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Meeting Summary

TRRP Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)
May 12, 2011

Teleconference, TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA

9:30 AM May 12, 2011 
Participants

IDT participants: Jennifer Faler and Ernie Clarke (both TRRP and co-coordinators), Samantha Chilcote (USFS), Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe), George Kautsky and Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe, HVT), Joe Polos (FWS), Andreas Krause and Rod Wittler (TRRP).  Attending by phone: Larry Hanson (CDFG).
Note taker: Deanna Jackson (TRRP). 
Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items

1. Introduction / Agenda Review / Past Meeting Summary / Action Items
Participants identified themselves. Ernie acknowledged the accomplishments as a Program since the last meeting in February.  A flow schedule was formulated, approved and is being implemented.  Considerable thought has gone into performance measures.  Investigation plans have been developed and reviewed.  A few draft reports have been shared.

Ernie restated the purpose of the IDT: coordinate the activities of technical work groups and integrate multi-disciplinary assessments into comprehensive management recommendations.  So far we have been consumed with work planning.  Hopefully we can now shift our focus to other matters.

Meeting ground rules and guidelines were shared (Handout).
2. Review action items 
a. Rod - Combine two temperature items or suggest otherwise by March 2nd

DONE

b. Joe – Create a summary based on discussion with Dr. Scott Foote.  Ask Dr. Foote requested to write up his results.  OUTSTANDING – This summer.
c. Andreas – Responsible for developing a Flow Team Proposal Process  OUTSTANDING – June 8th 

d. Ernie – Add Flow Assessment as a general item.  Remove build & carve.
DONE

e. Jennifer – Get Solicitor’s Opinion (can we spend CVPIA reimbursable funds for disease in Klamath, South Fork, etc.) DONE– Recent draft letter from DOI included policy language that can be used in the interim until Reclamation Solicitor’s are able to attend a TAMWG or TMC meeting.  The letter stated that TRRP is not mitigation for habitat lost above the dam and that projects funded with Reclamation’s reimbursable funds must have a causal link to the Trinity or Lewiston dams.

f. Ernie/Jennifer – Define Process by Friday.
DONE
g. Joe – Provide a brief for the Watershed Team regarding tributary habitat.  Ernie/Jennifer to share the brief and report back. DONE (Handout 4)

h. Ernie/Jennifer – Consider Roger’s request for options along with the description of policy issues.

i. Nina – Scope macroinvertebrate work for future years.  OUTSTANDING – Nina working this.

j. Tim – Provide Charter input.
DONE
k. Tim – Provide meeting summary review. DONE
l. Ernie – Add Adult Fish Health Item to work plan per Fish work group recommendation.
DONE
m. Andreas (Jennifer) – Review holding habitat summary and suggest ranking based on public input. OUTSTANDING
n. Joe – Discuss how holding habitat evaluation could be approached with Daryl Van Dyke.
OUTSTANDING  Eric Peterson has been talking with Daryl.

o. Dave Gaeuman (Andrea – June 1) – Brief Physical Work Group on Hamilton Ponds.  Ernie take to IDT and/or Fish Work Group is needed. OUTSTANDING
p. Ernie, Rod & George – Meet on the morning of February 23rd to develop a straw man assessment. OUTSTANDING
q. Ernie – Doodle poll after the 18th for full IDT. DONE
Ernie to catch up on posting agendas and summaries.  
3. Fiscal Year 2012 Work Planning 
Ernie presented a draft summary.  The only concern/comment was who was “Staff” in the paragraph The Staff recommends?  Jennifer and Ernie typed up new summary with the concerns addressed.

4. Fiscal Year 2011 Budget 

There was a discussion on the FY 2011 TRRP budget and trying to reduce multiples to one line.  George wanted to see the detail of funding and Ernie mentioned that there is a companion piece/list.  Rod mentioned walking down the list and fund until you get the $3.9 or adjust the walk down list until it adds up to the $3.9.  It is the TMC decision on method.

There was brief discussion on the USGS assessment and that it did not show a cost.  Was it funded in 2011 entirely and the concern of paying in advance.  Rod had a concern that established this structure for 2012-2013 around assessments and reorganize a task for IDT to take on or need a clear vision for doing it.  There was no response from anyone to break these out.  Ernie will develop a list and share by e-mail.

Ernie mentioned that he would like to see quick summaries from the Work Group coordinators.

Work down list – top to bottom.  

· 12F3 – Discussion on the cost to run the weirs and how this is difficult to separate out.  The Junction City weir was discussed and determined that there is $20K for this weir.  Larry raised concern that they could lose 4 years of data to save $20K. Andreas asked about the multiple rows with rankings and assessments.

· 12F9 – Any questions?  Bundling?  

· This is a tracking sheet for Ernie.  This is not what is going to be presented to the TMC.  Rod mentioned that a shorter list makes sense and that there is a plus/minus to bundling.

