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WC - Potential Big Questions

1. Conditions associated with stopovers vs. flyovers?

2. Water maintenance of UOCW?
3. Are WC that stop along AHR more fit?
4. Conditions influencing length of stay?
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How would you rank these in terms of importance to WC survival?

What are the conditions (flow, UOCW, etc) associated with stopovers vs.
flyovers?

1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
7th
8th
9th
10th
11th
12th

Do hydrologic conditions affect WC use of the CPR {riverine and wet
meadow habitat)??

How to maximize Program water for WC use?

What factors affect WC stay length?

Flow vs. mechanical/chemical germination suppression to maintain
Uocww

What are the minimum habitat requirements necessary for
survivalfrecovery?

Availability of flows sufficient to suppress summer germination to maintain
Uocw

Scenarios when Program water plus base flows meet management
objectives vs not effective or efficient to use water

Are WC that stop along CPR more fit?

Fall vs Spring WC use (importance of each)?

Value of wet meadows for WC?

Flow required for maintenance of fish guilds and fisheries health?
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Figure 2. Whooping Crane Conceptual Ecological Model
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Figure 3. Annual and Perennial Vegetation Establishment Conceptual Ecological Model.
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Figure 4. Phragmites Conceptual Ecological Model.

CENTRAL PLATTE RIVER PHRAGMITES MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

6FT1

5FT

4FT—

3FT—

2 FT

1FT

STAGE

100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN LEVEL

Island aggradation is driven by sediment

High Effectiveness During Extension [
Low Effectiveness During Extension

deposition on barsfislands during overtopping : s S
flood events. Vegetation traps sediment and Channal il:,it.lg:::::- ;ﬁgzxg
[ the rate of deposition. Inundation Flow ; ; i
Increases p Roloase High Control - Low Uncertainty —
Low Control - Low Uncertaintv _
Island erosion can be driven by overtopping (Slows Spread)
(general scour), lateral erosion or ice scour.
Once phragmites becomes established, there is
little potential for erosion, even during large flood
events.
MECHANICAL
MANAGEMENT
ACTIONS
PHRAGMITES
MIXED
PERENNIAL
PHRAGMITES s
Herbici
AND ANNUAL i
HERB
NEWLY-
FORMED Disking
l Mechanical
Mechanical Channel
High Flow Release Channel Widening
Widening
- v v v

_ Quoo
25000 CFS

—Q5
11,000 CFS

| Bankfull
8.000 CFS

Q>
6,700 CFS

| Qs
5,000 CFS

_Mean Ann.
1,700 CFS

DISCH.

Adapted from Gurnell and Petts 2006.

AVERAGE CHANNEL BED ELEVATION



Phragmites — Potential BIG QUESTIONS

* Does Phragmites prevent us from meeting Program goals and/or target species management
objectives?

* Do we want to have a management objective for Phragmites?

 What do we need to know about Phragmites that would help us do a better job of meeting
management objectives?

e Can we use Program water to control Phragmites?
e Should we?
 Timing — When? Frequency?
 Magnitude — How much water do we need? Depth? Volume?
e Can we do it? Do we have the volume/operations capacity to do it? For how long? How often?

* How effective can we expect to be? How to measure progress toward objectives?

 What more do we need to learn about chemical/mechanical control?
* Rapp 2012 pg 35-37
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Knezevic et al. 2008
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Spring

Emergence Root and crown  Stem
fromseed  development  growth

Development of plants from seed

Summer

Flowering

Seed production

Root prepares
to overwinter

Oct

Dormancy

Established plants
Spring

™ New growth from rhizome and stolon

May June

Seed production

Root prepares
fo overwinter

Sept 0d

B o

Dormancy

“Life cycles in Year 2 ond consecutive years ore similor.
**Spring treatment should be at 2-3 feet of growth.
***Fall treatment should be 2-3 weeks before killing frost.




Table 2. Impact of disking and disking followed by an application ot either imazapyr or glyphosate applied mn the fall of 2008, or the summer ot 2009

on common reed control. flowering. and stem density for three locations in Nebraska (study 1)a.

