Meeting Summary
TRRP Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)
Date / Time: 1-14-10 / 9:30 AM
Location: Teleconference

Attendees (employer , IDT role):	Sam Chilcote (US Forest Service, Wildlife/Riparian work group delegate), Ernie Clarke (USFWS, co-coordinator), Jennifer Faler (Reclamation, co-coordinator), Larry Hanson (California DFG, California Natural Resources Agency delegate), Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribal Fisheries Program, Yurok Tribe delegate), Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribal Fisheries Department, Physical work group delegate), George Kautsky (Hoopa Valley Tribal Fisheries Department, Hoopa Valley Tribe delegate), Andreas Krause (Reclamation, Flow team delegate), Joe Polos (USFWS, Fish work group delegate), Roger Jaegel* (Trinity County Board of Supervisors, Trinity County delegate), Rod Wittler (Reclamation, Temperature work group delegate).
*  indicates participation in the afternoon
Absent:		Teresa Connor	(California DWR)

Topic 1. Introduction / agenda review (9:00 – 9:15 AM)
· Individual introduced themselves and identified their employer and IDT role. 
· Ernie’s opening comments reiterated Jennifer’s introduction to the IDT’s January 7 teleconference:
· The IDT is a forum for Program partners to collaborate on Program science.
· We are going to strictly should focus on technical issues and refrain from policy and administrative aspects of the Program.
· The Fish work group did an excellent job late last year in clearly identify two policy issues, documenting them, and briefing the TMC. The TMC responded in December. I will provide a description of what occurred as a model (task included on action item list).
· Jennifer discussed the process of keeping the Program moving forward is for work groups to reach consensus on recommendations.
· Last week’s teleconference summary was distributed on January 7. Jennifer and Nancy Finley have provided comments. Ernie needs to complete his comments. No one else indicates that they will submit comments. Ernie will finalize the summary after inserting his notes (task included on action item list).
· Agenda review:
· Ernie read the 2 desired outcomes for the meeting:
· Gather IDT input on Fiscal Year 2012 work plan.
· Coordinate on other interdisciplinary / adaptive management items.
· There were no concerns with or additions to this list.
· Ernie reviewed the agenda topics (Attachment A) and noted that a discussion of the Phase II plan was forgotten. This item was inserted at 2:00 PM in place of “Work group topics”.
· There were no recommended changes to the agenda.

Topic 2. Review existing action items (9:15 – 9:30 AM)
· Work Group coordinators:
· Consider dates for the facilitation / consensus building training.
STATUS:	Input provided indicates February 24 – 25 for the most people. The training is tentatively scheduled for those dates in Weaverville.
· Use consistent naming in prioritized lists / summaries.
STATUS:	Ongoing. Work group coordinators need to take another look at their lists, their summaries and IAP assessment titles and ensure consistency (task included on action item list).
· Review initial spreadsheet to ensure all assessments from your group are included.
STATUS:	This will be an ongoing task to ensure nothing is inadvertently left off the work plan. Input was provided on the initial spreadsheet by the Wildlife/Riparian work group (task included on action item list). 
· Share prioritized lists / summaries with the IDT
STATUS:	Done apart from the Temperature Work Group (task included on action item list).
· All: provide input on Charter by Friday, January 14, 2011.
STATUS:	Input provided by Joe, Sam and Andrea. Tim will provide input by early next week  (task included on action item list). Ernie will then redistribute an updated charter reflective of input  (task included on action item list).
· Jennifer and Ernie: to have straw man by close of business January 10, 2011.
STATUS:	Done.

