Meeting Summary

Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)

Thursday, July 13, 2023, 2pm

Via Microsoft Teams and at TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA

Participants

Eric Peterson (TRRP/USBR), Patrick Flynn (TC), Ken Lindke (CDFW), Kiana Abel* (TRRP/USBR), Galen Anderson (USFS), John Buffington (SAB), Chris Laskodi (TRRP/YT), Karl Seitz (HVT), Kyle DeJulio (YT), Oliver Rogers (TRRP/USBR), Conor Shea (USFWS), Eric Wiseman (USFS), Justin Alvarez (HVT), Seth Naman (NMFS), Nick Som (USFWS), Veronica Yates (TRRP/HVT).

* = note takers

Action Items Derived during the Meeting

Eric to write a memo to TMC on recommendation that captures the lack of full consensus on SAB recommendation.

Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items

1 Introductions / Agenda Review and Finalization (Peterson)
A recently scheduled meeting on water temperatures and fish health overlapped the first hour of this meeting, delaying a number of participants.  Therefore, only general updates were provided in the first hour, followed by an extended break until more could join as of 3pm.
2 Updates (Peterson)
Limiting Factors Analysis – running smoothly RFQ through NFWF, should go out within the next two months. Team to build the study plan to be done at the end of the calendar year. Team will work through ‘24 calendar year.

Cohort Reconstruction - paperwork should be done sometime next week. CDFW can use the model early next year hopefully. Preliminary results prior to Spring of ‘24.

2022 Terrain and Flow Modeling – done hopefully tomorrow COB 7/14. May take a bit to get because it’s a large file. The document we’re receiving will be a draft but eventual changes are expected to be primarily within the report and not within the data. 

Flow modeling is done by Nate Bradley and will be done at the end of this year into next spring. SRDH 2D Models on the new topography which feed into fish production & habitat modeling as well. 

· Eric is encouraging people to reach out to their agencies on levels of flow for the models that need to be done. He’d like to give Nate a list of recommended flow levels for modeling vs sending him requests individually. 

Ken is curious, is the SRDH 2D going to update the calibration of temperature. Nate will model flows, and habitat capacity, but not temperature specifically. 

Synthesis Reports – Adult spawning synthesis report needs work on the redd scour portion and then TRRP and Fish and Wildlife will review. Hoping to have the report by fall. Cohort reconstruction model. Sediment Storage Synthesis - received and needs some review prior to posting, temperature synthesis (E. Essarian) received and needs some review prior to posting, wood management synthesis report is delayed. Review of flows synthesis report (unsure of status). 

TRD ROC – new EIS and ROD for the Trinity Division (supplemental to current ROD). Some alternatives look like significant changes but are there for modeling contrasts. Draft comment period (for TRD only) has been extended to July 23. Hoping for the public draft late fall/early winter.
3 SAB Recruitment Recommendation to TMC (Peterson)
Three open slots, riparian/watershed ecology, hydrology, aquatic ecology. We’d like to make a recommendation today for three of the six candidates to be sent to the TMC monthly meeting scheduled for 7/20. Let’s determine if calling references is needed. 

Hydrology Candidate: Ben Snyder (interfluve), Daniele Tonini (University of Idaho), Brian Bledsoe (retired professor from Colorado).

· FWS prefers Daniele. Best candidate for the SAB

· Naman prefers Daniele. 

· Conor Shea prefers Daniele. Brian has been more involved in frequency studies, not geomorphic. Vs Daniele sediment transport, lidar data and thinks he’s the most appropriate candidate. Channel design is not our issue, its more focused on getting a biological response from the fish. 

· Yurok Tribe: Brian Bledsoe based on Dave Gaeuman’s recommendation. 

· John Buffington:  both candidates are very qualified. Each internationally recognized but Andy is leaning more to Daniele because of his specific work with salmonids. 

· Dave Gaeuman: Brian is outside of our program and may give us a different perspective. We don’t need everyone to be fish or biological oriented people. Physical side has a lot of approaches and Brian may be able to offer us vs the same school of thought.  