Treatment Application timing Common read

Control Flowering Density

00 DAT 289 DAT  440DAT 670 DAT S17DAT
30 DAT" 229 DAT® 380 DAT® 610DAT" 757 DAT®

90 DAT®  320DAT® 467 DAT® 2008° 2009° 20105 2008° 2009° 20108

__________________________________ L R VA e
Disking alone Summer 08 42 47 43 13 8 0 40 a0 33 109 161
Disking + imazapyr Summer 08 + Fall 08 71 100 99 a7 97 0 1 1 51 1 2
Disking + glyphosate Summer 08 + Fall 08 77 100 97 92 93 0 3 3 30 2 3
Disking + imazapyr Summer 08 + Summer 09 40 47 63 100 100 0 0 0 49 106 0
Disking + glyphosate ~ Summer 08 + Summer 09 40 47 72 99 99 0 0 0 49 110 0
LSD (0.05)° 7 2 4 4 3 0 10 3 6 20 3

* There was no treatment-by-location interaction; therefore, data from the three locations were pooled. Abbreviations: DAT, days after treatment.
®Fisher’s Protected LSD (P =0.05).

® Days after the fall 2008 herbicide treatment.

d Days after the summer 2009 herbicide treatment.

®End of growing season for 2008 corresponds with 90 DAT.

*End of growing season for 2009 comresponds with 440 DAT.

£End of growing season for 2010 corresponds with 817 DAT.

Rapp 2012
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Table 3. Impact of mowing and mowing followed by an application of either imazapyr or glyphosate applied in the fall of 2008 or the summer of 2009 on

common reed control. flowering. and density for three locations in Nebraska (study 2)a.

Treatment Application timing Common reed

Control Flowenng Density

90 DAT  289DAT 440DAT  670DAT  817DAT
30DAT® 229DAT" 380DAT" 6l0DAT® 757DAT"

90 DATY 320DAT® 467DATY 2008° 2009° 20105 2008  2009° 2010

0 0

———— - -—————stem m -———-—

Mowing alone Summer 08 + Fall 08 100 32 36 0 0 0 17 99 9 155 186
Mowing + imazapyr Summer 08 + Fall 08 74 100 a9 95 95 0 0 3 83 1 4
Mowing + glyphosate Summer 08 + Fall 08 81 100 96 93 93 0 1 5 86 3 6
Mowing + imazapyr Summer 08 + Summer 09 25 27 47 99 99 0 0 1 87 150 1
Mowing + glyphosate  Summer 08 + Summer 09 25 27 72 100 100 0 0 0 86 153 0
LSD (0.05)° 5 12 4 2 2 0 11 2 13 17 3

* There was no treatment-by-location interaction; therefore, data from the three locations were pooled. Abbreviations: DAT, days after treatment.
®Fisher’s protected LSD (P = 0.05).

© Days after the fall 2008 herbicide treatment.

4 Days after the summer 2009 herbicide treatment.

#End of growing season for 2008 corresponds with 90 DAT.

fEnd of growing season for 2009 corresponds with 440 DAT.

®End of growing season for 2010 corresponds with 817 DAT. Ra pp 2012
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Table 4. Impact of herbicide applied in the summer of 2008 or fall of 2008 and herbicide followed by mechanical treatment of either mowing or disking

applied in the fall of 2008 or the summer of 2009 on common reed control, flowering and stem density for three locations in Nebraska (study 3)a.