Topic 3. FY12 work plan (9:30 – 12:05 PM)
· Ernie briefly explained what he and Jennifer did to create the FY 2012 work plan straw man (FY12 Work plan for 1-10.xls) that was emailed to the group at COB January 10, 2011:
· Started with IAP Table H.1. (List of Program assessments, including prioritization within individual components).  The across disciplines ranking of assessments was accomplished in August 2009.
· Hid rows for assessments not included in FY12 prioritized lists from work groups. 
· Reordered remaining assessments based on prioritization provided by work groups:
· The Fish submission varied little from the IAP provided stability to build around.
· Riparian / Wildlife submission had slight reordering that was easy to accommodate.
· Physical submission provided several new items. We fed those in the deleted Physical WG assessments previously existed. A few physical work group items were unchanged and provided reference points.
· Temperature submissions still underway and it includes many new items. Only one temperature item was fed directly into the list.
· The January 10 version of the spreadsheet didn’t include ranks for several items for various reasons:
· Temperature items that needed interdisciplinary input or lacked summaries were unranked (Cold Water Pool Volume Analysis; Annual Operations Process (Reservoir forecasting, Reservoir modeling, River modeling, River temperature tracking); Temperature Model Support; Lewiston Appraisal Study).
· Administrative items from the out of the general submissions (Document Preparation Services; Online Data Portal Support).
· Wildlife / Riparian items that lacked summaries (Monitor abundance of invasives; Wildlife PITA 5; Wildife PITA 1).
· Fish items unranked by the work group because they required policy input (Lower Klamath River adult disease assessment; South Fork Trinity spring Chinook salmon limiting factor analysis). (task included on action item list)
· Jennifer and Ernie solicited general concerns on the table and process to develop. There isn’t time to fully discuss each item but the input and future discussion are recognized as critical to improving the process:
· The review process for the IDT could be improved for next year. Work group materials were distributed in a piecemeal fashion so there was no comprehensive package. Since SharePoint isn’t always accessible consider an ftp site to house all proposals.
· The schedule needs to be overhauled to allow adequate time for summary and work plan preparation, coordination and review.
· This exercise has blurred monitoring and assessment. The IAP provided clear distinction between the two.
· Work plan items should focus on assessments not monitoring. Monitoring is just a step to the assessment.
· Purpose of work plan element summaries was unclear. They should have focused on the need for assessment and tracking program success.
· The process used for integrating Physical work group items seems arbitrary.
· Not enough time was allowed for work plans to be coordinated workgroup products. Write ups came to the workgroups too late to really address, revise, coordinate, and prioritize.
· A synthesis of information from last year was not available to help revise workgroup needs and priorities. Feedback from on-going work is critical to planning future work needs.
· The organizational roles section of work plan element summaries was confusing. Thought the proposals were to identify needs not how work was to get done.
· Work plan element summaries are inconsistent. Some are overly prescriptive on methodologies.
· How does this work process get feedback into updating the IAP as a living document? Perhaps as an addendum? If IAP table H-1 is the starting point for the work planning process, then perhaps need some mechanism of keeping it up to date.
· Assessments should not be parsed out by task because it becomes difficult to understand and track. For example, adult escapement assessment is the global need, individual monitoring and assessment tasks should be comprehensively described independent of who does the task. Several individual tasks are then parsed out to program partners at a later step but then must all come back together at the end of the year to complete the global assessment. Facilitates a top down look.
· Assessment must include dependent and independent variable and a prediction of the two are related.
· Assessments should be aligned to program level questions, look to flow study hypotheses. How do we close the loop on those hypotheses? Burden of proof is to try to prove the hypothesis wrong, not to prove them right.
· These hypotheses were not brought forward into IAP in a systematic manner. Assessements need to feed back into adaptive management needs. 
· Workgroup leads should review information from the Flow Evaluation Study (Tables 8.5 – 8.9; Appendix O) and take back to workgroup to consider in terms of workplanning (task included on action item list).
· Look towards integration e.g. temperature workgroup can quantify if temperature targets are meet but the impacts needs need to be assessed.
· IAP looking outward matrix identified cross cutting data needs like streamgaging.
· Proposal development timeline precluded flow workgroup participation to this point. Flow is throughout all workgroups and flow workgroup was unsure what flow related proposals were coming out of other workgroups. Flow workgroup will review the complete 2012 workplan for gaps at their next meeting.
· Andreas, speaking as an individual because flow workgroup has not had a chance to look for gaps, identified that are many gaps and no assessement of ROD flows is proposed. Several are needed to evaluate ROD flows globally for meeting objectives and hypothesis. Suggested 2012 could be the flow adapative management year where a global assessments are conducted culminating in science symposium to evaluate / re-evaluate ROD flows. IDT did not discuss this concept.

Consensus that future workplan process should center around assessments and needs more time to promote coordination in and between workgroups. At science symposiums we have shown we are hitting at some of the management targets i.e. reduce fine sediment bed, scour objectives. How do we document this and take this to the next level. Keep process review as a standing agenda item as we go through it this year to better improve the process for 2013.

