Meeting Summary
Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)
Thursday, December 21, 2023
Via Microsoft Teams

Participants
Eric Peterson (USBR), Oliver Rogers (USBR), Brian Bommarito (BLM, Guest), Kiana Abel (USBR), Galen Anderson (USFS), Chris Laskodi (YT), Michael Dixon (USBR), Amelia Fleitz (USFS), Kyle De Juilio (YT), James Lee (USBR), Ken Lindke (CDFW), Trevor Morgan (CDWR), Patrick Flynn (TC), Elliot Sarnacki (USBR), Seth Naman (NMFS), Conor Shea (USFWS), Veronica Yates (USFWS), Ty Wallin* (USFWS)
* = note taker

Action Items Derived during the Meeting
· Workgroups to review Objectives and Targets, plus monitoring and modeling for each
· Peterson to draft memo giving specific direction on above task
Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items
· Agenda adjustments: 
· Flow WG only needs a brief update, moved first.
· Lindke requested addition of LFA discussion, placed after Science Symposium
· Flow Workgroup Updates – Lindke
· Met 12/20/2023 at Arcata.
· Goal to come up with a compromise following feedback from Trinity County
· Reduced version of winter flow proposal
· Synchronized flows not included.
· Mid Feb – Mid March – 60K AF release regardless of WY type
· Mid-March to Mid-April
· Critically Dry – 60 AK release schedule
· Dry – 80K AF release schedule
· Normal or Wetter – 120K release schedule
· Modifications to this to increase peaks and reduce days with increased base flow to allow more fishable conditions.
· Suggested proposal utilizes flow schedules already analyzed in EA, plan to extract analyses from EA that include these portions of the proposed schedules.
· Agreed to not use DSS because it was built for spring period, instead using the EA analyses.
· Aiming to submit to TMC by January 11th one week prior to January 18th TMC meeting.
· Science Symposium – Abel
· Lindke, Lee, De Juilio, and Abel have met 3 times
· Trinity Alps Performing Arts Center, Weaverville, CA
· Not a great venue for breakout session
· Organizing around SAB members availability
· Asking SAB members to be main speakers in the morning
· TRRP Members and Partners to speak about related topics
· Proposed Dates: 
· March 12th-14th
· April 30th – May 2nd
· Conference Theme: 2024 TRRP Science Symposium: Pushing River Restoration Boundaries Towards a Better Future in Our Changing World
· Daily Themes:
· Fish Populations
· Kurt F. – What is essential about rivers for fish and humans?
· Andy P. – Importance of experimental design….
· 4 30-minute slots 
· Potential Topics:
· Klamath Basin, Population Estimates, Habitat, Hatcheries, Context from other basins, Clear Creek spring and fall runs, Juvenile Monitoring (Bill Pinniz/ Thomas Gast), Adult trends, Disease, survival study with USGS
· Lindke: Move away from reporting on long term monitoring
· De Juilio: Getting to the pieces of the puzzle that are going to advance us
· Lee: Agree we don’t need repeat of information. There are things going on outside of the traditional tools TRRP has that are affecting our success. Inform presenters that we are trying to shift paradigms and push boundaries and make them aware of the context of the symposium.
· Naman: Eric B. (NOAA Fisheries) or other speaker on ocean conditions, climate change predictions, recent trends in ocean conditions, field of ocean and how it relates to salmon
· Disease: Sasha 
· Wallin:Halett (sp?) and Julie Alexander – OSU or Scott Foott and Anne Voss from USFWS Cal/NV Fish Health Center. 
· Shea:Nick Som for contact regarding flow implications.
· Naman: Find someone who knows predictions or modeling for effects of dam removal on disease in the lower Klamath
· De Juilio: Mike Belchek might know a speaker for post dam removal topics
· De Juilio: It is important to set the stage with some background on adult and juvenile trends
· Lindke: Maybe that could be a single 30 minute presentation. 
· Dixon:	This is an internal event, but open to the public. Agrees leading in with background would be beneficial
· Wallin: Bill Pinnix leads both adult and juvenile programs would recommend but not volunteer
· Naman: Hatchery trends in body size at age of spawners would be interesting. For Trinity it would be CDFW, probably Ken Lindke
· Where do we go from here?
· De Juilio: Definitely reach out to Bill about population trends.  Check with Stephanie Carlson about her availability.  Potentially combine disease and flow topic into one session.  Hatchery upgrade and Dam removal are two things we could fill the spots with. Flow and Disease could go to second day. 
· Are these topics really pushing the boundaries?
· De Juilio: Good point. 
