ITD Meeting – Limiting Factors RFQ Discussion
April 9, 2024

Meeting Objective: To review the study plan before the RFQ for phase 2 goes out

Attendees: Ken Lindke (CDFW), Patrick Flynn (Trinity County), Chris Laskodi (Yurok Tribe), Galen Anderson (US Forest Service), John Hayes (SAB), Ty Wallen (US Fish and Wildlife Service), Eric Peterson (TRRP), Kurt Fausch (SAB), Daniele Tonina (SAB), James Lee (TRRP), Brian Bommarito (BLM), Taylor Daley (US Fish and Wildlife), Trevor Morgan (CDFW), Seth Naman (NOAA), Smokey Pittman (McBain), Veronica Yates (Hoopa Valley Tribe), Mike Dixon (TRRP), Kiana Abel (TRRP – notetaker)

Introduction: Eric looking for feedback as he starts with this new position as Science Coordinator. Please reach out to him if you have ideas regarding meeting frequency and agenda topics. 

RFQ: contracting in place with NFWF, RFQ is the main topic today for review. Contract modifications with NFWF, with two phases (first phase development of the study plan, phase 2 implementation of the study plan). Broken into two phases was ideal because of concerns with casting a wide net. Meeting with NFWF to get the ball rolling on the next RFQ later this week. Conversations moving that forward today. Contractor to be independent, but with support and guidance from TRRP Scientists.Team who provided previously technical knowledge from the program of 4 individuals. Not sure of the team moving forward, would like to discuss that today. SAB has the same question on their lists to consider, so that we are pushing good science forward. Interaction with the contractor and TRRP/SAB should be expected. 

Study Plan TRRP Advisory team:  Lindke, McBain, Pinnix, Laskodi were the leads for TRRP. 
Lindke: thinks that regular interaction with the new contractor is appropriate but does not have to be the same group of people. Let’s make sure to have some sort of management of the contractor through the phase two process. Efficiency is important. Laskodi: small group worked really well, phase two we have a longer timeline so let’s take advantage of that with more minds in the basket. Lindke: one representative per agency to make it equitable. Peterson: Could be core IDT members, but some might not have the right skills and might want to appoint a different person. Dixon: Contractor should drive the LFA process because we don’t want our group to sway decisions – we’re more of a technical advisor. Lindke: we shouldn’t be limited to the hypotheses in the Science Plan, which is discussed in the document provided by Kramer Sciences. Agrees that the contractor should drive the process, not TRRP. Flynn: what sort of disciplines should be involved? Dixon: probably focused on ecological sciences but TMC wanted to have a representative from each agency and should identify who that is if they are not on the IDT already.

Questions regarding study plan as written. 
Life Cycle Diagram, does not have the hybrid or heterozygotes identified. Habitat identification early in process might create circularity if that becomes an identified factor. There will be contract flexibility. Lee: when can someone provide technical input on the plan? Lindke: the lifecycle identifies what we can resolve with data. Numbers wise all the fish are accounted for. Lee: thinks separating the runs is important. Could a limiting factor sustain a different run. Lindke: red superimposition Lee: and interbreeding. Lindke: need to develop the process and early interaction between the program and the contractor, play a support roll after. Peterson: a kick-off meeting followed by regular check in meetings. Lindke: yes, tasking those is important. Spring & fall issues, habitat objective issues, escapement targets, and we’ll need to be clear about what we mean by these things. Workgroups are questioning the escapement targets, but they are out of sync with reality. Naman: limiting factors are irrespective of the objectives. Peterson: disparity between outmigrants vs return provides a goal of finding limiting factors. Naman: yes, some of these exist as starting points in the Science Plan. Lindke: is there a draft RFQ? Peterson: Not yet. Laskodi: have SAB members now, what is their role in the phase two process.  Peterson: not clearly defined at this point. Largely up to the SAB on how they want to interact with this process. Laskodi: it would be good to get their input since its an outside perspective. At least being able to reach out to them and would like to see them more involved than they were in phase one. Lindke: SAB review of the RFQ prior to submittal along with a “TRRP technical advisory group”. Peterson: let’s make the TRRP technical advisory group the IDT. Should we discuss the habitat definition? Lindke: don’t understand the emphasis on the habitat definition. Will the RFQ include the entire memo? Peterson: yes as an attachment. Important for them to understand what they are getting into. Lindke: specify the third tier option? Peterson: keep it intact. 

IDT interacting with the contractor in the future. Start with a kick off meeting. Lindke: word the RFQ in a way that is not “execute this plan” more interaction prior to the lifecycle development. Naman: excited to have the SAB involved. LFA is really the study that will set the Program up for the next decade as far as adjustments, studies and actions. Peterson: importance could be on the same level as the 1999 Flow Study. Fausch: Preference as one SAB member is to have the group review within our expertise and within a group setting. Combine suggestions and feedback. Timing and knowledge of TRRP is also important to learn, so how does that fit in. Thoughts from the Science Symposium meeting with Ken, Columbia River Basin doing watershed restoration, some decades of research is that limiting factors are not the same in different watershed and through time which could complicate expert understanding from the SAB. Pacific Salmon Foundation provided the webinar, let Kurt know if you’d like to watch it when it becomes available. Lindke: yes, please send the webinar to the group if it becomes available. Peterson: invitation to the IDT meetings specific to LFA, could be a good opportunity to stay informed and leveraged to help the SAB. Peterson: draft prior to submittal will be circulated. Laskodi: RFQ timeline? Dixon: meeting with NFWF  Thursday and will have a better idea next week. We’re going to ask for an aggressive turn around time. Cramer study plan is 18-24 months and the timing with the NFWF grant, needs to be completed by the time the grant expires. No option to extend the grant. Our turn-around time will need to be quick. 

Conclusions:
· Kick-off meeting to include IDT
· IDT(+) is expected to be the group interacting with contractor (+ means possible additional expertice or assigned reps)
· IDT to be support, not driver
· Some sort of regular interval meetings
· Circulate draft RFQ with short timeline for review

Meeting Adjourned 1:03pm.  