· IDT began reviewing FY12 strawman from Item 1 (Item numbers reflect Jennifer and Ernie’s straw man ranking):
· Item 1 (Streamgaging)
· Discussion:
· Logic says that if you can only afford to do one thing streamgaging would be it. Is that true? Do we have a logic problem?
· General discussion of how revision of the work plan will occur after cost information is available. Prioritization or scopes can then be revised. Cost information will available in April. How do we balance cost trade offs for an individual proposals versus total program of work. Need to have an opportunity to adjust cost elements of individual proposals. AFA’s are driving timeline of process. Need a TMC approved budget in May based on planning level budget projections. Goal for 2013 budget is April. Adjustments throughout the fiscal once real dollars are known will need to occur but are facilitated by plan. Once costs of 2012 workplan items comes back in April, we can adjust scope of individual proposals or reprioritize items to accomplish most of total program of work.
· Some data collection tasks are without an assessment but feeds multiple other assessments (streamgaging, temperature monitoring). Are they included in the work plan as ranked assessments or placed in a separate category?
· SUGGESTION:	Streamgaging should be placed in a separate category. 
· Items 2 (Map and quantify the extent (area) of available fry/juvenile rearing habitat at rehab sites (Assessment IH)) through 7 (Trinity River Juvenile Chinook Salmon Disease Assessment).
· Came from a single work group and are consistent with Table H.1. No suggested changes.
· Items 6 and 7 (Monitor smolt timing, as well as pre-smolt/smolt size, condition and disease incidence at outmigration (fish in hand) and Trinity River Juvenile Chinook Salmon Disease Assessment) will be combined by the Fish work group (task included on action item list).
· Discussion of Item 8 (Monitor water temperatures at existing Trinity River temperature stations (supplemented where necessary) to model achievement of species-specific Water Year and seasonal temperature targets for rearing juveniles, outmigrating smolts and spawning adults) was deffered until later in the meeting when all temperature items would be discussed.
· No changes recommended for Item 9 (Monitor redd distribution, abundance, and densities (includes carcass surveys) (1A) or Item 10 (Monitor harvest (tribal, sport and commercial) of naturally produced fall Chinook (17A)).
· Item 11 (Assessement 1P (quantify channel change))
· Is this an annual assessment? No, periodic but has never been done yet.
· Looks like this lumps assessments across a range of high and low. Some confusion in physical workgoup in coordination of scope of proposals.
· Physical workgroup needs to clean up as there are currently 2 proposals.
· Design team, Phase 2 planning effort recommended accomplishing several of these elements in 2011 if funding is made available. More later today on phase 2.

LUNCH 12:05 PM – 12:40 PM

Topic 3 continued. FY12 work plan (12:40 – 4:15 PM)
· Item 12 (Compliance mapping of rehab sites after 5 years)
· Discussion:
· Riparian compliance monitoring (rank 12) included in science because of integration component.
· IHAP riparian monitoring not focused on rehab sites so doesn’t cover compliance.
· Focused on 5 year compliance.
· SUGGESTION:	Move to RIG and out of science work plan. 
· Item 13 (Riparian mapping (1R) was unchanged. No discussion.
· Item 14 (Aerial photo)
· Discussion:
· Riparian compliance mapping is annual and uses aerial photos.
· Much discussion if needed annually.
· Is aerial photography the right imagery? Multi-sprectral has much more utilizty to assess veg, habitat, temperature etc.
· SUGGESTION:	Move to RIG and out of science work plan.
· Ernie to resurrect documentation from Eric on uses of aerial photography and circulate (task included on action item list).
· Item 15 (Monitor abundance and composition (richness/diversity) of riparian bird species during breeding, post-breeding and migration periods )
· Discussion:
· how did this get here?
· Need for compliance monitoring but also science trend monitoring.
· Need to clarify which elements of this are compliance vs. science. Separating science from compliance is needed for several riparian and wildlife proposals.
· Sam to review bird monitoring elements with Jennifer Carlson (DFG) and identify what is needed for science versus compliance (task included on action item list).
· Item 16 (Pre-smolt/smolt size, condition and disease incidence at outmigration (fish in hand)) was unchanged. No discussion. 
· Item 17 Monitor fry density and abundance at GRTS sites across upper 40 miles (standing stock assessment) (2J):
· Discussion:
· FY11 investigation plan review just complete. Unclear what work will proceed in FY11. FY12 work will depend on FY11.
· For now keep ranking, pending results of independent review and clarification of protocol.
· Item 18 (Build and carve) and Item 22 (sediment supercharge)
· Discussion
· New initiatives but technical need identified by physical workgroup.
· Described scope and intent of experiments.
· Both require sediment monitoring (Item 23) which is ranked lower.
· Logically sediment monitoring should prioritized ahead.
· SUGGESTION:	Leave physical workgroup priorities the same and just update the 2 experiments to specifically say they require sediment monitoring as part of assessment. Strike comment on sediment monitor saying not needed if build and carve proceeds.
· Item 19 (Implementation monitoring and analysis)
· Discussion:
· is geomorphic assessement of flow and sediment not compliance.
· Proposal could more clearly tie to IAP assessment.
· Where is the feedback?
· Proposal as written does not adequately convey intent as explained by Andreas i.e assess channel response to flow and gravel supply (bars building and pool filling) at key locations e.g. bar below sawmill that also has infrastructure concern.