· Lindke: This could be a good time to compare trends in the Trinity to trends in the whole Klamath Basin.
· De Juilio: Could be wrapped into one 30 minute session?
· Lindke: Definitely opportunity for that.
· De Juilio: Adult body size and pop trends. Juvenile pop dynamics and spawn recruit trends, hatchery, 
· Panel discussion
· Fish Habitat Flow and Temperature
· John Hayes: How flow affects aquatic invertebrate habitat, and drift-feeding salmonid net energy intake and instantaneous….
· Eli Asarian
· 4 slots
· Potential Topics
· W. Pont Turtle, herps, clear creek, temp, climate, smoke, fire/climate, fish pop and habitat modeling, spring and fall hybridization
· Naman: Flow on Trinity. Real time flow tool. Important topics for this day.
· Lindke: Outside presenter on general benefits of natural flow regimes and flow management. Foundation of winter flow variability project. Don’t know who.
· De Juilio: Has a presentation from Science on Tap about why we need to change out flow management. Topic could be covered by someone else.  Following Eli a presentation on how we could change our actions would be a good progression
· Naman: It is a really good story about the last 20 years and what we have done and where we want to go
· Abel: Temperature and other aquatic organisms would be important too
· De Juilio: How changes discussed in previously proposed talk would effect other organisms
· Abel: Other suggestions besides Jamie Bettaso and Don Ashton?
· De Juilio: Realtime flow monitoring before other organisms. Then maybe ocean conditions or flow and disease. Following S3 workshop in Feb, an update for SAB on the developments would be helpful.
· Panel
· Physical Channel Forms and Misc
· Daniele Tonina – Redd-induced hyporheic flows and their role on embryos habitat quality
· John Buffington – TBD
· 2 Slots
· Proposed Topics
· Fire/Climate, Phase 2 Review, Science Plan, Sediment Management, Fine Sediment Augmenation, Field Trip
· Naman: Fire, Sedimentation in tribs & impacts. Tributary Junctions
· Yates: Chapman Field Trip suggestion. At a good change to see a lot of physical processes
· De Juilio: Would love to see a summary and prioritization update on phase 2 review. But understands it might not be ready.
· Rogers: Memo to management still in draft form.  Strong guidance from management and it could happen.
· Peterson: Dave Gaeuman and 2024 terrain. Do we need to be more specific than just something on sediment management?
· De Juilio: It would be best to have Dave combine work on capacity synthesis and physical metrics to assess channel form.  We are funded to repeat capacity study, but we don’t know where that will be at this point. Could provide an update.
· Peterson: With everything happening with the EA we should have something on gravel management. We need to think more on what that might be.
· De Juilio: There are a lot of potential topics and limited slots.  Maybe present the EA to provide background? We are looking for input of people interest to guide the agenda
· Panel Discussion
· Lunch Presentation – Lenya Quinn-Davidson @ Brewery?
· TRRP Design & Construction Talk TBD
· Hopefully to be multi-disciplinary so participants can get the most out of participation
· Lee: Is this the only opportunity for IDT input? Presenters need to be given ample time to prepare.
· Abel: We could offer a deadline for input.
· Shea: What is the framing to bring all of the individual talks together?
· Abel: The panel discussion is supposed to be that opportunity
· Shea: I think you need a moderator that can set the framework, be the host, do the introduction, and make the connections. Moderator could emphasize the importance.
· Abel: We have discussed having an emcee for the day that could be a field expert.
· Shea: That person could also be the editor for the talks to help guide them into being related.
· Dixon: What if the most relevant SAB member was the moderator?
· Lindke: We don’t want SAB member kept off a panel because they are moderating.
· De Juilio: We need to ask if one that is not presenting would be willing to moderate on another day.
· De Juilio: How do we feel about the 30-minute talk times?
· Naman: Longer is always appreciated.
· Abel: Post lunch presentation/panel could be Q&A instead of during the presentation slots. 30 minutes is really short when you might be describing something technical.
· Wallin: Don’t underestimate change over time between speakers. Supportive of Q’s in a latter session. Maybe QR code for Q submission.
· Lindke: Considerations for evening programming?
· Abel: Field Trip and Dinner, poster session, movie screening, school involvement. Using RCD to help with planning.
· Naman: People from out of town would probably want something planned
· Dixon: Happy to host a happy hour if we wanted it to be not work centric.
· Wallin: Suggestion of something non-fish related for a break and so those who don’t participate are missing anything critical. Maybe something on condor release?
· De Juilio: I think we have enough input to make the hard decision.
· Abel: How would IDT like us to move forward? 
