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Meeting Summary

TRRP Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) 
Tuesday December 6 and 7, 2011

TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 

9:30 AM Tuesday, December 6, 2011, 
Participants

IDT participants: DJ Bandrowski and Ernie Clarke (both TRRP and co-coordinators), Samantha Chilcote (USFS), Teresa Connor (DWR), Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe), George Kautsky and Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe, HVT), Joe Polos (FWS), Andrew Jensen (CDFG).  
Other IDT participants: Eric Peterson, Nina Hemphill, Amada Brooks, Kent Stephens, and Robin Schrock (TRRP), Sean Ledwin and Mike Orcutt (HVT), Mike Berry (CDFG).
Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW). 
Other attendees to the Outreach presentation: Jeff Morris (TCRCD), Diana Clifton, Andreas Krause, and Brandt Gutermuth (TRRP), Arnold Whitridge (TAMWG). 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Jeff Morris will assemble a list of questions posed by the public during his upcoming meetings and pass these onto the IDT team.  
Kim Mattson will send Action Tracker out as a blank to all Workgroups 

Workgroup leaders should provide Outstanding Actions to Kim Mattson by mid-January.  
Kim Mattson will update the charter with new templates and send out to the Workgroup leads.
Kim Mattson will send the calendar out to Workgroup leads.  
Workgroup leads will fill in the calendar with their meeting dates.    
Ernie Clarke, D.J. Bandrowski, and Robin Schrock will take the discussion of the prioritization and pull the current Knowledge Assessment Chapter and develop a comprehensive plan of action that considers the Big Questions.  
Ernie Clarke will send out a list of the plans slated for reviews to the IDT members by next week.  
Amanda Simmons will send out the Performance Measures to Workgroup leads and ask for responses in one month. 

Samantha Chilcote will email some scientific questions data needs from Workgroups to the IDT for their comments as a “straw man.”  
Decisions, Recommendations, and Dissents that occurred during the Meeting

All Workgroup leads will use the agenda template available on SharePoint.  
Mike Berry suggested that the IDT use the priorities as listed in the IAP and the review the most important elements first.   

Dissent: Andrea Hilton, Physical Workgroup lead, expressed concerned that last year physical needs fell below wildlife needs.  This is still the case this year.  She would like the physical to be moved above wildlife.  Andrew Jensen, Wildlife lead, agreed that it is a good idea to raise the physical design performance need, but he did not agree that wildlife should fall below physical.  
Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items

1. Meeting with Outreach Coordinator
Before the start of the IDT meeting, a special presentation was made to the IDT and interested parties.  Jeff Morris of the Trinity County Resource Conservation District (TCRCD) has been contracted to be the Outreach Coordinator for the Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP).  Morris gave an introductory presentation outlining his project as performing outreach and education to the local stakeholders (residents, officials, businesses, visitors).  He briefly listed his past experience with public contact and his experience in Trinity County.  He next described his plans to develop connections, hold meetings, and set up a website to facilitate better communication and exchange of information between the TRRP and the community.  The website is expected to be available for stakeholders to post their notices but not a discussion forum.  George Kautsky suggested the Indian Tribes be listed as local stakeholders and Joe Polos suggested reservoir users also be listed.  Morris expects that some disagreements may arise.  He noted the recent editorial entitled “Natural Allies are Senselessly at Odds on Trinity River.”  He listed his ultimate goals: 1) a resilient river that provides habitat, recreation and economic benefits, and 2) an engaged, informed community.  
During the discussion, Andrea Hilton noted that the TRRP goal is different.  George Kautsky asked if this means “we may be getting too many people up in the wheelhouse.”  Kautsky also wanted to note, for the record, that we may be perceived as “consuming too much tax payer dollars,” whereas in fact, the tax dollars are reimbursed by the water users of the Central Valley Project.  Kautsky said that the program needs to be supported by the beneficiaries.  
A number of the TRRP staff appeared to be very supportive of an outreach effort and they expressed their views regarding the importance of communicating elements of the Program.  Andreas Krause thought an important point to communicate is that the program is based on adaptive management and there is uncertainty.  Brant Gutermuth expressed the need to have the support of the users of the river and that lack of such support could shut the program down.  Eric Peterson echoed Krause’s comment regarding the level of certainty and he also said that the river is changing.  He cited the example of changes and closure of side channels as being perceived as failure.  Nina Hemphill explained that one goal of the Program is to create complexity and that this may be difficult to see in the river that is changing.  Krause noted that it is important for the Program to identify what it is they need to communicate to the community, and this is at least a half-day task for a group such as the IDT.  He opined that there are clearly “individual differences” and opinions about this concept among the participants in the Program.  
Others in the audience gave their opinions about areas that the Program should address through outreach.  Andrea Hilton thought that there were several clearly known issues that concern the public: landowners are concerned about flooding, and fishermen are concerned about fishing holes filling in.  She thought the Program could start on those.  Mike Berry thought that the Program does not really always know the specific or underlying questions that the public has and the Program needs to understand why the public cares about such specific issues.  His cited as an example, the public may ask about a side channel and its failure, but what they may actually be saying is that they simply do not trust the Program.  Hilton asked if Morris would be able respond to complaints about Tribal gill nets.  Arnold Whitridge identified the “elephant in the room” as “a lack of response” to the river guides’ letter asking about the Program.  He stressed that failure to respond is “bad” and asked if the failure of the Trinity Management Council (TMC) to respond “is not an issue of outreach?”  
Diane Clifton cited one reason Morris is on contract is that it is becoming more difficult to get landowner cooperation on projects.  DJ Bandrowski characterized the early phase of the Program as the “honeymoon” phase and that is now past.  Morris noted another reason for outreach is that the demographics of the County are continually changing with new arrivals and retirees.  These new arrivals do not understand the Program.  Morris noted that points of contact within the Program will be Clarke, Clifton, and Robin Schrock. 
Mike Berry asked Morris to provide the IDT with a list of the questions he gathers from the public.  Morris’ contact is jeffconnection@gmail.com, 530-623-6004. 