· Jaegal general comment: Public wants to see impact on fish and connection to adaptive management. Covered earlier this morning of making these true assessments that tie into TRFE hypotheses. 

· Based on remaining time, the group identified specific concerns rather than reviewing work plan items sequential.
· Item 26 (Juvenile salmonid survival estimates (new assessment addressing objective 3.3.2))
· Discussion:
· uncertain if workgroup had consensus on this item.
· Comment about not seeking 2012 funding is incorrect.
· Leave ranking for now but revisit at fish workgroup. Performance measures are critical this year and this may be one. 
· Item 41 (Physical Topo variability (2P)) and Item 42 (quantifying complexity).
· Andrea suggests that these are fundamental. Suggest moving to 34. Would downgrade several wildlife proposals.
· Triggered discussion of ranking process and integration of workgroup recommendations and IAP ranking recommendations.
· These items are low or zero cost items BUT that should have no bearing on ranking process because considering cost is not appropriate at this point. IAP rankings in Table H was just a starting point, we should be able at adjust.
· No consensus on changing the ranking. 
· Item 53 (Riparian pitas 3,4,and5).
· Why are PITAs so low?
· That is were riparian workgroup put them. They ranked pitas 1 and 2 high and should be addressed before tackling 3,4, and 5. Other activities cover certain aspects. 
· Item 47 (Map and quantify the extent (area) of available adult holding habitat at rehab sites and throughout the mainstem (3H and 4H)
· Important, should be higher priority.
· Stakeholder concern on this.
· Could combine with implementation monitoring.
· Jennifer recommended moving to 21.
· Fish workgroup to reconsider (task included on action item list).
· This is a great opportunity to involve public – especially the guides.
· No change agreed to.
· The Fish work group advises that proposals will incorporate two additional overarching items not included in the work plan: Coded wire tagging and age comp.
· These feed several other assessments.
· No commercial harvest of coho and 25 general ranking – natural Chinook:  does it need to be here? Some of this info is already addressed elsewhere or need questioned. That is why fish workgroup ranked these at the bottom. 
· Temperature items:
· Discussion:
· Reviewed already ranked temperature items like 7H. 12H - temp workgroup can relate flow to temperature but not how those temperatures impact fish – that is a fish workgroup issue. These two workgroups need to interface and submit a combined proposal. No, 12H is a lab study on temperature tolerances.  Need to look at trinity outmigrant data and fish condition and how this relates to temperature criteria. We may want to adapt our temperature management based on results. What tolerance do we have within temperature?
· 7H – Rod will confirm it is being addressed under regular items. 12 H will go back to fish workgroup for additional discussion. Move temperature monitoring to annual monitoring section like streamgaging.
· Unranked temp – cold water pool and annual operations proposals were unranked. 
· 8H heterogeneity – covers wildlife pita 1 but was not caught during wildlife workgroup discussions. 
· 7H is simply temperature monitoring. Assessment of temperature impacts on fish is 12h and already ranked but needs write up. Cold water pool analysis, model support, grouped and moved to space vacated by 7H. annual operations item goes to separate list with streamgaging. lewistion appriasial study will remain unranked until it is better defined. Summary to be provided next week and prioritized later but within timeframe for 2012 workplan process.
· Temp workgroup recommended continuing both SNTEMP and RMA 11 at least in 2012.
· SUGGESTIONS:
· Rod will ensure that the annual operations summary incorporates assessment 7h. This item will be move to an unranked list along with streamgaging (task included on action item list).
· Cold water pool and model support will be inserted where 7h was (Item 7).
· Lewiston appraisal study
· Rod to write the Lewiston appraisal study summary (task included on action item list) which remains unranked.
· Jennifer and Ernie to suggest a ranking of this item.
· The 3 unranked wildlife items now have wildlife summaries
· Ernie will place them into the strawman list for discussion (task included on action item list).
· Visining scholar – is an admin proposal for Jennifer / Ernie to consider.
· Macro inverts feel between cracks and not addressed by any workgroup.
· Wildlife / Riparian group to reconsider.
· Flow workgroup will provide feedback on flow assessement gaps at Feb 8 workgroup meeting.

