INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM MEETING NOTES
June 8, 2021

Participants 
Connor Shea, Seth Lawrence, Justin Alvarez, Kyle De Juilio, Chris Laskodi, Ken Lindke, Chad Abel, James Lee, Nick Som, Seth Naman. 
Action Items
1. IDT members send James list of SAB tasks, James will get list together, will be ranked and used to develop work plans for SAB. 
2. James look into level of detail for list of topics for funding. Chad and James will get together and send guidance for how workgroups should develop hypotheses.
3. James will send out a Doodle poll to schedule an IDT meeting to discuss the Objectives and Targets project and report
Introductions, agenda discussion, ID note-taker
James reviewed agenda, no changes
Update on Objectives and Targets Exercise
· James requested if there was any more questions or comments on the objectives document. Nobody wanted to review the document again or provide further response. 
· He will be clearer in the document on which ones are left outstanding. Wants to use the document in helping to plan science and use in the science planning process. Science plan is still in development. Would like to polish up the document and deliver to TMC at the September meeting. 
· Discussion of objectives and whether or not to present them all at the TMC. Several TMC members had expressed interest in learning more about the objectives. 
· Group decided to ask TMC at the June meeting if they wanted a more detailed presentation. Ken asked if IDT members wanted to review his comments on the document, which were the only comments received by James. 
· Ken didn’t feel like the document was ready to present as a TRRP document yet. Ken offered to provide his comments to the group. 
· Kyle was not clear on how the document would be utilized for science planning, funding, etc. One TMC member was concerned about the brown trout metric.
· Todd recommended that the TMC have a list of the objectives so that if they changed an objective or got rid of it for political reasons they would understand the decision. Todd recommended not going to the TMC with the document until it has been finalized at the work group level. 
· Ken discouraged giving TMC open ended questions on how to proceed. Seth agreed with Ken and Todd. 
· Kyle mentioned that TMC may drill down into the weeds if there are disagreements with an objective. Kyle also said the objectives document could just become part of the science plan, which is being drafted now.
· Nick recommended IDT schedule another meeting to discuss the Obj./Targets project and report because it is important and needed more discussion than time allowed in this meeting.
· Ken suggested this meeting should be sooner than later if we want to present a final product to TMC in September.
Update on Science Plan being developed as part of refinements process
· James covered the background on the science plan drafting committee process. Series of monthly meetings, and having a complete science plan by next spring. There have been initial meetings but no products have been developed yet. James described the process and some of the meetings that have occurred thus far. Next meeting is June 30th.

