The Science Advisory Board’s Consultation with Trinity River Restoration Program Partners on Phase I Channel Rehabilitation Projects

Draft Agenda

January 6, 2012
Objective: The SAB, along with their support team of Anchor QEA/Stillwater Sciences, would like to invite Program Partners to a series of informal meetings to discuss the design and effectiveness of Phase I rehabilitation/restoration projects.  Our intent is to engage, listen, and create a dialog with each workgroup about Phase I activities and their effectiveness in addressing programmatic goals of the TRRP.  Discussion topics that we would like to cover include:

· Documenting the evolution of the design process (philosophy, objectives, and methods) and the evaluation of Phase I projects.  
· Determining data availability regarding project design and subsequent resource monitoring at both local (project) and system scales.

· Determining the interaction between Workgroups and Teams with regard to project design, monitoring, data sharing, and adaptive management.  In particular, we are interested in how workgroup activities address and inform objectives of the Integrated Assessment Plan (IAP) in terms of generating information to be used for integration, further analyses/modeling, and addressing key programmatic goals across workgroups.    
We propose a series of meetings and presentations the week of January 23, 2012 in Weaverville to address these topics (see attached schedule).  On the designated day, we would like each workgroup to give a brief (< 45min) presentation that includes:

· A summary of the workgroup’s past, present, and future activities and how the activities address programmatic goals and inform the Phase I review.  

· A summary of available data and associated reports.

· Anticipated data and reports (i.e., what is coming along and when).  

Each presentation will be followed by an open discussion between the SAB and the workgroup.  The workgroups should select a spokesperson to make the presentation, but all workgroup members are requested to fully participate in the discussion.  
All TRRP and partner workgroup staff are invited to attend each day as interested, but specific presentations and discussions will be directed to those individual workgroups identified in the schedule.  Although the focus will be on a particular workgroup during the designated day, the other workgroups are encouraged to attend to hear the discussion, thus increasing the integration of ideas and communication.
Some time for open-ended discussion for various topics, such as collaboration, sensitivity and availability of unpublished data, and the efficacy and experience with the IAP will ensue as time allows.

Attached are the meeting schedule and a list of sample questions for workgroup members to consider.  These are intended to stimulate discussion amongst the SAB and workgroup members. 

Proposed Schedule (times subject to revision)
Monday, January 23rd  

1. Time TBD: SAB attends Design Team meeting to hear NOAA’s presentation on predicting smolt production potential.  (It is the SAB’s understanding that the Design Team will be meeting to work on projects after the presentation, allowing the SAB and Anchor/Stillwater Sciences to meet on their own at this time).  
2. Time TBD: SAB and Anchor/Stillwater Sciences team meet to improve the workgroup discussion process and discuss available data discovered to date.

Tuesday, January 24th 

1. 8 AM-4 PM (may not need entire day): Design Team meets with the SAB.
2. 4-5 PM: Close of day meeting between SAB and Anchor/Stillwater Sciences to debrief and identify follow-up actions.

Wednesday, January 25th  

1. 8 AM-1 PM: Physical Workgroup and IHAP Team (Geomorphology and Riparian Assessment Teams) meets with the SAB.
2. 2-5 PM: Temperature Workgroup meets with the SAB.

3. 5- 6 PM: SAB and Anchor/Stillwater Sciences team debrief and identify follow-up actions following the day's session.

Thursday, January 26th
1. 8 AM-4 PM (may not need entire day): Fish Workgroup (adult returns, spawning, production aspects) and IHAP Team (Habitat Mapping Assessment Team) meets with the SAB.
3. 4-5 PM: Close of day meeting between SAB and Anchor/Stillwater Sciences to debrief and identify follow-up actions.

4. Evening: Public Scoping Meeting for 2012 projects. The role of the SAB is to listen to public testimony and any staff presentations.

Sample Questions
(The applicability of the below questions to each Workgroup/Team may vary.  The focus is on programmatic goals and relevance to the Phase I review.  The questions are intended to help workgroup members prepare for the meetings and to guide the discussions)
What habitat impairments and associated physical factors limit fish population processes in the lower Trinity River?  Are the original assumptions regarding (summer) rearing habitat being the primary limiting factor still intact?  Has anyone evaluated over-wintering habitat requirements?  What evidence do you have to support your ideas?  Have you identified tests/assessment designs for alternative hypotheses?

Which of the rehabilitation projects (or design elements) have resulted in significant geomorphic change to the Trinity River?  What evidence do you have to support your ideas?
How has project design and implementation evolved?  What changes have occurred in design philosophy, objectives, articulating expected outcomes, evaluating post-construction effectiveness, and reporting?     

Are projects isolated actions, or do you expect them to interact to achieve a larger benefit?  Explain.   

What is the magnitude of response in the fish population that you expect to see from restoration actions in the Trinity River?  What evidence do you have to support your ideas? 

How should the benefit of individual projects be evaluated, and how have they been evaluated?


What is more variable in the Trinity River, fish population metrics or stream habitat condition metrics, and of the variability, how much is spatial and how much is temporal, and how do you know? 

How can you predict the impact of all proposed restoration actions on fish population abundance and productivity in the Trinity River?
Are any key data not being collected or have not yet been reported or analyzed?  Is anything missing that substantially affects the SAB’s (or anyone else) ability to judge the progress of the Program to date?  Are there data sets available that have an important bearing on the review that the SAB has not had access to via the TRRP Office or the TRRP data portal?

Monitoring   
· The 2011 draft IHAP report summarizes habitat assessments to date – What does the IHAP think the data are showing with respect to the IAP objectives?  How far have they come in monitoring physical and biological change?  
· How have IAP objectives been informed by monitoring activities?  
· Describe monitoring efforts in terms of (1) sample design (rationale for site selection, sample effort, limitations); (2) temporal and spatial dimensions; (3) measurement/estimation techniques; (4) variability of measurements/estimations over space and time; (5) duration of monitoring; and (6) protocol modifications over time.  
· Are there previous or ongoing monitoring studies that are not part of the current monitoring?  

Integration   
· Does your workgroup provide monitoring data or results of analyses/models to another group (discipline)?  What type of information, what format, how is it used?  
· Does your workgroup expect to conduct future integrated analyses?  If so, what analyses are anticipated?  Is this future analysis dependent of information from another workgroup?  What kind of monitoring data or results of analyses/models are expected from another group/discipline (what type of information, what format, how will it be used)? 
· If no formal integration with another workgroup exists, could you use information (data models) from other groups?  What type of information, what format, and how would you use it?

· What impediments to integration do you see and how could they be removed?  
Decision-making

· Process: How are projects prioritized, and how are they related to IAP goals? 
· Scale: What spatial and temporal dimensions are considered in the decision?

· Expected change: To what degree have you been predicting the impact of proposed rehabilitation/restoration actions on (1) salmonid habitat availability and quality and (2) fish population abundance and productivity in the Trinity River?  What has been the evolution of this process toward hypothesis generation and assessments?  How are physical and biological changes predicted (e.g., models, prior experience, best guess)?  What models have been used and are additional simulations planned?  What is the expected persistence or duration of change? 
· Learning and adaptive management: Does adaptive management occur?  If so, how do you integrate learning and experience from project implementation and evaluation into future project design?  How do you document this step?  Are monitoring data or study results used?  What impediments exist?  
You have told us what you are doing and how it contributes to meeting programmatic goals of the TRRP – Are there actions/activities that you are not doing that you think are necessary to more effectively or efficiently achieve the program goals?
What questions/issues should the SAB address as part of the Phase I review that we have not discussed today?  
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