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PLATTE RIVER RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM (PRRIP -or- Program) 1 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Virtual Meeting 2 

Wednesday, October 13, 2021; 1:00-4:00 PM CST 3 

Meeting held online via MS Teams 4 

 5 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 6 

State of Wyoming     Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) 7 

Barry Lawrence – Member    Brock Merrill - Member 8 

Jeremy Manley – Alternate    9 

 10 

State of Colorado     U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 11 

Jojo La - Member     Matt Rabbe - Member 12 

Tom Econopouly - Alternate 13 

 14 

State of Nebraska     Environmental Entities 15 

Elizabeth Esseks - Member    Rich Walters – Member 16 

       Andy Caven - Member 17 

       Melissa Mosier - Alternate 18 

 19 

Upper Platte Water Users     Colorado Water Users 20 

n/a       n/a 21 

 22 

Downstream Water Users         23 

Jim Jenniges – Member      24 

Brandi Flyr - Member  25 

 26 

Executive Director’s Office (EDO)   Other Participants 27 

Jason Farnsworth, ED     Jeff Runge - USFWS 28 

Chad Smith      Joel Jorgensen – NGPC 29 

Patrick Farrell      Melissa Marinovich – NGPC 30 

Malinda Henry      Dan Sternkopf – NE DNR 31 

Mallory Jaymes      Bethany Ostrom – Crane Trust 32 

Kaley Keldsen  33 

Kari Mohlman  34 

Tim Tunnell       35 

Kevin Werbylo 36 

Julia Grabowski 37 

Tom Smrdel 38 

Justin Brei 39 

Kristen Cognac 40 

Ed Weschler  41 
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WELCOME & ADMINISTRATIVE 42 

Merrill called the meeting to order at 1:00 PM Central Time. 43 

 44 

AGENDA MODIFICATIONS 45 

No agenda modifications were made. 46 

 47 

MINUTES 48 

TAC MOTION: Rabbe moved and Caven seconded to approve the July 14, 2021 TAC Virtual Meeting 49 

minutes. Minutes approved. 50 

 51 

07_14_21 PRRIP TAC Virtual Meeting Minutes APPROVED  52 

 53 

LAND MANAGEMENT 54 

Palustrine wetlands 55 

Farnsworth gave a short overview of Program objectives for obtaining and managing palustrine 56 

wetlands for off-channel use by whooping cranes (WCs). Tunnell reviewed habitat restoration efforts 57 

and maintenance costs for each of three palustrine wetland properties owned by the Program: Fox, 58 

DeBoer, and Liehs. Jaymes summarized WC response to this off-channel habitat by presenting data from 59 

PRRIP aerial monitoring for WCs and locational data for telemetry marked WCs. Options were presented 60 

for two levels of decision-making: 1) keep or dispose of these properties, and 2) manage as WC habitat 61 

or for some other purpose. The EDO presented this memo to the TAC to obtain their feedback on how 62 

to best inform the GC for decision-making on the disposition and management of these palustrine 63 

wetlands through the remainder of the Extension. 64 

 65 

Rabbe asked about water rights for the Fox and Liehs tracts. Tunnell said we have full rights on Fox, 30 66 

certified irrigated acres on Liehs. Rabbe said his opinion would be to keep the Fox tract because it is 67 

Complex habitat and as a minimum serves as a buffer. Also, highest investment has been made in 68 

restoring this to a wetland from crop land. It is used by sandhill cranes, occurs in the middle of the 69 

migratory corridor so highest opportunity for use. What happens to the water rights if we do not pump 70 

the wetlands? 71 

 72 

Rabbe said that flooding the corn field on Liehs is not a strategy he thinks needs to be continued. It is 73 

difficult to implement. He asked about the investment on Liehs. Tunnell reviewed construction and 74 

maintenance efforts on Liehs. Rabbe asked about the timing proposed for sale, whether to do so now or 75 

later is a GC decision. He suggested sale be contingent upon a conservation easement to preserve the 76 