Action Item: Jeff Morris will assemble a list of questions posed by the public during his upcoming meetings and pass these onto the IDT team.  Introduction / Agenda Review / Past Meeting Summary / Action Items
Ernie Clarke opened the IDT meeting, the members introduced themselves, and Clarke went over the agenda.  George Kautsky mentioned that he has not yet received information regarding his request for disclosure on the rationale for elevating the priority of birds and wildlife in the work plan of the Riparian Workgroup.  The review of the October IDT meeting Summary was put off until tomorrow.  Clarke went over the Action Items listed that had been developed during the October IDT meeting and gave updates on each.  One Action Item was dropped—the planned webinar.  One Action Item was in progress—Workgroup member email lists to Mattson.  The remaining items were either completed or would be addressed during this meeting.  
2. Big Questions – Session 1
Ernie Clarke noted that he sent out a document describing the Big Questions for the Program and had received comments.  Ernie summarized the changes he made based on comments received.  Mike Orcutt stopped in to observe the meeting.  Clarke asked for the IDT members to provide their opinions on the proposed changes to the questions.  DJ Bandrowski noted that Question 7 contained sub-questions and that separate questions on flow and sediment could be parsed out.  Nina Hemphill thought temperature should be parsed out too.  Teresa Connor noted value of considering out-of-basin factors but that the Program does not have time to address these.  Andrea Hilton said she would also comment more tomorrow and noted that the questions identified as short-term or long-term did not make sense and probably should be dropped.  Mike Berry thought primary productivity is important, but this seemed to be incorporated into the various questions.  Tim Hayden noted that the questions are more clearly written now.  He agreed with Connor that Question 5 on out-of-basin factors may need to be revisited.  George Kautsky also thought Question 5 was beyond the scope of the Program.  He thought the text does not address the “anchors” of the program such as the Record of Decision (ROD) or Flow Evaluation Study.  Joe Polos commented that the questions are broad and questioned how these questions may help to focus the program.  He noted that two policy questions that have already been put forth the TMC have touched on the out-of-basin conditions (South Fork and Lower Klamath disease monitoring).  He thought the Program should not address these until the policy issues are addressed and guidance is received back from the TMC.  Mike Orcutt expressed his skepticism regarding the questions.  He first noted that the idea of using these questions came from the Platte River Program.  He asked if these questions are getting the Program “spread too thin” and if these questions are getting “away from the ROD.”  He also expressed concerned about the upcoming “budget climate” and about the public’s criticisms.  
Break for lunch 
3. Workgroup Procedures, Summaries, Action Tracker
Kim Mattson, contractor from Ecosystems Northwest has been tasked with helping to keep Workgroups focused and organized.  He presented examples of several products being introduced to help information tracking: 1) agenda, 2) meeting summaries, 3) a table to track assigned actions (Action Tracker), 4) the charter, and 5) a calendar of events for all workgroups to use.  He and Ernie Clarke went over these.   