Topic 4. Performance measures (4:15 – 4:25 PM)
· TMC asked for a list.
· Nina is overall lead.
· Target audience is congress, public, managers etc.
· The IAP performance measures are too complex for a general audience. Performance measures also need to address questions put to us by the public.
· Draft document handed out to get folks thinking about how to develop performance measures.
· Some candidates / examples are due April 13 to TMC. Information from workgroups on candidate metrics are due March 23 (task included on action item list).
· Jeagel: Aaron’s presentation on habitat and utilization of project yesterday makes a lot of sense. Example of bad metric is how far did the red rock roll.

Topic 5. Phase 2 plan. (4:25 – 4:30 PM)
· Ideas will be written up and circulated by Tuesday morning for design team and IDT workgroup feedback due Wednesday at noon (task included on action item list).
· Recommendations then presented to TMC on conference call Thursday.

4:30 PM ADJOURN

Agenda items that were not covered:
· Work group topics
· Biographies of members (Biographies describing the relevant experience and expertise of each core member will be posted on the Program website).
· Charters (extra time needed)
· Meeting dates (please provide so they can be shared)
SOLUTION:	Ernie to coordinate directly with work group coordinators.
· Reviews
· Of RFPs / proposals 
· Scientific Advisory Board programmatic
· 2012 sub-program
SOLUTION:	On the February 11 agenda. Proposal will be circulated in advance (task included on action item list).	
· Annual work group meeting pattern.
 SOLUTION:	On the February 11 agenda. Proposal will be circulated in advance (task included on action item list).	
· Example IDT topic – Hamilton Ponds
SOLUTION:	On the February 11 agenda. Materials will be circulated in advance (task included on action item list).	
· Action item review
SOLUTION:	Tasks identified in this summary will be consolidated into a list  (task included on action item list).

Upcoming dates:
Next IDT meeting: Feb 11.
Full proposals with costs are March 11.
Ernie still needs to develop template for full proposals (task included on action item list).