Future role of SAB
· James presented the implementation plan from the Trinity River ROD EIS to give background on the SAB role. James read through and described the SAB role as envisioned in that document. James asked if anyone knew of any documents that had more detail on responsibilities of the SAB. 
· James has been in touch with SAB members, some have reviewed synthesis reports. Some have expressed interest in the science plan drafting process. 
· The TMC has supported funding the SAB, but their funding remains largely unspent. Funding is typically $25k/SAB member. 
· Currently only 3 members so there are 2 openings. 
· James asked for ideas on how to engage them. 
· Seth mentioned having in person meeting(s) with SAB including field tours etc, science plan review, review of biological and physical models, review of synthesis reports and documents, and an annual report card or score they could give TRRP on implementing science and the adaptive management process. 
· Connor mentioned that $25K isn’t much money, may only work out to be 6 weeks of work. James countered that they’re not spending their money as is because they’re not being utilized. Connor mentioned that if it is a consultant, they might be more responsive, if it’s a university professor, they might already have a lot on their plate. 
· Kyle recommended having a 4 year plan for the SAB members where the first year they come to visit more often, then transition to rating and ranking TRRP process toward the end, etc. A four year plan that has a somewhat defined process or schedule for their engagement. Discussion of whether or not all SAB members should be on the same 4 year schedule or in different cohorts so there is overlap. 
· Kyle recommended the former, Todd recommended the latter. Each has tradeoffs. 
· Todd said Buffington reminded TRRP their role is to review and advise, not actually perform work. The Phase 1 review analysis was largely contracted out, and they reviewed the results. 
· Nick clarified that it was actually a mix of SAB performing some work for the phase 1 review, and also work contracted out. 
· Ken mentioned that work group coordinators shouldn’t necessarily have free reign to contact SAB because some might do it more than others and there should be more structure with SAB interactions. 
· Justin recommended more targeted interactions and requests from SAB, rather than having them on the work group email distribution list. He suggested SAB going through the science coordinator.
· Kyle thought some of their time should be structured (75% of their time) with the remainder being more flexible, with discrete tasks to ensure their participation. 
· James also mentioned that there should be a list of topics and tasks that we want the SAB to tackle, combined with a lower proportion of unstructured time. 
· Connor agreed with Justin that science coordinator be the gate keeper to the SAB, and agreed with Kyle on having a structured plan for what we expect them to work on and accomplish. Nick mentioned during the Phase I review SAB was well coordinated. 
· Nick mentioned having a stable and active communication and interaction process would help. More continual engagement would help the process and the link between TRRP and SAB. They are self-motivated and effective people so should be given some leeway to determine their own engagement process.
· Todd mentioned that funding a consultant to lead themselves is a recipe for not getting what we want. Todd stated that we are well informed, and often need an expert for guidance or feedback working within our own context. Todd overall suggested a more focused and structured requests of SAB to ensure we get what we need from them.  Otherwise we may receive an unclear product or something that is less useful to us. 
RFP process for short-term science and monitoring projects
· James mentioned he wants a way to help distribute science funds to allow for more flexibility for funds that are set aside for funding projects within the water year that come up or are developed on short notice to study management actions that are occurring relatively soon. Chad mentioned there would be a ranking process, fund some of the high ranking projects, and leave others that may be unfunded if additional funds became available later. 
· Chad outlined a rough schedule and timeline for how this could be implemented. 
· Nick mentioned this is a good opportunity to fund outside entities to get fresh perspective, new expertise, and efficiency. 
· Kyle reiterated that the timeline needs to align with the flow planning process or to accommodate an action, such as a flow management change. Kyle mentioned that proposals for projects by water year should be available beforehand to ensure vetted plans are in place to receive the funds.
· Todd said that lists of questions or hypotheses to test should be developed by the workgroups, then the list(s) would be provided to Program scientists to develop proposals. 
· Ken agreed for workgroup to develop lists of topics but wanted clarification on form and level of detail for the initial step of developing a list. 
· James said it should be a bulleted list, and specific enough that a question could be answered. 
· Ken said there has been a kitchen sink approach to these lists of things to answer or spend money on, so he would like to pare it down and have some guidance on how to do this for the workgroup coordinators, including level of detail, number of projects, etc. 
· James said the lists would be ranked by IDT. 
· Seth mentioned that this process seems like it’s getting astray from the original problem of not being flexible with funding when 
· Kyle mentioned limiting the number submitted from each work group would be useful. Kyle discussed how the drift forage study worked by using outside expertise (HSU) combined with focused questions from the work group. The outside experts helped develop the project, Yurok helped with support and data collection and there was collaboration throughout the project. Kyle said proposals should be developed in advance and peer reviewed. 
· Todd said to keep some of these at the idea stage, and only advance a few to proposal stage if they rank low. 
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Additional Contributions from Ken Lindke:
IDT,
 
Here are some minor edits to the meeting notes you can add to if you wish. Below are a few of my thoughts on SAB roles.
 
· I support increased involvement of SAB members in work groups. If SAB members are added to work group email lists only for their areas of expertise, it will cut down on their email traffic and time commitments. To avoid overspending budget on work group participation, I suggest setting a limit on the time allocated for this task.
· I support having a four-year plan for SAB members with in-person and on-the-ground engagement in the first year, transitioning to advisory and review roles. Either an entire cohort together, or two groups on a two-year starting rotation could work. I advocate for the latter because it would allow SAB members that have been active for two years to mentor new members. The two or three members that start together could collaborate on a product for their term. That work product could be scoped by the members in their first year in collaboration/consultation with IDT. This would provide a middle ground between SAB determining what the Program needs and the Program telling SAB what we think we need.
· They should be involved in the Science Plan drafting, but not until we get into the real meat of it. Given that they’re not spending their budgets and we probably won’t have a clearly defined role for them this year, they should have plenty of time to be involved more than just attending meetings. For highly functional PhD research scientists, which SAB members should be, a lot of work can get done in six weeks, especially in a review and advisory role. The Implementation Plan states that SAB should be responsible for “scientific peer review of … short and long-term monitoring plans, research priorities,” which sounds very relevant to Science Plan drafting.
· We should also define a process for nominating prospective SAB members and define the expertise we want among the five members. The process outlined in the Implementation Plan is outdated because it includes TRRP groups that no longer exist. Among the disciplines listed in the Implementation Plan, I advocate for a fish biologist, an aquatic or stream ecologist, a fluvial geomorphologist, a riparian ecologist, and either a hydraulic engineer or hydrologist.