The Workgroups should use a standard agenda and the agenda items should be numbered for ease of reference.  Workgroup leaders are requested to use this same template to draft their agendas before their meetings.  Outstanding action items should be listed at the end of the agenda.  
Decision: All Workgroup leads will use the agenda template available on SharePoint.  
The standard template for the meeting summary was presented and for IDT comment and approval.  It was suggested that a paragraph of decision points, recommendations, or dissentions should be placed following the list of action items on the first page. 
The Action Tracker was presented and discussed.  Mattson suggested the use of a tracking “identifier code” identifying the agenda item from where the assigned action came.  Columns in the table would also track from which Workgroup meeting the assigned action came.  It was decided to use a single file that contains all Workgroup actions and this would be distributed via SharePoint.  The newer versions of Excel allowed users to “filter” actions so that they could view only actions from specific Workgroups and this would help to focus on specific types of information. Column B of the Action Tracker would be deleted and only actions would be tracked (e.g., not recommendations or decisions).  A few more items may be included in Column D, Status (e.g., Recommendation, Elevated to TMC).  

Action item: Kim Mattson will send Action Tracker out as a blank to all Workgroups.    
Action item: Workgroup leaders should provide Outstanding Actions to Kim Mattson by mid-January.  
The charter was next reviewed and the procedures were the area of focus.  It was agreed that Workgroup leads will provide their agendas ten working days before the meeting.  The summaries would describe discussion topics, recommendations, minority opinions, decisions, and action items.  Mattson would send summaries out in ten days to Workgroup members and receive comments back in ten days, then post on the website.  
Action item: Kim Mattson will update the charter with new templates and send out to the Workgroup leads.  
The last item reviewed was the calendar.  It was suggested that extra columns be added to display the place and time of meetings.  

Action item: Kim Mattson will send the calendar out to Workgroup leads.  
Action item: Workgroup leads will fill in the calendar with their meeting dates.    
4. Program Efficiency
Ernie Clarke noted the importance of Program Efficiency and showed the table of TRRP activities and new initiatives.  The table was composed by Workgroup leaders as a way to display items of which the IDT should be aware.  There was discussion of how to task the Workgroups.  It was noted that the tasks were getting bigger and the tasks might begin to tax the staff.  It was also noted that the Workgroups decide their own priority but it may be helpful for the IDT to provide direction on prioritization.  Andrea Hilton cited “a lack of resources” in that Workgroup members cannot always participate in tasks.  Samantha Chilcote suggested that the prioritization be driven by major questions.  George Kautsky thought the IDT may help by showing the linkages among Workgroup tasks.  He suggested the tasks be linked to Program priorities to show how the task arose (e.g., IAP, IDT, or TMC).   
The Workgroup leads next described or edited their list for Clarke as preparation for IDT prioritization.  The respective leaders then prioritized the activities and initiatives by each Workgroup.  Roger Jaegel stopped by to observe the meeting.  The Workgroups were prioritized but not without some discussion and questions.  During the prioritization steps, there was discussion about how the prioritize should proceed and what the criteria might be.  There was discussion on the importance of out-migration timing for the Fish Workgroup.  Andrea Hilton noted that prioritizing the Physical Workgroup items was difficult as she may not prioritize in the same manner as some of her Workgroup members.  
Action item: Clarke, Bandrowski, and Schrock will take the discussion of the prioritization and pull the current Knowledge Assessment Chapter and develop a comprehensive plan of action that considers the Big Questions.  
Break for the day  

