IDT meeting notes
1/24/2022
Attendees: James Lee, Seth Lawerence, Seth Naman, Ken Lindke, Todd Buxton, Justin Alvarez, Chad Abel, Bill Pinnix, Karl Seitz, Oliver Rogers, Mike Dixon, Chris Laskodi, Kyle De Juilio.
· Science Symposium Conclusion
· James went over a plan that he, and Chris L., and Maya from TCRCD, provide the TMC with information and opinions of findings and recommendation. 
· Some are clear and actionable, other findings are not yet complete because the report is not done, other findings are more internal, i.e. how we monitor, but don’t need TMC decision. 
· Ultimately James wants the conclusion of the science symposium to be a list of findings and/or recommendations with the sidebars being the bounds of the discussion. 
· The week of March 14th was proposed- there would be two hour meetings where focus groups would go over the presentations from the brown bag sessions and tease out recommendations for completeness, relevance, and whether or not it’s actionable.  	Comment by Lindke, Kenneth@Wildlife: These are only proposed dates at this time.
· Notes from the final meeting on March 17, would document the findings and recommendations and be the basis for a list to provide to TMC.
· Bill went over the genesis of the synthesis reports-“state of the Trinity report” suggested by Bruce Bingham. Bill raised the question of how do we synthesize the synthesis reports? How do we bring together the various synthesis reports? James requested any info on the first inklings of the synthesis reports. 	Comment by Lindke, Kenneth@Wildlife: What does this mean?
· Todd stated that he didn’t think preliminary recommendations should be provided to the TMC, and that recommendations to the TMC should come from the reports themselves and the authors of the reports…after peer-review.
· Seth mentioned you could just give the TMC the peer-reviewed recommendations, and wait for the others to be finalized.
· Kyle mentioned not all recommendations to the TMC are peer-reviewed. Also the flow synthesis relies on other reports and this could be a place where learning gets synthesized.
· Mike Dixon mentioned that the term brown bag has racial connotations and we should discontinue its use.
· FY 22 Science Proposals (update)
· James mentioned his discussion with the SAB regarding science proposals. He said the integration of the proposals was not exactly clear to the SAB, though they could see the linkages. They thought there should be more emphasis on how the proposals link together. They are not done with their review. 
· One of the PIs mentioned they wanted to advance the TMC decision on this to the TMC Feb call, so that project timelines could benefit from a timely TMC decision. If this were the case, at the TMC call Feb 10th, would require feedback from SAB by Feb 7th, giving PIs a couple days to update budgets and make changes prior to the TMC call
· James said he didn’t want the SAB to get into the weeds, particularly on the budget, but wanted feedback on the validity of the science.
· James would recommend funding based on IDT ranked priorities. 
· James would provide SAB reviews on Feb 7th, SAB rankings were similar to IDTs, and provide TMC with the IDT ranked list and recommendations for funding. 	Comment by Lindke, Kenneth@Wildlife: Confusing. Consider re-writing.
· Todd asked about SAB tasking us with having a grand view of the river and making restoration decisions from there, but they haven’t provided direction to that end. How are we going to take this on and also it’s a heavy lift.   
· James mentioned that there is disagreement on what the desired future conditions should look like. 
· Kyle mentioned that it’s not a good idea to tie funding for one project to another. Kyle did mention that the river corridor management plan would help address the shortcomings with project linkages noted by the SAB.  
· James asked how detailed or how broad should our desired future conditions be? The SAB focused on how clear and explicit how things are in the plans, but wanted to see bigger picture information. 
· Corridor Management Plan
· Todd went over the needs for the river corridor plan-it’s because restoration has been piecemeal, largely ignoring what is up and downstream of a particular restoration reach. 
· Also constraints at the larger scale caused by humans aren’t put into the context of restoration. Todd asked the group for feedback on the importance of the river corridor management plan.
· Kyle mentioned that there are places that have high restoration value but are constrained by mine tailings. Determining the spatial extent of the river in a valley segment would allow us to set goals and determine extent and priorities for restoration.
· Bill mentioned he would like to learn more about the corridor management plan and was looking for resources on the issue.
· Ken mentioned that realistically TRRP and BOR would be reticent to go back and redo already restored sites. He could see modifying and completing the draft report, but thinks it wouldn’t make sense to start a whole new large scale report effort. 
· Mike Dixon mentioned that  there’s no reason the to go back to some sites to redo it, without having all of the sites complete	Comment by Lindke, Kenneth@Wildlife: Missing or extra word?
· Todd mentioned that so many people are busy so that would come out in scoping for the report, which may lead to taking the draft report and updating and finalizing it.
· Kyle mentioned that some iteration of the TRRP will likely continue into the future, and documenting the learning that has occurred and what are recommendations are has value, for guiding future restoration practitioners. He also stated it’s not clear that the remaining restoration sites are the best sites to focus on next, and some sites that have already been complete may provide better efficacy for restoration.
· Mike mentioned that the longer this lingers the less relevant it becomes. He also suggested that some people be identified to help scope this out.
· Todd mentioned that we should look for volunteers to start this out. 
· Bill mentioned that if this is TMC directed, there should be funding provided. Not all agencies get full time funding for participation and can just pick up volunteer projects. He also said if this is important, we should devote time to it, not ask for volunteers. 
· Mike didn’t think we should wait on the TRRP refinements process and TRRP science plan for this effort.
· Seth asked if this was a TMC directed effort and Mike replied that it wasn’t per se, but Mike had T’d it up for the TMC and we should give them a recommendation. 
· Kyle mentioned that the physical workgroup doesn’t have a cohesive vision for a plan and that there should be, along with buy in from the program. He also mentioned that it may be best to come after Phase II review.
· Kyle and Chris Laskodi volunteered. 
· Todd is going to send a request to the work group coordinators for volunteers.
· WY 22 Flow Scheduling Timeline
· James will send out a doodle poll for IDT meeting prior to the March TMC meeting for flow scheduling with the flow WG
· Funding for projects in the Monument Fire
· Bill recommended shopping this out to the watershed workgroup, rather than the fish workgroup.
· Chad agreed. Haven’t met in a while so this would be good.
· Bill would bring this up with the Fish WG, but thinks recommendations should come from Watershed WG.   
· Bill asked if the funding was already available and Chad mentioned that BOR stated that it will be coming and that it needs to be spent soon, as it is in response to the fire. 	Comment by Lindke, Kenneth@Wildlife: I think someone (Bill?) suggested using this funding through another funding avenue (probably NFWF, I just can't remember) so that it could all be spent in a single fiscal year, but be dolled out over several years. I got the impression we couldn't use this one-time funding spread out over several years if we use our usual TRRP funding avenues.
· Bill will agendize this for fish WG
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	Time
	Topic
	Presenter or Lead

	1300
	Introductions, agenda discussion, ID note-taker
	Lee

	1330
	Science Symposium Conclusion 
	Lee/Laskodi

	1400
	Corridor Management Plan
	Buxton

	1430
	WY 22 Flow Scheduling Timeline
	Lee/Naman

	1430
	FY 22 Science Proposals (update)
	Lee

	1445
	Prioritizing Programmatic Objectives (update)
	Lee