· Peterson: Once you have a solid draft of presentation list please distribute it. 
· Fleitz: What is the target audience composition going to be? Where are we aiming to diversify and share knowledge?
· Lee: We talked a bit about this and the main audience will be people associated with TRRP. The public is welcome, but that will not be the focus. It is typical that we have one every 2 years. At the last one the authors of the synthesis reports presented their findings. This time we are at an interesting point in the history of the program where there is a lot of agreement in what we know.  In order to apply the science, we have to push the boundaries and change paradigms.  
· Fleitz: Just wanted to point out the the audience should be considered in presentation development
· Abel: That may have to be handled on a presentation-by-presentation basis
· De Juilio: We are on a good track.  Daily themes did affect how many talks/presenters in each day.  If you have feedback reach out to the planning committee.
· Looking for proposals and suggestions for presenters before the end of January.
· Need dates decided before January 15th. 
· Break (5-min)
· Limiting Factors Analysis Discussion – Ken Lindke
· Met Scott, Chris, Bill, Ken met with Cramer Fish Sciences on 12/20/23
· Main take-away: What are we asking for in the 3-levels of design and who would be presenting the budget?
· Presented 2 paths for workflow
· Lindke expressed his understanding that they would present 3 study designs and an estimated cost for each, but was not sure if that was right or if TRRP would be creating budgets for each of those. IDT would choose which level of effort seemed most appropriate and present to TMC.  Need for clarification of what we are expecting from them, specifically with who is coming up with budget and what level of detail is expected.
· Dixon: My thought going into this process was that Cramer would develop study plans with level of effort and an estimated cost. TMC would then choose and develop a government budget and receive bids.  We don’t want cost to govern decision. If they want to speculate an index or bookends, but don’t want to drive a contractors bid because they know what we are willing to pay.
· Scott shared an email today for Lindke to share at this meeting
· As far as planning the team is impressed with their level of thoroughness and their knowledge.  Scott is questioning the value of soliciting a separate individual RFP. Not many consultants positioned with the expertise and background to do this kind of work. Cramer is demonstrating their proficiency. 
· Peterson: Pathway we have taken with NFWF has been more efficient than our typical contracting process.  There was another partner that was adamant that we have a separate RFQ for Phase 2. 
· Dixon: First RFQ may have eliminated partners due to expectations in the scope of work. Although maybe not constrained with NFWF funds like with government contract it does seem unfair.
· How qualified is TRRP to determine a budget for this? Can there be elaboration on how the bid process and knowing how much it should cost works?
· Dixon: Subject Matter Expert typically tapped to develop an independent government cost estimate. Maybe it would be prudent for Cramer to develop an IGCE foundation for internal use.
· Lindke: We could ask that Cramer provide sufficient detail so that an IGCE could be developed. 
· Dixon: Agrees. Possibility to have NFWF develop IGCE.
· De Juilio: Maybe the process got us in a position we didn’t anticipate, but I do believe the process is good. I want to avoid asking Cramer to do something that would preclude them from bidding on the phase 2 portion. 
· Shea: Level of effort and define the deliverables.  What is the gold standard for whoever wins this contract in terms of deliverables? This information would be helpful for NFWF.
· Lindke: Do we want the number of hours needed?
· Shea: Should be able to define the number of field days or the number of days of analysis. 
· De Juilio: We didn’t hear a lot of detail, but is it possible that there is an outcome of phase 1 where we aren’t ready for phase 2? Could Cramer identify an information gap that needs to be filled before we implement one of the 3 levels of effort?
· Dixon: If that is the case, the level of effort needed to achieve that should be spec’d.
· Lindke: Top level should be what is the best level of effort with existing data. Even if pieces are missing, they could be built into a lifecycle model and flushed out in the future.  
· Laskodi: When we get closer, we should check in with Dixon to confirm expectations.
· Lindke: Maintain separate 2 phase approach. We are not expecting a budget, but enough detail that an IGCE can be developed. Will work with Laskodi to draft and email and run it through Peterson and Dixon for check before sending to Kraemer ASAP.
· FY 25 Questions
· Thanks to everyone for completing them
· Request for returned to Wallin input by January 4th. 
· Wallin to lead RFP. Peterson will share examples of previous RFPs.
· Questions and Comments on existing write-ups
· De Juilio: Question on Structure. Is it necessary to make them all follow the same narrative format?
· Peterson: Final results seemed to have similar levels of effort. Some varied from the bullets from the science plan, but content was there. 
· Lindke: What happens after comments are provided? Will there be 4 separate RFPs? 