investment made and the habitat created. 77 

 78 

Tunnell responded re: pumping to fill wetland acres on Liehs. Farnsworth says the risk of losing certified 79 

water acres if don’t use them is low, and it is relatively easy to switch from agricultural to wildlife habitat 80 

acres if we keep the properties. 81 

 82 

Caven emphasized the importance of a conservation easement. He also noted that the Program breaks 83 

even on annual maintenance costs with income from ag leases, so not a financial sink to hold on to the 84 

properties. With regard to WC use, Caven thinks it is worth managing these wetlands to keep the 85 

opportunity for WC use open. He also suggested the EDO check for other non-target listed and non-86 

https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/02-07_14_21%20PRRIP%20TAC%20Virtual%20Meeting%20Minutes%20APPROVED_0.pdf
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listed species of concern benefits that these properties may provide. He agreed with Rabbe to keep Fox; 87 

better WC and sandhill habitat. 88 

 89 

La asked how selling these properties might affect land acquisition milestones. Farnsworth said the GC 90 

decided to shift these acres to OCSW.  Farnsworth said the Program has some flexibility to sell some 91 

acreage since has hit the First Increment milestones and we have almost hit the Extension plus up. 92 

Rabbe suggested we keep Fox and Liehs with their infrastructure and water rights in place. If some other 93 

Complex land comes open on-channel that could be purchased upon selling this, maybe consider trading 94 

up. Rabbe said the Program document gives no requirement to meet, but the general agreement was 95 

“up to 800 acres”. 96 

 97 

Jenniges recommended that if the Program owns the properties, they should be managed for WC. Any 98 

shuffle of acreage from off-channel to on-channel should be run through the GC. 99 

 100 

Merrill suggested the EDO add an estimate for sale price for each property to the Palustrine Wetland 101 

Memo that goes to the GC. This information would be helpful for decision-making. 102 

 103 

La asked if there were any options for reducing management costs on these properties in the future as 104 

property taxes are expected to increase? Tunnell said that as vegetation establishes itself, noxious weed 105 

control should decrease. On Fox and Liehs, the electricity required for pumping is also included in 106 

maintenance costs. Farnsworth said that the decision to stop flooding the crop land on Liehs should 107 

bring an increase in the ag lease income on that property. Short answer is yes, there are other 108 

management options to either decrease cost or increase income. 109 

 110 

EDO Memo: 03-Palustrine Wetland Memo 111 

 112 

TAC RECOMMENDATION: The TAC’s recommendation to the GC is to continue to manage the Fox, Liehs, 113 

and DeBoer palustrine wetlands as WC habitat for as long as they are owned by the Program. The TAC 114 

recommends the Program keep the Fox tract as Complex habitat, situated in the middle of the migratory 115 

corridor, with use by sandhill cranes, and having existing infrastructure for pumping during WC 116 

migration. Liehs and DeBoer can be managed for WC for now but considered as banked for future land 117 

acquisition as opportunities for on-channel habitat arise. The TAC recommends sale of these tracts 118 

contingent upon a conservation easement to maintain restored habitat.  119 

 120 

WATER MANAGEMENT 121 

Cottonwood Ranch Recharge Project 122 

Werbylo quickly reviewed project objectives including the ancillary benefit of providing WC habitat 123 

during migration. He reviewed previous use of EA water to test project infrastructure and operations 124 

and provided an estimate of the acre-feet required to fill the project. The EDO presented this memo to 125 

the TAC to discuss the potential for using EA water to fill the project when excesses are not available for 126 

filling during WC migration.  127 

 128 

Jenniges started the discussion by pointing out the inconsistency of this request to use EA water to fill 129 

this project with the Program document. This proposal is also inconsistent when considered together 130 

with the money invested in making on-channel habitat at Cottonwood Ranch more beneficial to WC. He 131 

stated that this use of EA water is not what the Program document intended for use with EA water. 132 

https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/03-Palustrine%20Wetland%20Memo_0.pdf
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Merrill reminded the group that EA water has been previously for testing flow operations, rather than 133 

specifically for in-channel uses. Rabbe agreed with Jenniges, stating this was not the intended purpose 134 

for EA water. The Service agreed to use EA water fill the project one time to test infrastructure. The 135 

