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Meeting Summary

TRRP Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) 
Thursday July 26, 2012
Via Webex, TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 

10:00 AM Thursday July 26, 2012 
Participants

IDT core members: Ernie Clarke (TRRP and co-coordinator).  Via telephone: D.J. Bandrowski. (TRRP and co-coordinator), George Kautsky and Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe, HVT), Seth Naman (NOAA Fisheries), Joe Polos (FWS), Rod Wittler (TRRP).
Absent: Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe), Andrew Jensen (DFG), and Teresa Connor (DWR), Eric Wiseman (USFS).  
Note taker: Ernie Clarke. 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Big Question section leads – develop a first draft of your section by August 23. Include:  (1) characterization of the Big Question; (2) relevant predictions; (3) available information; (4) results; (5) other considerations (factors and activities beyond TRRP control) (6) conclusions; (7) recommendations.
Ernie Clarke, DJ Bandrowski, and Robin Schrock – develop a proposed FY13 science work plan by August 15.
Summary of Discussion during the Meeting

Ernie Clarke opened the meeting and went over the agenda. The focus of the meeting was to advance the (1) Big Questions synthesis report. There will also be brief updates on: (2) Phase I Review; (3) Science Symposium; and (4) FY13 Science Work Plan Review.
1. Big Questions

Ernie Clarke introduced the synthesis report and explained that the intent is to synthesize information, update knowledge and identify gaps and to have a report by next spring.  He noted that on July 20, a compilation was sent to the IDT members.  For each question the members will find: (1) Wording options; (2) Expanded narrative (3) Available information.  The document also includes the proposed schedule and the process Tim Hayden developed for addressing a particular question.

Clarke explained that after today, the IDT should be able to move forward with stable wording for every question.  IDT members should be able to let section leads know if they missed information available to address a question.  The group was asked to share comments they have on the individual questions or the compilation as a whole.

General observation:
Authors were assigned incorrectly.  Leads need to be identified.

General observation:
Sections need to be consistent in formatting, voice and scope. This observation led to the following:

· The technical editor will ensure consistent formatting and voice. Ernie Clarke will share report intent / schedule with the technical editor now to hear his thoughts on easing production.  A consistent format will be developed for each section.
· The Hayden process was developed to coincide with the subsections to be included in each section.  This process with help provide uniformity in scope.

The following specific items were discussed.

Question 6B: Survival is an important part of the question.  Joe Polos suggested putting it back in and he will provide Tim Hayden and Rod Wittler with his reasoning.

Question 7: George Kautsky wanted to amend the question to be more explicit about the geographic scope.  The words “above the North Fork” would be added.  Rod Wittler pointed out that the ROD included watershed actions beyond the North Fork and that a narrower focus might lead to a loss of the broader context.  Ernie Clarke confirmed that the broader context needs to be addressed in each section.  Specifically each author is to address other considerations such as factors and activities beyond TRRP control.
Question 7: The group considered changing the word “investments.”  Based on the discussion, “investments” was changed to “actions.”
Question 8: The group considered re-wording “pre-TRD condition.”  Joe Polos agreed to provide alternative wording to Andrew Jensen.

Next steps: Each author is to develop a first draft of their section by August 23.  The draft should include:  (1) characterization of the Big Question; (2) relevant predictions; (3) available information; (4) results; (5) other considerations (factors and activities beyond TRRP control) (6) conclusions; (7) recommendations.  The IDT will provide input during the August 30 teleconference.  A second draft of the sections will be provided by September 28.

2. Phase I Review

Robin Clarke provided the TMC with an email update July 20 regarding the Phase I Review.  DJ Bandrowski will forward the update to the IDT.  Call 10 has been awarded and will also be shared.  The delivery schedule for the Review is still to be determined.

3. 2013 Science Symposium
Ernie Clarke described the intent of the Science Symposium as to conduct break-out sessions to further recommendations from the Phase I Review.  The January 2013 date worked well if the Phase I report was delivered in July 2012.  Now the symposium probably needs to be rescheduled approximately 6 months after the Phase I review report is received.  The January 2013 date will potentially be used for a Structured Decision Making workshop.
Concern was expressed that January fits best into many people’s project work.  Participation will be limited at other times.

4. 2013 Science Workplan Review

Ernie Clarke provided the TMC with an email update on July 24 regarding the Science Workplan Review.  Recommendations aren’t expected until September and it is understood that this results in uncertainty for 1st quarter projects.  As a back-up, Ernie Clarke, DJ Bandrowski, and Robin Schrock will develop a proposed FY13 science work plan by August 15 for IDT discussion on August 30.
There was discussion of how recommendations of the Adult Salmonid Monitoring Evaluation will impact the Science Workplan Review.

11:15 AM Adjourn
Next meeting:
August 30, 10 AM-Noon.
