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Meeting Summary

TRRP Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)

Webex Online Meeting Host TRRP Office, Weaverville

Friday, October 21, 2011 

Participants:
Core members: D.J. Bandrowski,  Ernie Clarke (both TRRP and co-coordinators), Sam Chilcote (USFS), Teresa Connor (DWR), Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe), George Kautsky (Hoopa Valley Tribe), Andreas Krause (TRRP), Joe Polos (FWS), Rod Wittler (TRRP),

Other participants: Darcy Pickard (ESSA Technologies, Ltd) Robin Schrock (TRRP), Arnold Whitridge (TAMWG), Eric Peterson (TRRP)
Note taker: Mark Dowdle (TCRCD)
List of Action items developed during the meeting

Darcy Pickard or Ernie Clarke needs to clarify intent and use of BQ’s and their relationship to existing Program documents.  
Ernie Clarke will send out BQ’s as a Word doc.  
Ernie Clarke will arrange another webinar with Pickard before mid-November.  
IDT group will provide input to Darcy Pickard by end of her visit the week of November 14.  
Workgroups need to provide correct member lists to Ernie Clarke next week.  
Andreas Krause will go back to Workgroups to refined, expand, enhance the Current Knowledge Assessment and send to management.    
IDT team to provide input on the listed elements before Flow Workgroup meeting on November 9.  At meeting will complete “wish list” and what can be reasonably accomplished.
Inclusion of question re: sufficient flow volumes.  
Ernie Clarke will share Standard Charter with IDT members (table).  
Ernie Clarke will send to IDT current process for resolving policy issues.  
Topic of December IDT meeting ( 2013 work plan.  
CKA reports to Andreas Krause.  
Flows assessment ideas to Andreas Krause by November 1.
Summaries of meeting by agenda items

1. Introduction / Agenda review

Agenda was accepted.  Ernie Clarke briefly reviewed the meeting materials and reviewed action items from September 28 IDT meeting.  
2. Big Questions

Darcy Pickard defined the Big Questions (BQ’s) as questions designed to re-focus Program direction and to inform management actions and funding decisions.  BQ’s should point up critical uncertainties at the core of the Program’s AEAM implementation.  All Program actions should be directed to answering BQ’s.  BQ’s should motivate and focus assessments, cause managers to consider how data will be used prior to its collection and provide a framework for communicating hypotheses, analyses, results and management strategies to TMC, TAMWAG and the public.  Assessments directly addressing a BQ (or a necessary BQ component) should be the focus of the Program moving forward.

Big Questions were presented in two categories: Long Term—perennially relevant (permanent) and premised on the IAP Program goal; Short Term—transient (one to five years) related to management actions and designed to motivate frequent evaluations that lead to adjustment of future actions.  

Pickard reviewed the BQ’s in terms of genesis and construction and noted that BQ-8 reflects uncertainty of “targets,” and habitat “suitability.” BQ-9 looks at Program itself (AEAM from Program brochure rather than ROD).  She also noted that BQ’s alone are insufficient to inform allocations of Program resources.  

1. She provided a list of eight suggested “Next Steps” that should be incorporated into all future funding requests. These provide the needed detail to guide appropriate allocations. Which BQ is being addressed?
2. What specific uncertainty is being addressed and how will this help answer the BQ?
3. What data needed to address this uncertainty?
4. What are spatial/temporal bounds and expected response time?
5. What is desired precision? 
6. Integration of assessment—linkages and orphaned assessments.
7. What are expected outputs and corresponding analyses? 
8. What are implications of different outcomes? 
3. Big Questions Part II
Following Darcy Pickard’s presentation a general discussion ensued.   Arnold Whitridge asked how people are expected to use BQ’s.  Another concern raised was that BQ’s and IAP are “in parallel” and could confuse things and cause problems.  It may cause us to forget about IAP after all our effort and time to produce.  Can we make the IAP a “living” document?
Robin Schrock responded that the IAP is nested under these BQ’s.  The IAP was unwieldy and BQ’s help move it forward.  Nina Hemphill responded that BQ’s are very similar but more refined than IAP.  The BQ’s address parts of IAP and focuses the Program on the next steps of the IAP.  

Ernie Clarke noted that it is important that we make it clear that BQ’s are part of IAP.  He also encouraged the group to pose clarifying questions for Pickard.  

Tim Hayden noted that BQ-5 was in direct conflict with the IAP.  Whitridge noted that a “clarified Program” needs these BQ’s and they help evaluate the “whole” program.  Pickard acknowledged that BQ-6 to BQ-9 did not address watersheds.  
D.J. Bandrowski asked if a layperson understand the question of BQ-7.  Pickard offered to separate Flow and Sediment.  
When asked if IDT determine how BQ’s may be used, Robin Schrock responded that IAP should stand as “source” document to BQ.  BQ’s describe how IAP and management actions “come together.” Reformatting BQ’s in terms for the public makes it valuable in describing how the Program is moving forward. 

