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Meeting Summary

TRRP Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) 
Thursday June 28, 2012
Via Webex, TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 

1:00 PM Thursday June 28, 2012 
Participants

IDT core members: Ernie Clarke (TRRP and coordinator) and D.J. Bandrowski. (TRRP).  Via telephone: George Kautsky and Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe, HVT), Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe), Joe Polos (FWS), Andrew Jensen and Mike Berry (DFG), Eric Peterson (TRRP), and Teresa Connor (DWR).  
IDT other members: Rod Wittler (TRRP). 
Note taker via telephone: Kim Mattson (ENW). 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
All addressers of Big Questions should get proposed changes on rewording and any information on what they plan to pull together to Ernie by next week and he will send out.  

Summary of Discussion during the Meeting

Ernie Clarke opened the meeting and went over the agenda.  

1. Potential Fish Habitat Subgroup

Ernie Clarke noted that the Beechie et al. report is now on the website (link at the end of the notes).  The potential habitat subgroup is going to use this report as the starting point for their analyses. He handed the meeting lead over to Joe Polos.  Polos reviewed the status of the subgroup.  He noted that the potential habitat will depend on the ultimate physical channel shape and therefore it would be good to have some Physical workgroup people involved.  Discussion then moved to considerations about the people to involve.  Charlie Chamberlain may lead the subgroup. Conor Shea may get involved from the Physical Workgroup as may James Lee from the Riparian Workgroup.  The potential habitat subgroup will be an addenda item at the next Fish WG meeting (August 10). Joe Polos will try to get somebody to address this at the next Physical WG meeting (July 17) but right now the likely individuals are not available.  The final product of the subgroup will be a technical memo on potential fish habitat in the upper Trinity River.  A detailed schedule will be developed once the subgroup starts meeting. 

2. Riparian PITAs 1 and 2

Ernie Clarke described the Riparian Priority Issues to Address (PITA)s 1 and 2. PITA 1 was to define the desired riparian condition and how to achieve it.  PITA 2 is how to define the risk encroachment.  Clarke reviewed the past efforts (workshops) and described a new review process using chosen external reviewers.  A white paper is being produced by John Bair and James Lee.  Workgroup input will be sought, an external review is planned, and final document produced July of next year.  
3. Phase I Review

D.J. Bandrowski reviewed the status of the review and the recent memo by the SAB that had recently notified the Program that there will be a delay in the Phase I review.  Bandrowski is drafting a memo to the partners to notify them of the delay.  Specifically he wanted the Program partners to know that the review will not be available on July 1 as planned.  The SAB has now proposed to split the review into three parts: Phase I review, Phase II planning, and a program review.   The SAB wanted to “harness all the data” and much of which has only just surfaced.  They also want to use a GIS data frame.  Teresa Connor asked about the difference in the site reviews and the programmatic review.  Bandrowski said the SAB feels they cannot answer the question of whether or not the Phase I sites are working unless they take a “programmatic view.”  Connor asked what will we get if the programmatic review is not included in the initial review of just the Phase I sites.  Andrea Hilton asked if they are putting effort into other areas such as fish production models.  Ernie Clarke said the SAB feels a fish production model or a single management framework is needed.   Hilton verified that the SAB is not building such models.  Joe Polos noted that he was really concerned about separating Phase I and Phase II out.  He did not see how these would go in sequence and in the external review process.  The external review is now not scheduled until the end of the SAB review.   That means the first product is not reviewed.  Teresa Connor thought the review at the end will put them in a “holding pattern.”  Tim Hayden was hopeful that the TMC would request a revised scope of work but the SAB was resistant to this.  He thought the Yurok Tribe will ask for a revised scope in writing.  He said he could “hold his breath” for now, but it seems they are “adrift.”  Bandrowski said he hoped to have more information as they work this out.  He noted that he would send an update out. 
4. Big Questions

Ernie Clarke introduced the schedule and noted that he had received comments so far from four people.  He noted the concerns about two questions and he also had received some concerns over flow and sediment issues.  The various authors of each question next gave an update on the progress toward answering their question.
Question 5:  D.J. Bandrowski provided an update.  He proposed a rewording of the questions.  He noted he would send this out.  His rewording was a simpler question about whether channel rehabilitation is creating fish habitat.  Andrea Hilton liked the more complex version of the question.  There was more discussion about wording and it was decided that the wording about dynamic alluvial aspects will be added back in.  There were plans to coordinate with Eric and Teresa before sending out the new version.
Question 1: Teresa Connor is working with Seth Naman.  Connor proposed to reword the question from the Synthesis Report to make it more clear (e.g., she removed the phrase “river itself”).  George Kautsky wanted a “procedural check” and he will review the question once they are sent out.  Ernie Clarke said they would these send out by email.  Joe Polos also referred Connor to the Flow Study and the EIS/EIR for additional information pertaining to the attributes of an alluvial river  

.  

