


	Interdisciplinary Team Meeting Agenda


IDT- Joint meeting with Flow Workgroup

Teams Meeting (check your calendars and see link below) 







	Location
Virtual Meeting


	
	Date and time
21 March 2022
1300-1500



	Coordinator:
	James Lee (IDT) 
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	· Review Flow Workgroup’s recommended hydrographs for WY 22 and prepare our recommendation for TMC
· Determine exactly what we want to get out of the Science Symposium conclusion
· Revisit IDT’s recommendation to fund FY 22 Science Projects in order ranked by IDT
· Confirm timeline of Objectives and Targets report finalization

	Please review:
	· TBD

	Please bring: 
	· N/A




	Agenda

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter or Lead

	1300
	Introductions, agenda discussion, ID note-taker
	Lee

	1310
	WY 23 recommended hydrographs
	Naman

	1400
	Science Symposium Conclusion 
	Lee/Laskodi

	1430
	FY 22 Science Funding
	Lee

	1445
	Objectives and Targets report
	Lee/WG Coordinators

	1500
	Adjourn
	Lee



Teams Link:
https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_NjJlODYwNTMtMWQ3OC00YWY5LWEzMzItOTNmZDdkZDM0ZmIz%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%220693b5ba-4b18-4d7b-9341-f32f400a5494%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%22b76439fb-b33b-4a3b-a039-daf463a0f604%22%7d



	1300
	Introductions, agenda discussion, ID note-taker
	Lee

	1310
	WY 23 recommended hydrographs
	Naman

	1400
	Science Symposium Conclusion 
	Lee/Laskodi

	1430
	FY 22 Science Funding
	Lee

	1445
	Objectives and Targets report
	Lee/WG Coordinators

	1500
	Adjourn
	Lee





Notetaker: Bill Pinnix

Participants: James Lee, Nick Som, Seth Naman, Karl Seitz, Todd Buxton, Chad Abel, Chris Laskodi, Mike Dixon, Justin Alvarez, Kyle DeJuilio, Seth Lawrence, Ken Lindke, Oliver Rogers, and Bill Pinnix

Recommended Hydrographs: 
· Seth: 
· Water year current conditions:
· Drought continues
· Snowpack already melting
· Trinity Reservoir inflow predictions continue to decline
· 200k acre feet less than dry-criticallly dry cutoff
· Inflow predictions between B120 (CADWR) and CANV River forecast center model are 76 TAF different
· Seth will remind TMC about this and see if TMC can draft a letter to see if two agencies can reconcile difference
· Critically Dry Water Year  (3rd CD in a row…..last year first year 2 CD in a row)
· Flow Workgroup
· Modelled Dry and Critically Dry water years
· Due to current conditions, we will only present/recommend Critically Dry
· 3rd CD in a row….Collecting information for calibrating hydrological model deemed important and factor into hydrograph shape/plan
· Critically Dry Models
· ROD Critically Dry
· CD1
· Peaks at 6,000
· ‘bench’
· Frog deterrent pulse
· 
· CD2
· Peaks around 5000
· ‘bench
· Model Results:
· Decision Support Matrix
· Some concern from the flow workgroup that making changes to the DSS table should be vetted by the larger program
· 
· Very little model difference between 2 alternatives
· S3 Fish Model results
· Will run exercises this summer evaluating different water year scenarios
· Winter flow variability
· Real time flow modeling
· Adult temperature objectives (little difference)
· Temp objectives at Weitchpec
· ROD does slightly better
· Fish workgroup will be recommending removing these targets. Meeting them would keep the river too cold
· Juvenile salmon rearing temperature objectives (range)
· Small differences
· Black Cottonwood model not run (not an objective in critically dry)
· Risk of encroachment of willows was used in decision making
· No scour last year, 
· CD1 would scour 1 year old willows
· FYFAM
· Two CD alternatives made more froglets compared to the ROD
· Bedload Transport
· Two CD alternatives performed better than ROD
· Flow Workgroup Recommends alternative CD1
· Nick Som recommended including all results that were worked on
· Bill P. recommended determining decision support matrix ahead of flow scheduling process with approval from IDT/(TMC?)
· Kyle mentioned that there is potential that future flow scheduling may not need/use the current decision matrix 
· Ken gave some background on fish workgroup temperature targets
· Todd reiterated need for program to approve metric matrix before running models
· James Lee
· Recommends forwarding CD1 to TMC
· Asked if there was any disagreement in the group
· Not really
· Differences in parameters for riparian and frogs were greater than differences in other model outputs
· Group concurs with James

FY22 Science Proposals
· James
· Reviewed IDT and SAB rankings
· SAB not well suited to make recommendations on annual funding cycles
· Will accept IDT recommendation
· TMC members concerned about conflict of interest
· Opened for discussion about this process
· Todd: SAB not that aware of how all the linkages in the program work (data, information flow) and will create conflict with p
· Nick: USFWS remains committed to a conflict-of-interest free ranking process
· Kyle: recommendations on specific pre-proposals is more valuable than ranking the proposals. Hopefully Science Plan will clarify how program components work together and can benefit SAB interactions with the program.
· Ken: TMC should know that full proposals were not ranked, which might be different than if the full proposal was ranked. Agrees with need to address the appearance of conflict of interest
· Justin: SAB asked for review of remote methods to measure grain size, project proponents modified full proposal, but then said remove remote sensing. SAB said review methods pilot study, but this has already being done.
· Kyle, IDT decided to use IDT ranking of pre-proposals, and we have comments on full proposal
· Todd: SAB misconceptions caused errors in their rankings. TMC if using SAB rankings would be making a decision on false information. Is there time to circle back with SAB in time for TMC? 
· James: did not intend to reengage SAB on these proposals
· Kyle: SAB said they won’t re-rank
· Nick: process and optics matter a lot to the public. Is there time to review full proposals with recusal from project proponents. James is asking to proceed in opposition to a TMC directive
· James: not all partners would be represented if everyone recused
· Chad Abel: TMC will have questions about the basis for IDT recommendations, and why IDT seemingly changed direction
· Kyle: Need to streamline this process. It is delaying our science program. Would IDT accept SAB recommendations on full proposals
· Chad: SAB ranking would impact budget

James: Table rest of agenda, they are updates
· Action Item:  IDT needs to circle back to SAB as directed by TMC. 
· Kyle: Can ranked projects 1 (proposal 6) and 3 (Project 4) be funded as there isn’t difference between SAB and IDT?
· James: Possibly. Recommend funding proposal 6 and 4
· Todd: I don’t think we can, what if SAB comes back with different ranking.
· Kyle: disappointed with program and this decision will delay science in the program
· Ken: What is the language TMC had in the notes?
· James: TMC Action Item from Feb 2022 meeting: “James Lee will direct the Science Proposal authors to incorporate the edits from the SAB and have the SAB re-rank the proposals to provide input to the TMC”
· 