· Eric Peterson: biophysical end of things vs design end of things. We have other candidates and views that may align or fit together differently with each choice. 

· Todd: Daniele is a really strong candidate who is on the cutting edge. Brian is strong also but votes for the skillset that Daniele brings to the table. 

· Seth: Daniele’s hydraulic work is more important than channel design. Head pressure in redds, summer flows, winter flows. 

· Kyle: Partnering on projects with the U of Idaho – is there any conflict? Todd confirms yes, Daniele would hand over any work that he’s doing on the Hyporheic Study if selected. The group has a few options to replace him. 

· Familiarity with co-horts – is that important? 

· Unfunded vs funded participation could get SAB members in the weeds.

· Seth: Naman – can SAB members work on a project that is funded by TRRP?

· Ken: SAB makes recommendations on priorities, they shouldn't really be working on TRRP projects. Do we want Daniele in a “working for the program” roll or an “advisory roll”? What is more valuable for us? Brian has a new perspective. 

· Question to Todd: would grad students or people who are independent of him on work that would continue with TRRP? Todd:  the people who’d take his spot would be other employees of the University in the same department and not his grad students. 

· SAB term is 3 – 5 years. Member wouldn’t be funded on projects in the Trinity River for 3 years or the duration of their contract.  

· Kyle: wouldn’t want to see the University system benefits go to the wayside. 

· Eric: SAB members should not be funded by TRRP projects. And also wants to clarify that direct graduate students of SAB members should not be funded by TRRP projects. 

· Ken: can we punt to decisions after discussing all the potential candidates?

· Todd: If Daniele is funded for a project that was prioritized prior to his SAB nomination, he doesn't see a problem of conflict of interest, especially if he recuses himself from any ranking of work that he’d worked on prior to his nomination. 

· Chris Laskodi: question for Todd: do you see future partnership with projects as more important than having Daniele as a SAB member? 

· Todd: would think Daniele would provide high level support in either capacity. 

· Dave G.: We could have both people if we kept our relationship with Daniele as researcher and asked Brian to be the SAB member!  

Eric asked that each agency declare their recommendation. Eric will report the conversation and recommendations each agency has to the TMC.

Reclamation: Daniele

FWS: Daniele seems to have the most support. While Daniele is our preference, we would vote yes to support either candidate.
Yurok: Brian Bledsoe
Hoopa: Daniele

Trinity County: defers to whichever is the choice of the science community and TMC vote as both candidates are highly qualified

State of California defers to whichever is the choice of the science community and TMC vote as both candidates are highly qualified

Forest Service: defers to whichever is the choice of the science community and TMC vote as both candidates are highly qualified

NOAA: Daniele

Eric to write a memo to TMC on recommendation that captures the lack of full consensus.

Aquatic Ecology Candidates: John Hayes (fish and aquatic) Kurt Fausch for riparian

· Nick: tag Hayes for aquatic and Fausch for riparian

· Karl: bring both Fausch as Riparian and Hayes as aquatic ecology

· Lindke: thirds the above opinion. 

· Yurok: fourths the above opinion

· Question to John Buffington: Hayes strength is in bioenergetics Kurt’s renowned in aquatic ecology, internationally recognized. Is SAB a cohesive body or do people stay in their lanes?

· Buffington: SAB’s generally advise with the breadth of their knowledge and don’t always stay in their lanes. 

· Veronica: Daniele’s resume listed knowledge of in-channel vegetation could round out discrepancies with experience in other members.

Consensus agreement that Eric move forward with recommending both candidates into two positions on SAB. John Hayes for aquatic Ecology and Kurt Fausch for riparian Ecologist.

4 Review of Key Uncertainties (Peterson)

Annual funding cycle toward FY25 – this group needs to begin preparations in July of the previous year. FY24 is focusing on Limiting Factors Analysis, results will come out in FY25, so any work advised by the LFA may need to wait until FY26. 