Service also agreed to use EA water to perform the choke point test. However, during drought when 136 

there are no excesses available for filling the project, it is also likely that EA water will be limited and 137 

perhaps insufficient for carrying out prioritized science learning such as germination suppression. Esseks 138 

agrees with the inconsistency of this request in light of the Palustrine Wetland Memo just discussed. She 139 

asked if the project is intended to be a study, and if so, can we better define hypotheses and how they 140 

will be evaluated. Farnsworth said that the project’s primary purpose is recharge. What is being 141 

presented as an option here is a secondary benefit for WCs. Farnsworth said he is hearing a “No” from 142 

the TAC in response to the question, “Do you want to use EA water to fill the project in the absence of 143 

excesses?”  La asked whether this item will go forward to the WAC for consideration? Farnsworth said 144 

no formal decision is needed, based on this discussion the EDO will move forward with the original 145 

design for the project and normal operations. The WAC and GC will be informed of the discussion had 146 

today. 147 

 148 

EDO Memo: 04-Cottonwood Ranch Recharge Project 149 

 150 

TAC RECOMMENDATION: The TAC’s recommendation was not to use EA water to fill the Cottonwood 151 

Ranch Broadscale Recharge Project during WC migration when excess river flows are not available.  152 

 153 

2021 LEAST TERN & PIPING PLOVER PREDATOR MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AND MONITORING UPDATE 154 

LT/PP Monitoring Protocol Update 155 

Henry summarized updates to the Tern and Plover Monitoring and Research Protocol (2017) that were 156 

needed to reflect current science being done as the EDO develops the Extension Science Plan. These 157 

updates are being done by the EDO during the winter season to be ready for TAC review early in 2022. 158 

They will be included as attachments to support the Extension Science Plan. 159 

 160 

2021 LT/PP Monitoring and Predator Management Update 161 

Mohlman and Keldsen gave presentations to update the TAC on 2021 LT/PP additional predator 162 

management actions and monitoring efforts implemented in 2021. Mohlman provided a summary of 163 

LT/PP nesting and brooding.  Keldsen summarized nest losses due to predation as documented on 164 

camera and provided examples of predation events captured on video cameras placed at nests as well 165 

as predators present on nesting peninsulas captured on site and shoreline trail cameras. 166 

 167 

Jenniges asked about a plan for owl mitigation? Keldsen said to understand impact we need to continue 168 

experimental design. Jenniges said nest cages protect eggs, but not chicks. Question posed to the TAC: If 169 

you are willing to kill other predators, why not owls given data that support owls as a problem on a 170 

specific site? Henry asked how much data would be necessary to help make decisions on owl mitigation? 171 

Jim suggested data presented site by site to see site-specific problems. Henry said annual report will 172 

include this information. 173 

 174 

Henry said the EDO is still working on the 2021 report. Before it goes out to the entire TAC, they would 175 

like to have species experts review it and provide feedback on a report that is changing gears from what 176 

https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/04-Cottonwood%20Ranch%20Recharge%20Project.pdf
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has been presented in the past. Will be providing long-term data to compare LTPP productivity metrics 177 

across years but really focusing on the science currently being done. 178 

 179 

Caven reminded the group of Audubon and Crane Trust reservations about killing predatory birds. It is 180 

not the amount of evidence in question here. Would like to see a landscape analysis asking whether owl 181 

presence and predation by owls is related to perch availability (not just trees) over a landscape scale 182 