Andreas Krause thought that BQ-6 and 7 need work. BQ-6 gives the impression we’re “constructing” habitat.  A major question is whether ROD flows are sufficient to meet Restoration goals.  People care about this.  Chilcote agreed that this could be confusing.  He thought the BQ’s could be a “tool” for outreach and could keep us on track and accountable. George Kautsky noted that he liked BQ-6, though it needed work. 

Clarke summarized the discussion and gave himself several action items.

Action item: Darcy Pickard or Ernie Clarke needs to clarify intent and use of BQ’s and their relationship to existing Program documents.  
Action item:  Ernie Clarke will send out BQ’s as a Word doc.

Action item:  Ernie Clarke will arrange another webinar with Darcy Pickard before mid-November.

Action item: IDT group will provide input to Darcy Pickard by end of her visit the week of November 14.  

Clarke said he would organize a meeting if any major themes emerge.

4. FY 2013 Planning

This item was discussed following Item 6.  D.J. Bandrowski explained they were in the process of merging comments into the document for Monday.  He listed several issue areas:

· What is functional floodplain?
· Adult holding

· Pre-construction baselines

· Definition of ecological successes

· Side channels

He noted the need quicker turnaround for design process.  

Action item: Workgroups need to provide correct lists to Ernie Clarke next week. 

5. Performance Measures
Ernie Clarke presented this as a “common understanding of the path forward” and an effort that is still underway.  He said the Performance Measures will be posted on Program website by December.  Performance measures document response to management actions.  He is working with RIG to develop sheets (by year).  Each measure will link to several pages of documentation. 

The effort will expand next year for more consistency between measures.  

6. Flow Response Reporting

Andreas Krause noted ways to do a better job on flow releases.  He suggested flow AM cycle, better reporting, syntheses analyses of flows, five-page write-ups on flow experiments, and use of the 2013 symposium to present assessments.  He also noted that this meeting would cover the 
Current Knowledge Assessment (CKA).  He listed desirable elements for a series of 15-page concise reports that would comprise the CKA: the need to consider sediment transport and scours, document the success of the fine sediment storage, look closely at the geomorphic changes from the 11 K release, consider changes in risk with changes in floodplain elevations, analysis of all the temperature data, consider changes in habitat as a result of flow and how this affects smolt production.  
Responding to Krause’s query of what the group wanted to see go into the assessment, Chilcote mentioned effects of flow on frog egg mass, Western pond turtles, birds nesting foraging, large wood transport, and floodplain activation.  George Kautsky noted interest in the out-migrating juveniles past Willow Creek.  D.J. Bandrowski asked about the flood risks to critical infrastructure.  
Action item:  Andreas Krause will go back to Workgroups to refined, expand, enhance the Current Knowledge Assessment and send to management.  

Krause noted that these are assessments to be made using the data the group already has.  O’Connor though they did not have enough data to make infrastructure determination.

Schrock disagreed.  Bandrowski noted lateral erosion; bank impacts; erosive conditions; lateral migration on public and private.  Gutermuth mentioned nutrient availability; and invertebrates as basis for nutrient production.  Krause mentioned the value of a literature review.  Schrock noted the need to discuss the feasibility of doing CKN.  
Action item: IDT team will provide input on the listed elements before Flow Workgroup meeting on November 9.  At meeting will complete “wish list” and what can be reasonably accomplished.  

Robin Schrock reminded the group to include a column for available data.  Ernie Clarke said he wanted to have a product ready for presentation to TMC in December. He asked the group to get their input to Krause by November 1.

7. IDT Role
The following points were identified as the IDT roles:

1. Provide guidance to technical groups for policy issues

2. Develop guidance for technical groups
3. Document questions, forward to Robin 

4. 2013 Workplan ( from WG’s ( meeting 

5. Looking for efficiencies and dependency and complementary activities in assessments across WG’s – can create efficiencies
6. Ernie Clarke will send out Standard Charter with couple of tasks before next meeting 

7. IDT will explicitly identify WG and respective WG members by name
8. Ernie will sent out table with WG groups and members 

Several new proposals were forwarded: all WG’s have representatives to IDT, hold comprehensive meeting to bring all together for fewer meetings but more efficient meetings, holding of a quarterly ALL-WG’s meeting for “global” matters such as flow release, prioritizing of sub-group tasks, decision-science workshop to deal with policy matters, development of an “influence chart,” 
As a wrap of this meeting, several additional action items were listed.  

Action item:  Inclusion of question re: sufficient flow volumes. 

Action item:  Ernie Clarke will share Standard Charter with IDT members (table). 
Action item:  Ernie Clarke will send to IDT current process for resolving policy issues.
Action item:  Topic of December IDT meeting ( 2013 work plan.
Action item:  CKA reports to Andreas Krause.
Action item:  Flows assessment ideas to Andreas Krause by November 1.