New action items

· Temperature work group (POC Rod Wittler)
· Share the temperature work plan with IDT members.
· Integrate Item 8 (7H Monitor water temperatures at existing Trinity River temperature stations (supplemented where necessary) to model achievement of species-specific Water Year and seasonal temperature targets for rearing juveniles, outmigrating smolts and spawning adults) into “Annual Operations Process”. Note: the resultant item will be moved to the separate, unranked table of general monitoring.
· Create a summary for the “Lewiston Appraisal Study”. Suggest where this item ranks relative to other temperature work plan items.
· Fish work group (POC Joe Polos):
· Combine Item 6 (4J-FC & SC Monitor smolt timing, as well as pre-smolt/smolt size, condition and disease incidence at outmigration (fish in hand)) and Item 7 (4J-FC & SC Trinity River Juvenile Chinook Salmon Disease Assessment).
· Investigate Item 39 (12 H Re-evaluate appropriateness of the species-specific Water Year and seasonal temperature targets for rearing juveniles, outmigrating smolts and spawning adults being used in the Trinity River); Joe Polos will create a summary based on discussion with Scott Foote.
· Reconsider the rank of Item 47 (3H & 4H Map and quantify the extent (area) of available adult holding habitat at rehab sites and throughout the mainstem) given concerns expressed by fishing guides and Phase 2 planning.
· Reconsider two items that received input from the TMC. Where should these items be reanked?
· Consider if fish (e.g. brown trout) need to be added to the unranked invasives item (15W Monitor abundance of invasives (e.g., bull frogs, New Zealand Mud snails))
· Determine if a summary will be provided for Item 50 (Map and quantify the available spawning and rearing habitat in tributaries).
· Riparian / Wildlife work group (POC Sam Chilcote unless otherwise noted):
· Work with Jennifer Carlson to clarify what bird monitoring is required for compliance. IAP assessments 1W, 2W, 4W, 5W, 6W and 7W will be considered.
· Reconsider the relatively low ranking of Riparian PITAS 3 – 5.
· Look at the 3 macroinvertebrate assessments on the Fish work groups initial list (9H, 10H, 11H). What if any macroinvertebrate work would be appropriate for FY12? (POC Ernie Clarke).
· Consider how to address Item 38 (8H Monitor the degree of thermal heterogeneity for the program area). How does this relate to the proposed Wildlife PITA? (POC Ernie Clarke).
· Flow work group (POC Andreas Krause)
· Develop a single flow assessment. This will be a placeholder until the FY12 flow release is developed and the needed assessment can be developed.
· Physical work group (POC Andrea Hilton)
· Review the Physical work group submission. Is it consistent with what the work group intended to submit?
· Work Group coordinators:
· Note the dates for the facilitation / consensus building training: February 24 – 25 / Weaverville public library.
· Ensure that you have used consistent naming in prioritized lists / summaries. Also, use IAP Assessment title when appropriate.
· Review revised spreadsheet to ensure all assessments from your group are included.
· All:
· Provide input on draft IDT Charter by January 19, 2011.
· Provide input on January 14 meeting summary by January 20.
· IDT Co-coordinators (POCs Jennifer Faler and Ernie Clarke):
· Update strawman table:
· Delete comments for Item 23 (5P) and Item 26 (XX).
· Add comment to Item 18 (Build and Carve Flow Experiment), Item 22 (Sediment Supercharge  Experiment) and Item 23 (Monitor bedload transport rates, compute coarse sediment loads, and evaluate coarse sediment rating curves that are expected to change over time in response to management actions.) noting interdependency.
· Create a general monitoring list with the following items:
· Item 1 (Streamgaging)
· Combination of Unranked (Annual Operations Process) plus Item 8 (Monitor water temperatures at existing Trinity River temperature stations (supplemented where necessary) to model achievement of species-specific Water Year and seasonal temperature targets for rearing juveniles, outmigrating smolts and spawning adults.
· Create a science administration list with the following items:
· Document Preparation Services
· Visiting scholar
· Online Data Portal Support
· Move the following items to the RIG budget:
· Aerial photography
· Compliance mapping at rehab sites
· Suggest general ranking for the 3 unranked wildlife / riparian items based on work group and Table H1 rankings.
· Wildlife PITAS 1 & 5 plus Monitor abundance of invasives (e.g., bull frogs, New Zealand Mud snails)
· Suggest general ranking for the “Lewiston Appraisal Study” based on work group rankings.
· Circulate review of aerial photography utilization to work group leads for input.
· Finalize January 7 teleconference summary.
· Finalize January 14 meeting summary.
· Logistics for February 11 meeting.
· 
.







ATTACHMENT A
Agenda


	Interdisciplinary Team 
Meeting Agenda
	December 14, 2010

	
	9:30 AM

	
	Trinity River Restoration Program Office
Weaverville, California

	Coordinators:
	J. Faler / E. Clarke
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Gather IDT input on Fiscal Year 2012 work plan.
2. Coordinate on other interdisciplinary / adaptive management items.

	Please read:
	FY 2012 work plan straw man (FY12 Work plan for 1-10.xls)

	Please bring:
	



	Agenda Items



	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	9:30
	Introduction / agenda review
	J. Faler / E. Clarke

	9:45
	Review existing action items (listed below)
	E. Clarke

	10:00
	FY12 work plan
	All

	Noon
	Lunch
	

	12:30
	FY12 work plan continued
	All

	2:00
	Work group topics
· Biographies of members (Biographies describing the relevant experience and expertise of each core member will be posted on the Program website).
· Facilitation / consensus building training (2 day event; potential dates: February 14-15th, 21-22nd, 24-25th)
· Charters (extra time needed)
· Meeting dates (please provide so they can be shared)
· Note taker
	E. Clarke

	2:30
	Reviews
· Of RFPs / proposals 
· Scientific Advisory Board programmatic
· 2012 sub-program
	J. Faler / E. Clarke

	3:00
	Annual work group meeting pattern
	J. Faler

	3:30
	Performance measures
	N. Hemphill

	4:00
	Example IDT topic – Hamilton Ponds
	J. Faler

	4:15
	Action item review
	E. Clarke

	4:30
	Adjourn
	



Existing Action Items – 
1. Work Group coordinators:
a. Consider dates for the facilitation / consensus building training.
b. Use consistent naming in prioritized lists / summaries.
c. Review initial spreadsheet to ensure all assessments from your group are included.
d. Share prioritized lists / summaries with the IDT
2. All: provide input on Charter by Friday, January 14, 2011.
3. Jennifer and Ernie: to have straw man by close of business January 10, 2011.