(not just within PRRIP property) to see what is mitigatable.  Controlling aerial predators vs. meso-183 

carnivores is challenging with potential non-target impacts. What methods would EDO propose and how 184 

reduce non-target impacts. Jenniges said Wildlife Services implements targeted shooting of owls with 185 

night-vision. For the Crane Trust to get on board, Caven said he would need a thorough landscape 186 

analysis to narrow down options for landscape level mitigation. Is tree density the best predictor of owl 187 

predation? Need to demonstrate that lethal removal of owls is really necessary. Farnsworth pointed out 188 

PRRIP does not own 2 km around every site, so asked what is meant by “landscape scale”. How do we 189 

implement landscape scale mitigation efforts if we don’t own the land? Caven suggested working over 190 

time with landowner agreements for tree removal. Lethal removal may create a gap filled by other owls. 191 

Caven reiterated need for analysis of what landscape factors are predicting owl predation, even if they 192 

are out of PRRIP control. Rabbe said avian predator control was implemented on Missouri River and 193 

could be looked into as a reference. Farnsworth summed up saying the EDO needs think about how 194 

many years of similar data would support taking action, next year may have different results. In the 195 

meantime, need to do a landscape influence on predation analysis and return this information to the 196 

TAC for decision-making. Henry said that Keldsen’s thesis included a similar analysis, testing vegetation 197 

height effects on predation, but the buffer used was relevant to PRRIP management and would need to 198 

be expanded to the wider scale suggested by the TAC today.  199 

 200 

MS Teams Chat 201 

Caven: http://kristinenemec.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Final-Predation-Management-Plan-202 

July-2-2-1.pdf  203 

It looks like pole traps were effectively used in the Missouri River Valley.  204 

These can be applied without killing target species, occassional they catch other raptors, but trapped 205 

species can be relocated or euthanized depending on program objectives. If we start controlling for 206 

GWOs, modified pole traps may be a useful first step that does not fully commit the program to lethal 207 

control, which may make Audubon NE and the Crane Trust, which have relatively broad bird 208 

conservation missions, more amenable to this effort. 209 

  210 

EDO Presentation: 06-LTPP Monitoring and Predator Management Update 211 

 212 

REACH-WIDE GEOMORPHOLOGY AND VEGETATION MONITORING UPDATE 213 

Annual Reach-Wide Geomorphology and Vegetation Monitoring 214 

Grabowski reviewed objectives, methods, and early take-aways from the EDO efforts to evaluate 215 

geomorphology and monitor vegetation and channel-widths at a reach-wide scale using remote sensing. 216 

 217 

Farnsworth credited Grabowski and Smrdel for their work with this pioneering process and huge dataset 218 

which required refining data products and fine-tuning analyses over a large spatial scale. The benefit is 219 

that we can now use the data to answer questions over multiple spatial scales to provide information for 220 

decision-making. Report will be up for TAC review by February 2022 Science Plan Reporting Session. 221 

 222 

http://kristinenemec.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Final-Predation-Management-Plan-July-2-2-1.pdf
http://kristinenemec.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Final-Predation-Management-Plan-July-2-2-1.pdf
https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/06-LTPP%20Monitoring%20and%20Predator%20Management%20Update.pdf
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EDO Presentation: 07-Reach-wide Geomorphology and Vegetation Monitoring Update 223 

 224 

EXTENSION SCIENCE PLAN UPDATE 225 

Development of Extension Science Plan 226 

Henry gave a review of the prioritized hypotheses addressed in the Extension Science Plan. She 227 

presented the mechanistic hypotheses that led to the management hypotheses posed for each big 228 

question. The 3-step plan for pallid sturgeon will be included in the Science Plan. Hypotheses will be 229 

formalized with UNL and SIU researchers, but the focus will be on how flow affects pallid sturgeon use 230 

of and spawning within the lower Platte River. Predation’s impact on plover productivity and the 231 

Program’s ability to mitigate these impacts will be incorporated as Monitoring and Maintenance 232 

Science. Henry reminded the TAC of the remaining uncertainties in the parking lot that were reviewed 233 

by the GC at their September meeting. 234 

 235 

Rabbe asked about the figure showing WC use during Spring and Fall in correspondence with flow. Data 236 

for WC do not seem to correspond to previous graph suggesting that at around 750 cfs percent of 237 

suitable habitat was maximized. WC use seems to peak (all instances over 10% of population) between 238 