· KBO – this is a 5 year contract.  It should be $173K not $212K.  Andrea asked why this was in the Science and not RIG budget.  Work Group uncertainty as to what is required with compliance.  Suggested moving this to the RIG budget and there were no objections.

· Lewiston Appraisal Study – Rod is revising the proposal.  Shouldn’t be funded with TRRP, then who should fund it?  Action Item:  Rod to finish proposal revision.  Need to find out a deadline in order to get it funded in 2013.

5. Discussion on ESSA Proposal  – 

Dave Marmorek and Darcy Pickard joined by teleconference to discuss their FY 2012 proposal. Dave went over the proposal that was up on the screen.  Maybe have a pre-symposium “test run”.

Questions?

· George – Objective 3 – building from the bottom up not clear on that.  Refer to Table 1, page 7.  This may to clear up concerns.  Overview examples of decision rules that could be used are shaded.  Good idea, but should be top down than bottom up.

· Andrea – clarification of Objective 3.  There is already an AEAM framework?  Refine language of Objective 3.

· Rod – Table 1 (Appendix A) – Prediction component – see more of it.  Dave Marmorek referred to Figure 2 and mentioned that is a good point and it can be added.

Darcy Pickard – She would like to get up to speed and will contact the Work Group leads in the next few months.  Possibly hold a workshop in September.  She will doodle poll for dates for the workshop.  Phone calls to each of the leads would be of great help to get her up to speed.  She will need e-mail addresses in order to do the doodle poll.  It was suggested that end of September or early October would be better for this workshop.

6. Consider Recommendation for the TMC 

· Single line in budget

· Tracking sheet – 0 funded, note that it is in the RIG budget.

· Not a good product for the TMC – what would be helpful?  Need TMC direction.

· Lewiston Appraisal Study – should not be funded through Science.

· ESSA Proposal – part of the science admin budget.

· Cannot reach consensus on elevating the ranking of the adult holding proposal – Jennifer to bring to the TMC/Robin

· ESSA Proposal – Ernie feels this is important – Clarify the workshops with Darcy.  Joe had concerns on workload and could be a management issue.  May have to add more to the $68K.  Need concurrence from the Work Group members.  May have to do some budgeting, if so, please get costs to Ernie.  Recommended to be cautious of people’s time.

· Water Year Specific Funds – Different funding/costs for wet and dry years.  The proposal process from the Flow Work Group has not been done yet.

· Summary Page (handout) typed up by Jennifer.  List of concerns:

· Subprogram review line

· Year off from reviews

· 10 year SAB review

· Ernie – time to incorporate reviews.

7. Upcoming Activities/Workshops

Ernie had a list of workshops –

r. Workshop 2 – involve SAB.  George had concerns this was a conflict of interest.  There is internal expertise.  Ernie mentioned that it is important for SAB members to attend.

s. Workshop 3 – Habitat Targets – Joe mentioned adaptive management feedback.  George concerned that we don’t know how much habitat is needed.  Invite 2 guests.

t. Workshop 4 – Need to schedule this workshop.  Action Item:  Suggest invited experts.

u. Workshop 5 – Proposed for 2012, but at bottom of list.

v. Workshop – Symposium – Target for February 2012.  Joe and Sam thought should be pushed from February.  

w. Sub group – 2014 Option 3 – work towards 2014

x. Annual Rhythm – update and have discussion on diagrams

y. Andrea – How does this differ from today?

z. Knowledge – assessments periodically related to each action – annual all Work Group meetings

aa. Andreas – Suggested this summer group/broader groups visit sites after high flows.  Adaptive Management – see it and understand it.  (Action Item).

8. Phase 1 Review/Phase 2 Plan (Presentation by Jennifer)

· Discussion on a VE Study and to look at the process

· Andrea – schedule a time to have a conversation regarding design process.

· Sam – linking habitat to fish

· Andreas – Phase 1 look back and what process what followed.  How did we get to where we are?  Propose a report be written regarding this.  

9. Action Item Review – (Ernie and Jennifer have list)

· Ernie/Jennifer - Develop a list of proposed FY12 projects to fund with FY11 funding 

· Ernie - Combine tribal and sport (creel surveys) into one line for TMC presentation on FY12 Science Work Plan

· Jennifer - Include environmental compliance costs in RIG Work Plan

· Rod - Finalize Lewiston Appraisal Study proposal including timelines to be considered for FY13 Reclamation funding.

· Ernie - Add a dashed line and cumulative costs to Science Work Plan to illustrate approximate cut line to TAMWG/TMC.

· Jennifer - Reduce expert review/sub program review line by $75k.

· Jennifer - Work with Channel Rehabilitation Work Group (Design Team) to scope Phase 1 Review.

10. Next Meeting 

Suggested that it be a field trip to see the river after the high flows.
Adjourn