· Peterson: Write ups are the details of what we are expecting in the RFPs. Comments should be checked back with the authors. IDT decided to move forward with all 4 questions in November meeting.  Need to have RFP out in January. 
· Lindke: How do we want comments? Is SAB going to look at these before they go out for bid?
· Peterson: SAB have been offered the opportunity to provide comment. Next step is SAB will review proposals. 
· De Juilio: So IDT will provide comments and return to Wallin to develop RFP?
· Peterson: Correct
· Wallin: Agree
· Review of Core Monitoring and DSS
· Review of Objective and Targets to Core Monitoring excel file
· Still a few things that need filled out
· Workgroups need to review their objectives – does it need to change?
· Missing from Watershed Workgroup and Design Team
· Work through monitoring to modeling and decision support
· Naman: Yesterday in Flow Workgroup. In Trinity County’s request it was suggested that proposal be put into the DSS.  DSS is mainly used for flow decisions and the way it is set up and oriented is to compare hydrographs that are released in the spring.  As we have been talking and going through the flow changes we realized we need to revamp our DSS.  Not only to compare scenarios, but also evaluate components of the hydrograph. I have some ideas on specific other ones, is that to be discussed in the work groups?
· Peterson: Yes DSS so far is focused on flows.  Hoping that if we can get it more directly linked to our objectives and target then we can use it more broadly in the program. 
· Naman: For example, we don’t use it to evaluate different alternative at a construction site or a restoration site. We basically go through all the steps to do that.  The design team has steps on how to decide how a site will perform, but it isn’t structured in a DSS
· De Juilio: The DSS as it as described by me was for the managers. Maybe why it is primarily used for flow. Many other decisions don’t have to go through management.  It is a good tool for displaying to managers and public how we came to a decision. Maybe we need to identify the ones that we already have that maybe are called something else?
· Naman: I think that is a great point. The flow decision is the one that is clearly pointed out in the EIS that has to go to the TMC. I think the other thing that I remember is that the DSS is not just for decision makers, but also to track our decision and adaptive management.  
· De Juilio: I think the IDT is the right spot for that.  Currently it is just the one spreadsheet.  It would be good to have a record of how decisions are made and perhaps an IDT write up for those. 
· Naman: It is an important step in the adaptive management process. To document so we can look back.
· Peterson: It sounds like we are all onboard to move forward.  No objections to workgroups reviewing their objectives? What timeline do we want? Workgroups have not specifically been asked to do this.  We should make the ask to the workgroups.
· De Juilio: Before the March TMC meeting would be good.  The ask is to review the objectives and targets and tie them to the core monitoring projects, modeling, and analysis?
· Peterson: Yes.
· De Juilio: And that will feed into the core monitoring review and the DSS review.
· Peterson: If it identifies missing items then we can address it. If it shows areas that are being monitored and not utilized maybe, we reassess that monitoring.
· De Juilio: I think a Science Coordinator is needed to finish this, but the workgroups should be able to complete the first step.
· Naman: Do we want to link objectives to the science plan key uncertainty or program goals?
· De Juilio: You may not be able to tie each of these to a key uncertainty.
· Peterson: I like the idea of tying to a program goal (Form, Function, Fish)
· Lindke: Would we be most successful if we had a template, memo, or guidelines so this process is completed in the same way by each workgroup?
· Peterson: Follow-up activity is reviewing our monitoring activity and modeling. We need to complete review of objectives and targets before moving forward.
· De Juilio: If we are going to be changing core monitoring, we should have recommendations by June for TMC Budget meeting in July.
· Peterson: The Science Plan directs us to do this over the course of a fiscal year so having any strong recommendations by June seems unlikely
· Dixon: Science Coordinator position should fly in February. Start date highly situational dependent on selected individual.
· Lindke: This review is going to be very difficult to do thoroughly without a Science Coordinator. Particularly if it has potential to change core monitoring, it will have to be really well justified. 
· De Juilio: Is there any reason to wait for the first phase of the limiting factors analysis to be complete as they may be considering our data streams.  We could begin review of DSS, but hold off on review of core monitoring until phase 1 of limiting factors is complete and the Science Coordinator is onboard.
· Lindke: I feel like we have a good handle on where our data gaps are without phase one, but it would help.
· De Juilio: I appreciate Peterson’s work and the templates. Rubrik style was a good foundation, but didn’t know how to enact the plan.
· Peterson: Filling out this table is a foundation for the review. Maybe focusing on this then determine the next step after. 
· Peterson: I will put together guidance or a memo to clarify instructions in the next few weeks.

Adjourned 12:30pm