1500 and 2000 cfs. How certain are we about the <1ft depth for suitable WC roosting habitat? Is there 239 

science that supports a better estimate? Caven points out that habitat models highlight maximized 240 

habitat availability in terms of channel roosting depth, but WC may be selecting for maximized habitat 241 

quality or ponding through the landscape. Faanes work in 1990s suggested the average flow for WC 242 

stops was around 2600 cfs. Caven sees possible quadratic relationship centered from 1,500-2,500 cfs for 243 

proportional use and discharge. More data points might flush that out. Tension between model 244 

frameworks that look at roosting habitat availability and selection by WC. Trust publications support 30-245 

32 cm depths as upper threshold. Rabbe pointed out geomorphology assessments may not coincide 246 

with biological assessments (based upon selection for multiple factors). Henry pointed out that 247 

geomorphological data are used to help inform predictions about prioritized flow hypotheses, noting 248 

multiple options for WC response (different forms of response curve). WC probably select for multiple 249 

factors at the same time. Farnsworth said the data show just as many low use points within the 1,500 - 250 

2,500 flow range as high use points, probably due to multiple factors being involved. Should not focus 251 

on optimization of WC habitat as there is likely some range that is suitable or good enough. As we move 252 

forward, we will evaluate multiple alternatives, not just hydrologic metrics. 253 

 254 

Jenniges said the telemetry data suggested time of day as an alternative to consider. Maybe the 255 

proportion of cranes crossing towards end of daylight is higher in the Spring than in the Fall. Henry said 256 

that the telemetry dataset had not been used to answer the question on why Spring use is higher, but it 257 

could be. Jason said time of day should be an alternative hypothesis to consider. 258 

 259 

MS Teams Chat 260 

Caven: Faanes, C.A., and D.B. Bowman. Relationship of channel maintenance flows to Whooping Crane 261 

use of the Platte River. Proceedings of the North American Crane Workshop 6:111-116.  262 

2,680 cfs was the average from 1912 to 1987 per Faanes and Bowman.  263 

Agreed with your statement Malinda/Jason (visual assessments of data plots are a bit dubious), but I bet 264 

a quadratic fits that data better than a linear equation, especially controlling for other variables. I have 265 

plotted some of the public sightings data, and I think as a functional form "quadratic" is the best 266 

regression equation fit. 267 

  268 

https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/07-Reach-wide%20Geomorphology%20and%20Vegetation%20Monitoring%20Update.pdf
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EDO Presentation: 08-Extension Science Plan Update 269 

 270 

PALLID STURGEON RESEARCH UPDATE 271 

Pallid Sturgeon Habitat, Spawning and Genetic Research 272 

Henry gave a brief update on SIU and UNL progress toward equipment purchases, student recruitment 273 

and training, and project start-up coordination meetings. 274 

SIU 275 

• Equip purchase orders approved – scheduling delivery/installation/training on GT-seq 276 

equipment 277 

• Ricky, Ed’s current PhD student working on SNP linkage map, staying until May of 2022 278 

• Ed is screening grad students and has good prospects – likely onboarding in May of 2022. 279 

UNL 280 

• UNL student introduction – Jenna Ruoss (PhD student) and Christopher Pullano (MS student) will 281 

begin working at UNL in late October.  282 

• Telemetry transmitter/receiver testing – deployment points for receivers, develop detection 283 

probabilities, viable range, students getting on the river late Oct to see dynamic changes, testing 284 

telemetry (what it can do, what are the limits), optimizing the telemetry system. 285 

• UNL interested in publicizing the project thru media outlets, will go through EDO (me, Jason, 286 