Day 2, 9:30 AM Wednesday, December 7, 2011

5. TRRP Data Management and Utility Plan

This item was not on the agenda but was inserted at the start of day 2.  Eric Peterson of the TRRP presented a proposed data management plan for data being collected by the TRRP.  He passed out a single-page handout that outlined the plan.  He noted that he had emailed the document to IDT members and had already received positive comments.  He explained the conceptual foundation of the data and its management.  He stressed the fundamental change in the way the TRRP will do things—treating data as elements or products and separate from reports.  He also described the importance of having meta-data as a description of the data.  The intent is to have the meta-data be available to future users of the stored data.  He noted that data sharing has been strong within offices but has been poor between offices. 
There were many ideas expressed both in support and as concerns about the plan.  Concerns were releasing data prematurely before a final report was prepared and data were thoroughly examined, whether raw data should be released, and whether data may be mis-used by future users.  Support noted that data sharing is good and data have been difficult to get in the past.  
Peterson explained that the idea is to have data submitted before analysis and reporting to help integrative analytical efforts.  Preliminary data would only be available within the program.  Final data would be available to the public unless it was of a sensitive nature.  Peterson thought that there were “ways to get through” the concerns he had heard.   
There was discussion about what sort of contract language may be used to enforce the delivery of data, especially in cases where groups potentially may become habitually late in producing final reports.  George Kautsky listed the main issues/questions from this discussion as: who specifies the data needs; what is the use of preliminary data; public versus internal restrictions to data; whether processed or raw data should be submitted; what meta-data is required; and what requirements would be written into contracts.  Tim Hayden said they (i.e., the Yuroks) are generally supportive of plan but are cautious of use and interpretation of the data by others, especially if used before a final report.  Teresa Connor said they (DWR) are supportive of the concept.  Joe Polos thought that the data should also be populated by the past data too.  Andrea Hilton noted that supplying data may introduce more costs.  Mike Berry said they (CDFG) like the plan but would recommend that any contracts list the purpose of requiring data before final reports. 
Peterson ran the software entry program for the group and demonstrated how project proposals could be submitted using the data entry interfaces.  He thought a proposal could be entered, (i.e., cut and pasted) in about one hour.
6. Initial Fiscal Year 2013 science work plan
This item was discussed following Item 8.  Ernie Clarke projected a table that comprised the FY2013 Science Work Plan.  The table listed information needs that came from the Workgroups.  It also had overall Program rankings and origin of the need.  There was discussion about the structure of the table with suggestions.  The group went over the list and made recommendations and edits to the table, added comments, and decided which should be included in the FY2013 Work plan.  There were questions and discussion on the wording of the description of the projects.  Joe Polos commented that the temperature description was broad and would not go out very well as a RFP, though it was high up on the list.  Tim Hayden also agreed that this would need to be parsed out.  Polos noted that the implementation monitoring and analysis from the Physical Workgroup seemed to be a “general or contingency fund” and asked how the decision on what to do with these funds was made.  He stated that the Fish Work group often is faced with monitoring needs that were not foreseen when proposals were written, especially in addressing flow evaluation data needs, and that is what the water year specific monitoring funding was intended for.  The fish work group has no such line item but if each group is going to have their own contingency fund then one should be added for the Fish Work Group, and others

Teresa Connor noted that a water-year specific fund may be useful to fund projects ready to go “off the shelf.”   
Andrea Hilton expressed her concerned that the prioritization shown in the table placed physical assessment lower than wildlife (frogs and turtles were ranked higher than assessing channel change and variability in bed elevations).  She noted that physical change to the channel is the driver of biotic response.  Samantha Chilton responded that assessment of design performance of specific features could be elevated, particularly if the design team asked for it.  However, Chilton and Andrew Jensen both questioned if bed elevations change should be elevated over wildlife or riparian response as biotic response are an objective of the Program.  Both Chilton and Jensen thought such discussion of revisiting rankings is good.   
Teresa Connor noted that implementation monitoring and analysis should be taken out of this list and put into the water-year specific fund.  