Treatment Application timing Common read
Control Flowering Density
90 DAT 289 DAT 440 AT 670 DAT 817 DAT
30 DAT™ 229 DAT" 380 DAT" S10 DAT" 757 DAT"
90 DAT! 320 DATY 467 DAT 2008 20097 2010% 2008  2009° 2010%
e - e e ———————ctenl 1 ——————— e
Glyphosate only Sunumes 08 34 100 95 36 BE 11 4 2 180 9 9
Glyphosate +~ mowing Summer 08 + Fall O 100 100 92 85 24 0 L3 11 58 13 14
Glyphosate + disking Summer 08 + Fall 08 100 100 o3 87 g6 ] & o &0 12 11
Imazapyr only Summer 08 27 100 99 95 a5 4 1 3 151 3 3
Imazapyr + mowWing Summer 08 + Fall O 100 100 96 a5 0 3 3 57 7 4
Imazapyr + disking Summer 08 + Fall 08 100 100 o7 95 a5 0 1 2 58 5 3
Glyphosate only Fall 08 78 100 o7 96 96 88 0 1 179 4 3
Imazapyvr only Fall 08 71 100 99 =) o7 99 1 1 134 2 2
aﬁz:fﬁ\f:fg Fall 08 + Sunumner 09 67 100 99 99 99 s8 0 0 131 3 1
?;ET:EI:L:EI)Y Fall 08 + Summer 09 73 100 99 96 95 99 0 2 154 1 3
Glyphoszate + mowing Fall 08 + Sunumner 09 76 100 100 91 92 98 1 4 119 o] 7
Glypho=ate + disking Fall 08 + Sumumer 09 76 100 o9 92 92 B7 1 4 148 2 (<)
Imazapyyr + IoWiIing Fall 08 -+ Sununesr 09 L34 100 100 94 94 98 0 2 128 o] 5
Imazapvr + disking Fall 08 + Sununer 09 68 100 100 96 96 99 0 2 121 o] 3
LSD (0.053" 4 ] 2 5 5 15 2 4 78 & 4

* There was no treatment-by-location interaction; therefore, data from the three locations were pooled. Abbreviations: DAT, days after treatment.
" Fisher's protected LSD (P = 0.05).

® Days after the fall 2008 herbicide treatment.

% Days after the summer 2009 herbicide treatment.

*End of growing season for 2008 corresponds with 90 DAT.

*End of growing season for 2009 corresponds with 440 DAT.

£End of growing season for 2010 comresponds with 817 DAT.
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Wet Meadows — Potential BIG QUESTIONS

* Do wet meadows help us meet our Program goals (complex)
and/or target species management objectives?

e Lieh’s, Deboer, Fox
Do we want to treat wet meadows like a “habitat” of concern?
* Do we want to have a management objective for wet meadows?

* What do we need to know about wet meadows that will help us
meet our management objectives?

* What is it about wet meadows that we think is important that we
need to manage for — water, vegetation, forage?

* Are wet meadows a good use of Program water?

* Where do wet meadows fall in terms of water use priorities?
®° How to measure progress toward objectives?
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Other Species of Concern — Potential BIG QUESTIONS

* Does managing for other species of concern help us meet our
Program goals and/or target species management objectives?

* Do we want to have a management objective for other species
of concern? What would it be?

* What do we need to know about these other species that will
help us meet our management objectives?

 What is it about other species of concern that we think is
important that we need to manage for — water, vegetation,
forage?

* How to measure progress toward objectives?

* |s this a good use of Program resources?

* Where do these fall in terms of priority?
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Use of Program Water— Potential BIG QUESTIONS

* Build a CEM for water management?
* |dentified potential uses of Program water
WC migration (flows high enough to avoid hydrocycling?)

Create/maintain UOCW — high peak flows, SDHF, germination
suppression

Reduce Phragmites expansion

Wet meadow hydrology

Water to prevent fish kill or provide WC forage
Pallid sturgeon

* BIG Uncertainty - What are the most effective and efficient
uses of Program water?

e SDM process to evaluate tradeoffs for Program water use

AMWG has been working on identifying Program learning we need, that we don’t
already have, to feed into this process?
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Meeting Review and Wrap-Up
* Meeting Feedback

e Action Iltems
* Agenda suggestions for next meeting

GOAL-REFERENCED ACTIONABLE

* Upcoming Meetings:
* AMWG regular meeting suspended as
EDO works on draft Science Plan

* TAC Quarterly Virtual April 14, 1-4 PM CT @ @

FOCUSED DESCRIPTIVE
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