Bridget as Outreach Coordinator first). 287 

Startup meetings scheduled for late November to early December. 288 

 289 

No questions or comments were offered by the TAC. 290 

 291 

WET MEADOW HYDROLOGY 292 

Wet meadow hydrology study 293 

Farnsworth began with historical context for this study. What is the relationship between groundwater, 294 

precipitation, surface water inputs on wet meadow hydrology? Program invested in collecting a large 295 

complex dataset, now into the Extension want to invest in analyses to address these questions and finish 296 

what we started. Cognac, groundwater modeler, has been working 6 months. EDO wants to hear TAC 297 

feedback on this study to make sure we do the analyses in a way that we are answering questions the 298 

TAC wants answered.  299 

 300 

Cogniac presented her work in moving forward with EDO objectives for gaining a better understanding 301 

of factors that influence wet meadow hydrology. Proposed study objectives in terms of understanding 302 

wet meadows themselves. Cogniac has finished data QC and has begun testing analytical models. She 303 

will compare analytical and numerical models to provide a recommendation for which method to utilize 304 

as she proceeds through the outlined workflow presented. Analyses would compare native wet meadow 305 

(Shoemaker) vs. restored wet meadow (Fox). Restored sites may miss the mark due to altered 306 

hydrologic regime. Shoemaker can be used as the reference site for developing targets and hydrologic 307 

vs. meteorologic ways these targets can be met. Then compare to Fox to see where it may miss the 308 

mark and which management strategies might be most effective and efficient for helping improve wet 309 

meadow hydrology. 310 

 311 

Farnsworth asked where the TAC wants the EDO to go with analysis of wet meadow hydrology to put a 312 

bow tie on the wet meadow issue? Do you want us to do analytical or numerical models to develop 313 

https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/08_%20Extension%20Science%20Plan%20Update_0.pdf
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good groundwater and surface water models to compare physical and hydrological characteristics? Do 314 

you want to put water on these meadows for management or not? Would you want to understand the 315 

uniqueness of Mormon Island and Binfield, characterize them in terms of hydrology, to better 316 

understand whether we can export some of that information to better manage other sites? Does the 317 

TAC see the time and effort devoted to this as useful to the Program or to other land managers? 318 

 319 

Caven said he thinks it is important to understand what flows and duration are necessary to support wet 320 

meadow function/vegetation? Past work (Henszey, Currier) supports importance of 1-2 weeks in spring 321 

for supporting vegetation. Potential for relatively short periods of inundation having larger impacts for 322 

sustaining wet meadow vegetation, taking into consideration time for water to percolate into the 323 

meadows. Ecosphere Mormon Island publication coming soon that could parallel results obtained here. 324 

Vegetation hydraulic lift could be a confounding issue (especially in spring). Agriculture, cottonwood 325 

evapotranspiration, etc. contribute to the complexity of the model. Caven interested in knowing what 326 

flows you need to maintain characteristic wet meadow vegetation at Fox. Cognac asked about methods 327 

for modeling hydraulic lift. Caven mentioned random forest regression model. 328 

La:  Hesitant about development of models without on the ground verification. Also uncomfortable with 329 

the development of hydrological targets. Harkens back to the development of target flows with 330 

theoretical models. What do they mean? Farnsworth does not anticipate proposal for flow targets for 331 

wet meadows. Effort is to understand/assess what you can do at specific locations during certain 332 

conditions. What you can do is probably very dependent upon where you are at in the valley, the 333 

physical context of the site. Farnsworth was hoping for a tool as a product of this work that helps you 334 

realistically assess what you can and cannot do at a given site instead of a prescription for what you 335 

need to do to create habitat through the reach. 336 

 337 

MS Teams Chat 338 

Mosier: Hey - just one more question on the proposed study approach. I was wondering how often or 339 

what the plan would be for working with the TAC or other subcommittees and experts as you move 340 

through the study. Getting feedback on wet meadow targets, etc. I bet people will have more input to 341 

offer as you go through the process. 342 

Caven: In case anyone has not gotten to stare at a wet meadow, here is a graphic from Mormon 343 