Dissent: Andrea Hilton, Physical Workgroup lead, expressed concerned that last year physical needs fell below wildlife needs.  This is still the case this year.  She would like the physical to be moved above wildlife.  Andrew Jensen, Wildlife lead, agreed that it is a good idea to raise the physical design performance need, but he did not agree that wildlife should fall below physical.    
One suggestion on how to handle was to move implementation monitoring and analysis out and physical moves up.  
Tim Hayden asked why macroinvertebrates was ranked about fish disease.  Joe Polos noted that the issue of fish disease may be beyond the scope of the Program and the Fish Workgroup has not received guidance on this yet.  Nina Hemphill also noted that disease was being funded this past fiscal year by Klamath basin but this issue still needs to be sorted out. 
7. Fiscal Year 2013 Investigation Plan Submittal / Review
This item was discussed following Item 12, Sub-program Review.  Ernie Clarke introduced a concept for conducting reviews of Investigation Plans.  He passed out a flowchart that provided criteria for deciding whether a plan should be reviewed in FY2013.  He noted that this would shorten the list of plan by a small amount.  There was general agreement and Clarke said he would be able to submit the plans to this criteria.  George Kautsky’s concern was that the adult fish project is already under review.  It was agreed that no review was needed for any project that falls under sub-program review.  
Action item: Clarke will send out a list of the plans slated for reviews to the IDT members by next week.  
8. Watershed Assessment
This item was discussed following Item 6 to accommodate this presentation.  Kent Steffens of the TRRP passed out a 3-page handout that described how a contract for services may be structured to perform multi-scale watershed assessments.  He related some of the initial meetings and outcomes and explained that the idea would be to first do a watershed assessment on the Middle Trinity River (from Lewiston Dam to the South Fork Trinity River).  His handout described 7 tasks that comprised the first assessment of the Middle Trinity River and a plan to perform the remaining assessments down through the Lower Klamath. 
Mike Berry stated that he is very supportive of this concept and noted that many projects have been performed almost as a “hodge-podge” and an over-all assessment is valuable.  Samantha Chilcote agreed with Berry and noted that she liked the criteria for evaluation and that this project would identify the data gaps.  Tim Hayden said they (the Yuroks) support the concept of a watershed assessment and like the spatial database portion.  He noted that no cost is yet proposed and would like it to be cost-effective.  Teresa Connor liked the scope of work and liked the idea that the spatial database would be a desktop version and not an unusable model.  She also noted that the cost would need to be identified.  Steffens noted that the cost might be in the ball park of $300,000.  Joe Polos said he had gone through the ROD to get clarification on how watersheds would be addressed by the TRRP.  He noted that the preferred alternative was to reduce fine sediment and tie it into the flow study.  George Kautsky noted that they (Hupa) are concerned about the TRRP mission and whether this assessment may be “mission creep.”  He believes wide scale watershed assessment is beyond the mission and the ROD only focused on reducing fine sediment production.  He noted fish passage and habitat quality are beyond the TRRP mission.  He is concerned that the costs will take away from projects that are already behind schedule due to the lack of funding.  He thought that the work should be focused in area from the North Fork up to Lewiston.  He acknowledged they wanted structure to allocate funding to the watershed but this goes beyond.  Andrea Hilton also echoed that the cost should be projected and that funds may not be available.  

Robin Schrock (TRRP) commented that the budget is not known and that this will need to be addressed.  She thought this sort of analysis is necessary for the TRRP and that the IDT should weigh in mainly on the concept and not so much the budget.  There were questions of whether the IDT should be considering this question.  George Kautsky and Andrea Hilton said their comments that they made in a letter have not been addressed.   Mike Berry thought that the barrier assessment is very important, but also asked if the IDT purpose is not clear.  Joe Polos said that the fisheries Workgroup has always wanted to do work in the watersheds but were told that sediment was the main focus of any watershed work.   
It was decided that this plan may be re-edited and would be presented to the TMC
9. Flow Knowledge Assessment
This item was moved into Item 5, Program efficiency.  
10. Performance Measures
Amada Simmons-Brooks, a volunteer at the TRRP office, presented the status of the Performance Measures—which is a method to allow the TRRP to quantify changes associated with management by the TRRP.  She passed out a handout that listed 13 Performance Measures and passed out one report that addresses a Performance Measure.  It was noted that the list is not exhaustive and may represent the “low-hanging fruit.”  As many of these reports were written by individuals and not by Workgroups, there was discussion of how the Workgroups may review the reports.  
Action item: Amanda Simmons will send out the Performance Measures to Workgroup leads and ask for responses in one month. 
11. Sub-Program Reviews
Ernie Clarke asked if the group would like to consider a combined juvenile and adult fish program review.  Tim Hayden suggested that fish habitat and physical component might be combined into a more comprehensive project.  Another item may be sediment monitoring.   George Kautsky asked about the rationale for sub-program review and asked if there were criteria for reviews.    Polos stated the purpose was to ensure that programs are collecting the pertinent data to serve the needs of the TRRP.  This started a discussion on what constitutes a sub-program.  Samantha Chilcote suggested that instead of sub-programs, that all Workgroups be reviewed.  This could change into a program review and this has been tasked to the Science Advisory Board (SAB).  Clarke noted that the Grand Canyon has a method of review and that this group could look at that. 