Action item: All addressers of Big Questions should get proposed changes on rewording and any information on what they plan to pull together to Ernie by next week and he will send out.  

Question 2:  Tim Hayden discussed the question and noted some overlap.  He said he and Aaron Martin had questions of what level of detail was needed for answering their question.  He also noted a need to coordinate with the subgroup.  He projected onto the Webex his written process or plans to address the question.   He thought he was OK with their question for now.   Ernie Clarke encouraged interaction with the subgroup and noted the value of an annual update.  Clarkes asked if there are “gaps” in the program.  He encouraged Hayden to “capitalize on everything they have” but do not duplicate.  Hayden said he has not yet identified what information they would be using.  Clarke asked Hayden to list the information they think they will be using by next week.  George Kautsky asked if Hayden would try to identify what he thinks the Program objectives may be in his list for next week. 
Question 3: Joe Polos said he and Tim Hayden would have his product by next week.  Hayden projected their process they are planning to use to address Question 3.  Ernie Clarke addressed the question of Hayden’s needed level of detail.  He noted that some areas may be difficult to come up with a couple of pages; others may have lots of information.  George Kautsky raised several points regarding this.  Clarke asked they “extract the paragraph expansion” and to include with their memo.  
Question 4: Andrew Jensen noted he would divide this question into a section on riparian and another on fish.  He and George Kautsky had not coordinated recently, but would get together soon and work on it.  He noted they both have documents.  He also noted that he had some problem on how to approach the question and noted that he liked Hayden’s template approach.  Clarke showed Connor’s approach as another useful template where she compared pre- and post-conditions across a set of variables.  Clarke noted some overlap among questions (e.g., wildlife is addressed in Question 4 and 8).  Fish was also embedded in several places.  Jensen said he would send out his summary to Clarke next week. 

Question 6: Ernie Clarke noted that Darcy Pickard had some trouble in figuring out how to parse out the sub-questions.  Andrea Hilton said she had not had the time to coordinate with Rod Wittler on her question.  She did note that she did not see a need to reword the question.  She said she would be out of the office for a while and would need longer to get her summary.
Sub-questions 6a-6b: Rod Wittler said he had not had the time to coordinate with Tim Hayden.  Hayden discussed the wording of the question and thought a rewording may be needed.  Rod Wittler thought temperature was pretty “cut and dry.”  George Kautsky suggested that they cannot answer questions for which they have no data.  But this question could identify areas for future work.   Hayden promised a rework by next Friday.  

Sub-question 6c: Rod Wittler said he had talked to Dave Gaeuman and they thought the wording is not correct.  The current question is set up on a “sediment budget” and it would be better to be on a “bed mobility” basis.  Wittler will consider rewording.  Andrea Hilton thought it could be answered on a “coarse sediment budget” as a start.
Question 7: George Kautsky reported that he had talked to partners.  He recommended some re-wording.  He asked about restoration actions.  He questioned watershed restoration actions, and the use of the word “effectively.”  He noted that annual collections can be made in the ponds, but in other watersheds they do not have this tool.  He listed some of his sources he may use. 

Ernie Clarke summarized that the next meeting is scheduled for July 26, from 10 AM to noon.  He proposed several items for the agenda.  He said he would send out James Lee’s presentation on riparian PITAs 1 and 2.
5. Future meetings:

Ernie proposed that the IDT set up a stardard time for their calls as the last Thursday of the month from 10 AM to noon.  He will send out an email and want’s members to reply to him if this does not work for them.
3:00 PM Adjourn
AGENDA

Topics: 
1. Potential Fish Habitat Subgroup (discussion lead Polos) - up to 15 minute discussion (see attached file Potential Fish 
Habitat Subgroup) 
2. Riparian PITAs 1-2 (discussion lead Lee) - up to 15 minute discussion 
3. Phase I Review (discussion lead Bandrowski)  - up to 15 minute discussion 
4. Big Questions (discussion leads Bandrowski / Clarke) - up to 1.5 hours discussion 
For this topic each BQ team is to brief the group on: 
Step 1. Refine wording of question if necessary (Section lead). 
Step 2. Identify available information (Section lead). 
We'll have roughly 10 minutes per question. 

Attachments: 
1. Webex info 
2. IDT Teleconference invite 
3. IDT Meeting Summary 2012-05 Draft 1 
4. Potential Fish Habitat Subgroup - FOR TOPIC 1 
5. Big Questions Synthesis Report - FOR TOPIC 3 
6. Figure 1 - FOR TOPIC 3 
7. DRAFT_Big_Questions_Feb_3 - FOR TOPIC 3 

Links: 
1. Beechie, T.; Pess, G.; Imaki, H. (2012) Estimated changes to Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) habitat carrying capacity from rehabilitation actions for the Trinity River, North Fork Trinity to Lewiston Dam. Report to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arcata, CA by the U.S. National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle, WA. - FOR TOPICS 1 and 2 

http://odp.trrp.net/Data/Documents/Details.aspx?document=1578 