Island: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hNjqFWDlXdc 344 

 345 

Farnsworth said modeling will not be an exercise to prescribe management and interested folks will be 346 

involved throughout the process with other updates to groups like the TAC. 347 

Rabbe said the Program has collected the data, due diligence says use the data to see what it says and 348 

not be concerned about the political ramifications as that is a different decision framework. TAC 349 

objective is to do the science and let decision makers use it. Farnsworth said Framework for Second 350 

Increment is set up for a given quantity of water. GC decides how to use that. This tool along with all the 351 

others will be used to help GC decide when and where to use that quantity of water not how much 352 

water they need for a Second Increment. Rabbe said the tool can be used by others in the valley doing 353 

restorations. 354 

 355 

TAC RECOMMENDATION: TAC recommended to move forward with the wet meadow hydrology study as 356 

a tool (among the many tools developed for science learning during the Extension) for informing Second 357 

Increment water use planning by the GC. 358 

 359 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hNjqFWDlXdc
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EDO Memo: 09-Wet Meadow Hydrology Update 360 

EDO Presentation: 10-Wet Meadow Hydrology Update_presentation 361 

 362 

NON-TARGET LISTED AND NON-LISTED SPECIES OF CONCERN 363 

NT/NL Species of Concern 364 

Henry reminded the TAC of guidance from the GC at their September quarterly meeting. GC told us that 365 

we were going to deal with NT/NL species in the Extension similar to the way they have been considered 366 

in the past, adapting management where/when necessary to avoid harm and provide benefits when 367 

doing so is compatible with target species goals. No formal hypotheses for testing in the science plan 368 

but taking advantage of low-cost options for prioritized species. The species of concern need to be 369 

updated. Use the committee structure from the bottom up, with any actions going to the GC for their 370 

approval. As a first step the GC wants to see a prioritized list of species and their distribution/occurrence 371 

within the AHR. Henry proposed two options for accomplishing this: 372 

1. EDO works with Service to whittle down a list, then goes to TAC for review;  373 

2. OR, TAC appoints a workgroup including Service and EDO to develop prioritized list. 374 

Henry asked for any other suggested options or a TAC recommendation for one of the above options. 375 

 376 

Rabbe is willing to help moving forward but asked for contributions from a wider group of species 377 

experts. Service has priorities for listing actions and numbers he can put forward to contribute. 378 

 379 

MS Teams Chat 380 

Caven: I can help on non-target species plans as needed. Keep me in the loop. 381 

La: could you please remind me what the GC commentary on violets planting was? 382 

Rabbe: They basically said we need more information as part of a larger strategy for addressing other 383 

species... that is what i gathered anyway. 384 

Farnsworth: Yep. The GC wants an updated list of potential species of concern for their consideration. 385 

They then wish to handle situations where expenditures may provide Program benefits on a case-by-386 

case basis. 387 

Marinovich: Michelle Koch and I would be willing to help on the non-target species list too. 388 

La: thanks Jason, given that request for more information. I just want to confirm that violets were 389 

included in the budget? 390 

Farnsworth: Yes as a placeholder pending GC direction. That is how we generally handle situations 391 

where GC decisions lag behind budget development. 392 

La: okay. thanks for the clarification 393 

 394 

TAC RECOMMENDATION: TAC recommended pulling together a working group consisting of the Service 395 

(Rabbe) and additional species experts to work with the EDO to develop a priority list of NT/NL species of 396 

concern. 397 

 398 

2022 ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT DRAFT BUDGET 399 

2022 AM Draft Budget 400 

Henry briefly summarized the 2022 Budget and associated Work Plan. One modification that has come 401 

to light since sending out the document is the addition of a minimum of $70,000 for continuation of 402 

Grassland Vegetation Monitoring surveys. This amount would be added to the budget as an item 403 

contingent on discussion with the TAC, LAC, and GC on the value of continuing with these surveys. 404 