Decision: Mike Berry suggested that the IDT use the priorities as listed in the IAP and the review the most important elements first.  
12. Big Questions - Working Session

As the discussion on Item 7 was still ongoing and of interest to the group, Ernie Clarke queried the group if they preferred to continue the discussion of Item 7 and send their questions and ideas about the Big Questions to Clarke and allow him to incorporate as he saw. 
Before adjourning Ernie Clarke asked the group how often they should meet.  There was also the question of the need for a retreat in January.  Mike Berry though the overall function of the IDT should be considered.  Tim Hayden would like a follow-up on the annual flow report.  Nina Hemphill will look at models HEC-EFM.  

Action item: Samantha Chilcote will email some scientific questions data needs from Workgroups to the IDT for their comments as a “straw man.”   
3:30 PM Adjourn

	Interdisciplinary Team 
DRAFT Meeting Agenda
	December 6-7, 2011

	
	9:30 AM

	
	TRRP Office, Weaverville, Ca.

	Coordinators:
	D. Bandrowski / E. Clarke
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Common understanding of the role and potential activities of the outreach coordination.

2. Share information with the outreach coordinator.

3. Establish standard committee procedures, formats.
4. Establish a manageable set of activities and a plan for accomplishing them.
5. Gather input / develop review plan for the Fiscal Year 2013 work plan.

6. Gather input on the revised statement of work for the watershed assessment.

7. Common understanding / next steps for the performance measures effort.

8. Identify next sub-program review.
9. Finalize Big Questions.

	Agenda Items

	Tuesday, December 06, 2011

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	9:30
	1. Meeting with Outreach Coordinator

Notes: Broad participation in this agenda item is encouraged. Please inform workgroup members.

This topic will be presented via an online meeting (information provided separately)
	Morris

	11:00
	2. Introduction / agenda review / past meeting summary / action items

Materials: (1) draft agenda, (2) past meeting summary. 
	Clarke / Bandrowski

	11:30
	3. Big Questions – Session 1

Materials: (3) updated big questions document.

Goal:  Gather input on updated big questions document in advance of working session on the afternoon of December 7.
	Clarke

	12:30
	Lunch
	

	1:30
	4. Workgroup procedures, summaries, action tracker

Materials: (4) charter template, (5) meeting summary template, (6) agenda template, (7) action tracker.

Goal: Establish standard procedures, formats.
	Mattson

	2:15
	5. Program efficiency

Workgroup priorities (subgroup tasks)

Materials: (8) workgroup activities list.

Goal: Establish a manageable set of activities and a plan for accomplishing them.
	Roundtable

	3:15
	6. Initial Fiscal Year 2013 science workplan

Materials: (9) Draft 2013 science workplan.

Goals: Review integrated list for inclusion in the Fiscal Year 2013 solicitation. Discuss Sampling Design Workshop and Rehab Monitoring
	Clarke / Bandrowski

	4:30
	Adjourn
	

	

	Wednesday, December 07, 2011

	9:30
	7. Fiscal Year 2013 Investigation Plan Submittal / Review

Materials: (10) Draft review criteria.

Goals: Common understanding of submission process. Develop a review plan.
	Peterson
Clarke

	10:30
	8. Watershed assessment

Materials: (11) revised statement of work.

Goals: Receive input on the revised statement of work.
	Steffens

	11:00
	9. Flow knowledge assessment

Materials: (12) proposed list of assessments for calendar year 2012.

Goal: Receive input list of assessments proposed for the next calendar year.
	Schrock
Clarke
Bandrowski

	11:30
	10. Performance measures

Materials: (13) roughly 12 performance measure documentation sheets (14) planned web layout.

Goal: Common understanding of what will be presented now.

Develop a plan for the next iteration.
	Clarke

	12:15
	11. Sub-program reviews

Goal: Identify next sub-program review.
	Roundtable

	1:00
	Lunch
	 

	1:30
	12. Big Questions - Working Session

Materials: (3) updated big questions document.

Note: This is an optional working session with the intent of finalizing the Big Questions.
	Roundtable

	3:30 
	Adjourn
	 