Key Uncertainties:

1. Wetted Width

2. Nutrient Flux

3. Temperature regime,

4. Fish production

5. ROD effectiveness

Do we have workgroups review the uncertainties and then choose which are best to prioritize?  ITD should approach the higher level questions/priorities and then have the workgroups tackle the identified priorities. 

The riparian and aquatic ecology workgroup looked at the Key Uncertainties. Knowing that Oregon Gulch is going to expand our wetted width and potentially see a large change in nutrient flux. Seems like a great opportunity to address key uncertainties specific to this project. Paraphytes and macroinvertebrates discussion was pointing to a lot of relevancies to winter flow management and may fit into the nutrient flux key uncertainty. 

What should TRRP focus on in FY25 with the knowledge of the LFA not being complete. 

· Kyle: KU’s haven’t changed since the document was finalized. #4 is being addressed in 24/25 work. Hyporheic study #3 + 2d temp study that Yurok is working on. Thinks that the IDT should pick between 1, 2, & 3. Natural targeted research project at Oregon Gulch would align well with 1. 

· Seth: 24/25/26 may have a different flow regime that we have now. Uncertainties fit within that uncertainty – maybe that fits under #5. 

· Ken: clarification of this process from an authors point of view. The process is to provide an onboarding opportunity for ideas. However, we’re not expecting any new ideas because LFA is incomplete. Acknowledges that there are issues here that we know we need more knowledge and research on now. Priority is that we tackle thinks we know we need to solve in FY25 – let's continue to gather information regardless of the outcome of the LFA. 

· Eric: only conflict/caution with the LFA in following that advise would be fish production. 

· Todd: temperature is being worked on and it’s going to be well developed by FY25 – and we can take this information for future flow implementation. What we don’t know a lot about is nutrient flux (#2). Let’s put efforts toward #2. 

· Nick: FWS position is that the LFA is the main focus. Will be less stringent in recommendations moving forward, however, they will suggest #2. 

· Eric: Nutrient flux with studies currently happening (algae and BMI), preliminary findings are showing that late spring geomorphic flows are a disturbance to the food web. As we move forward with WFV we can do a lot of study on when flows are the most beneficial to the food web. In favor of #2, however, #1 is also a huge opportunity with Oregon Gulch, so he’d like a combination of both.

· Kyle: to make strong advancements in #2 may be more relevant to do the review in core monitoring, we need a plan for structured long-term monitoring need more data points over several scenarios. Rather than a single year study, we may need to consider core or 5yr monitoring to capture different hydrologic events. 

· Eric: is a review of core monitoring separate or can we do that at the same time as working on the key uncertainties.

· Ken: they are two separate things. We don’t need to wait to reevaluate our long-term monitoring. If we wait for the LFA it’s two years wasted. 

· Eric: suggests starting the review of LTM next meeting? 

Nutrient Flux & Oregon Gulch wetted areas as recommendations.

· Nutrient flux is too vague – it would be good to highlight specific questions to the WG’s for further development. 

· Ken adds for further pondering on future processes: RFP process: use somewhat vague questions or really specific requests in the RFP. Either may make sense. In the SP development – how much do we solicit to outside groups, yes there is benefit with that but also benefit to be anchored to the program. Eric: is highlighting the BMI study where Yurok is involved and HSU is doing the work is a prime example of outside yet anchored. 

Eric will review the notes and highlight areas of question and will share with the ITD who will then develop key questions for workgroups to discuss at the next meeting. 

5 Science Symposium

Timing – after the new SAB members are onboard, February? Multi-day. Presentations and work sessions. Focus on review of long-term monitoring? 

Ken Lindke strongly emphasizes in-person participation. To be successful to have someone champion the effort? TCRCD typically handles this, Kiana says that this is in their contract. 

Any other conference going on during that time? RRNW Event? SRF? Out of area scientists? Mary Powers, Geneticists (Mike Henry, Elwah), SAB members (new), internal presentations are important too to focus on the work that the program is doing.

Is there a mission or purpose statement for the Science Symposium? Originally – get everyone up to speed and act as a springboard forward to what the next steps should be, works well with the recent science plan adoption. 

Adjourned 4:36pm