 405 

https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/09-Wet%20Meadow%20Hydrology%20Update_0.pdf
https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/10-Wet%20Meadow%20Hydrology%20Update_presentation.pdf
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Rabbe asked how whether the qualifications/criteria being set forth by the ISAC Selection Working 406 

Group were still being developed. Smith said the process of selecting ISAC members is not a budgeted 407 

item. Handled by Smith, Rabbe, the rest of the GC appointed selection panel, and ultimately decided by 408 

the GC. Draft documents are being edited and will go out to the selection panel for review. 409 

 410 

Lawrence asked whether $5,000 (4%) increase in fuel costs for WC flights costs is enough? Henry said 411 

flight costs are based upon bids received (which include flight fuel costs). The EDO used the highest bid 412 

received for the Fall 2021 season and added extra fuel costs to estimate budget amount. She does not 413 

expect cost to much different from the estimate provided.  414 

 415 

EDO Document: 11-FY 2022 PRRIP AM Draft Budget and Work Plan 416 

 417 

MS Teams Meeting Recording Link 418 

 419 

TAC MEETING REVIEW & WRAP-UP 420 

No action items resulted from the meeting. 421 

 422 

November 10th GC Virtual Special Session – Budget and work plan review.  423 

November 16th ISAC Virtual Quarterly Meeting – Review of DRAFT Extension Science Plan. TAC invited. 424 

December 7-8th GC In-Person Quarterly Meeting in Denver, CO. 425 

January 12th, 2022 TAC Quarterly Meeting, In-person, Kearney, NE 426 

April 13th, 2022 TAC Quarterly Meeting 427 

July 13th, 2022 TAC Quarterly Meeting 428 

October 12th, 2022 TAC Quarterly Meeting 429 

 430 

Henry will send out calendar invites for above-listed Quarterly TAC meetings. Asked for TAC preference 431 

regarding In-Person or Virtual meetings for 2022? Proposed January and July meetings as in-person 432 

meetings at a minimum. Rabbe said the Service may allow in-person meetings starting in January 2022 433 

but still uncertain. Rabbe said his preference was for in-person meetings but appreciated flexibility to 434 

allow virtual participation. Merrill supported in-person meetings with a virtual option for those 435 

impacted by restrictions on travel and attendance at in-person meetings. 436 

 437 

MS Teams Chat 438 

Manley: I agree with the option to attend virtually.  Currently, our Agency is teleworking due to Covid. 439 

Mosier: Great presentations – thank you! 440 

La: thanks all, bye! 441 

 442 

TAC RECOMMENDATION: TAC recommended to schedule 4 quarterly meetings as in-person meetings 443 

retaining the virtual option for those members with mandates restricting attendance at in-person 444 

meetings.    445 

 446 

TAC MEETING END 447 

The TAC meeting concluded at 4:00 PM Central Time. 448 

https://platteriverprogram.org/system/files/2021-10/11-FY%202022%20PRRIP%20AM%20Draft%20Budget%20and%20Work%20Plan_0.pdf
https://headwaterscorp0-my.sharepoint.com/personal/farnsworthj_headwaterscorp_com/_layouts/15/onedrive.aspx?id=%2Fpersonal%2Ffarnsworthj%5Fheadwaterscorp%5Fcom%2FDocuments%2FRecordings%2FPRRIP%20TAC%20Quarterly%20Meeting%2D20211013%5F130418%2DMeeting%20Recording%2Emp4&parent=%2Fpersonal%2Ffarnsworthj%5Fheadwaterscorp%5Fcom%2FDocuments%2FRecordings&originalPath=aHR0cHM6Ly9oZWFkd2F0ZXJzY29ycDAtbXkuc2hhcmVwb2ludC5jb20vOnY6L2cvcGVyc29uYWwvZmFybnN3b3J0aGpfaGVhZHdhdGVyc2NvcnBfY29tL0VaaEFjSExOenlKRGc0a25qSTNyRE5JQkM2d0syRmREWlY1UDlyb2g2QzF1RGc%5FcnRpbWU9NlVRVDY5MlQyVWc

