement Program. In other words, as an example, the spawning flow of 300 cfs could be displayed as a range of flows e.g., 100-300 cfs) depending upon an established goal, say returning spawners or smolt escapements.  The regidity of the current flow recommendations is not useful. It is hoped that the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report will develop alternatives to the recommended flows which do just this, provide some range of flows based on a variety of goals for restoration.  It would be very useful if the flow recommendations would state what level of restoration they are expected to provide.  The text does not do a very good job of tieing the flow recommendations to goals (e.g., returning natural spawners).





Page 6.23, Section 6.4, Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management.  This section should be expanded.  Please use the text provided by Stalnaker and Wittler to supplement the current text. 





Page 6.25, 1st incomplete paragraph, 1st complete paragraph.  Figure 6.2 is not included in the text.  Please add this figure.


Appendices.





Appendix F.  Historical run size estimates for anadromous salmonids in the Trinity River.





It might be useful to compare escapement numbers with flows by year and further by water year type (Appendix I).  Maybe a correlation might be recognized which would prove useful in the flow analysis.  At least this information could be displayed which would aid the reader to understand how the current operational scheme of the system is or is not meeting escapement by water year type.
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