8/24/21 IDT Meeting
Attendees:
Chris Laskodi YTF
Chad Abel BOR
Todd Buxton BOR
Kyle De Juilio YTF
Seth Lawrence DWR
James Lee BOR
Conor Shea USFWS
Nick Som USFWS
Seth Naman NMFS
Justin Alvarez HVT

James started the meeting without NMFS and HVT present because we still have quorum. Both agencies eventually joined.

FY 2022 Funding for short-term research
James explained the document. TRRP reserved 250k for short-term research. Possible subjects of study are drought-related projects, sedimentation due to fires. Have workgroups come up with topics which will then be forwarded to IDT. IDT will rank topics and request proposals. IDT reconvenes and selects proposals at Science Symposium in November. Drop dead date is variable. Four questions were proposed by James relating to the plan.
Does this timeline and process strike the right balance between flexibility and accountability?
All agreed with the timeline. Nick suggested pushing deadline back several weeks to give workgroups more time to flesh out topics and proposals. Conor asked some clarification questions about investigation plans, budget, timeline, etc. Each one-page plan would need SOW, budget, and timeline. Kyle suggests limiting number of topics to each workgroup. Conor suggested limiting it to three topics per workgroup. Chad suggested that workgroups prioritize those three. Kyle indicated we need a timeline for funding and implementation (e.g. March-March).
Should we prioritize applicants who are not TRRP partners, or prioritize proposals that partner with external researchers?
Most liked the idea of having applicants who are not TRRP partners but it may be difficult since plans will be coming from workgroups and there may not be an opportunity to have a project that is entirely non-TRRP partners. Kyle suggested having non-TRRP partners work with TRRP partners to accomplish goals. Todd proposed being able to include developmental tools for this funding as well (i.e. new RBM10 that can go below 100 cfs).
Should we reserve a portion of the funds (say, 1/3) until the sedimentation impacts of the 2021 fires, and the WY 22 hydrograph, begins to take shape?
Some liked the idea of holding back funds for WY22 hydrograph related projects. Nick and Todd mentioned that we have no idea when we will see potential sedimentation impacts from the fires. Kyle and Todd suggested we need a better monitoring plan to capture the effects of large disturbance events like the fires. 
Given the evolving timeline and format of the Science Symposium, does this process leave enough time for consideration of synthesis report recommendations? Or should recommendations from these reports be vetted longer with an eye towards FY 23 funding?
All agreed that projects that are high priority should be funded whether or not they occur in FY22 or in the future even for multi-year projects. Nick believes we shouldn’t wait on further synthesis reports. Nick mentioned that USFWS will sometimes obligate funds for projects that occur in the next FY.
Other discussions
Several chimed in on different ways to rank projects. No clear preference for ranking method. Group requested method used during watershed.

Nick Som really likes the plan. Likes collaboration with outside partners but doesn’t think it should be determining factor. Believes sedimentation may take too long. Todd agrees that it is completely uncertain to how the fire will affect the river. Nick believes we shouldn’t wait on further synthesis reports.
Kyle De Juilio likes the plan as well. One concern is that this schedule would not be able to be used in 2022. Kyle suggests we need a better monitoring plan to capture the effects of large disturbance events. Kyle suggests that a project should not be an entirely outside the program.
Seth Naman would like clarification on the level of detail on the topics and proposals for the workgroups and IDT. Seth does not have issue with holding funds over especially if they deal with WY2022 hydrograph.
James explained that the topic is only a few sentences. Next would be a pre-proposal (~1 page) which will be used to rank projects. This would follow a full proposal.
Todd Buxton explained the previous unmonitored sediment input by Deadwood Creek and its effect on the river. Todd suggests we need to have an approach for when we do have large disturbance events.
Conor Shea asked some clarification questions about investigation plans, budget, timeline, etc. Each one-page plan would need SOW, budget, and timeline.
Chad Abel suggests that topic needs a bit fleshing out before sending to IDT. Also proponent of leaving some money back. Have lowest priority project tentatively funded and wait until a later date to fully fund. Chad later retracted holding funds back.
Nick Som suggested pushing deadlines back a week or two. Nick believes that funding won’t be dispersed until early spring anyways so no need to holding funds back for WY2022 hydrograph.
James suggests that one-page proposal be submitted to IDT as pre-proposal. Nick informed James that this would preclude outside agencies, disagreed with James proposal idea.
Kyle De Juilio suggests we need to have a timeline for funding and implementation e.g. March-March
Todd suggests including new tool development for funding as well. i.e. a new RBM-10 that could predict temperatures below 100 cfs.
Nick asked why the project needs to be implemented in FY2022 if the IDT ranks a project high enough. Kyle agrees that funds could be used for multi-year projects. He suggests funds should be spent to highest priority even if project doesn’t occur in that FY.
Kyle suggests limiting number of topics to each workgroup. Conor suggested limiting it to 3 topics. Chad suggests have WGs prioritize the 3.
Several chimed in on different ways to rank projects. No clear preference for ranking method. Group requested method used during watershed.
