
Overview of PNAMP strategy and preliminary costs to establish a network of Intensively Monitored Watersheds 

in the Pacific Northwest

PNAMP IMW subcommittee

The Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership (PNAMP) is working to identify, refine, and implement a network of Intensively Monitored Watersheds (IMWs) in the Pacific Northwest. This effort, outlined in “Establishing a Network of Intensively Monitored Watersheds in the Pacific Northwest” (PNAMP 2005), responds to the need to determine the extent to which restoration actions result in desired ecological outcomes, especially in terms of fish response.  It draws heavily upon currently ongoing and planned efforts of parties engaged in IMW efforts across the Pacific Northwest. 

As outlined in PNAMP (2005), work began with setting an IMW context, identifying the conceptual framework, delineating criteria against which candidate IMWs could be compared, and laying out a process for coordination. A total of 19 candidate IMWs have been identified by PNAMP as part of the first phase of work.

Completing phase 1 involves compilation of detailed study plans for each IMW, to include identifying the scope and nature of the management issues, monitoring questions, and restoration/recovery actions that would be tested in each IMW. In addition, articulating the basis and nature of study designs and implementation schedules for each IMW will be key elements of completing phase 1.

Finally, critical to completing phase 1 will be summarizing information on individual IMWs and an overarching landscape classification effort, to determine the extent to which results from ongoing IMWs can be extrapolated and inferences made across the PNAMP area.  This important step will assess the extent to which coverage of the current IMWs addresses priority ecological strata, listed species, geographic areas, and policy/management priorities are addressed by the PNAMP phase 1 IMW network.

Phase 2 will involve reviewing the results of phase 1 at technical and policy levels, addressing issues and needs, and adapting the network as warranted.

As part of PNAMP’s phase 1 IMW work, preliminary information on annual IMW costs and current funding is being compiled on: IMW time frames, current estimated or projected annual costs for both the monitoring and restoration treatment components of each IMW (as applicable), and the average annual cost of the combined monitoring and restoration components by IMW and the network in total over the stated IMW timeframes. Predominant funding sources will also be identified. Restoration costs would accrue even if IMW activities did not occur, assuming the restoration ranked sufficiently high as restoration priorities in the implementation of recovery plans.  (Note: restoration treatment costs are typically expended over a shorter duration than the costs associated with monitoring the responses to those treatments.) 
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PNAMP Phase 1 Intensively Monitored Watersheds

DRAFT

PNAMP Phase 1 Intensively Monitored Watersheds:

Preliminary currently estimated or projected annual costs and major funding sources

	State
	IMW 

or IMW complex
	Time frame
	Currently estimated
 or projected costs

	Current total annualized cost

and predominant funding source


	
	
	
	Monitoring
	Restoration
	

	Washington
	Lower Skagit estuary
	10+ years – SRFB IMW program funding began in 2003
	$1M per year for all combined
	$1.5M per year for all combined (over 5 years)
	WA SRFB -

Ave. about $1.75M per year for all, over 10 years

	
	Hood Canal complex
	
	
	
	

	
	Strait of Juan de Fuca complex
	
	
	
	

	
	Lower Columbia complex
	
	
	
	

	
	Wenatchee
	10 years
	$1.5M per year for Wenatchee  ($900k) and Entiat ($600k)
	$500k per year in Entiat only (for the first three years)
	BPA, NOAA – Ave. about $1.65M per year over 10 years

	
	Entiat
	
	
	
	

	
	Methow
	4 years
	$250k per year
	Under development
	BOR – over $250k per year; total under development

	
	Yakima
	10+ years
	TBD

(under development)
	TBD

(under development)
	NOAA – (First year $53k for study plan)

	
	Touchet - Snake
	10+ years
	TBD (under development)


	TBD

(under development)
	NOAA – (First year $187k for study plan)

	Oregon
	NF Scappoose
	Under development
	$642k per year for all combined (emphasis on fish monitoring to date)
	Under development
	ODFW, OWEB – over $642k per year; total under development

	
	Six Coastal Life Cycle Monitoring Basins (Nehalem River to Coos River)
	
	
	
	

	
	EF and upper Lobster Ck
	
	
	
	

	
	Cummins/Tenmile Creeks
	
	
	
	

	
	Trask River
	15 years
	$320k for first year (study plan being developed)
	NA
	ODF and Weyco – over $320k per year; total under development

	
	Hinkle Creek (Umpqua River)
	10 years
	$700k per year
	NA
	OSU and partners – $700k per year

	
	Bridge Creek (John Day River)
	10 years
	$150k per year
	$150k per year (for the first three years)
	BPA, NOAA – Ave. about $195k per year over 10 years

	
	SF John Day
	4 years
	$150k per year
	$105k per year
	BOR, BPA and others – 

Ave. $255k per year over 4 years

	Idaho
	Lemhi River (Salmon River)
	10 years
	$700k
	To be determined
	BPA, NOAA – over $700k per year; total to be determined

	California
	Hollow Tree Creek (SF Eel River)
	20 years
	$43k per year for last five years
	$342k per year 
	CDFG – Ave. about $353k per year over 20 years

	TOTALS
	
	
	$5.455M per year
	$2.597M per year during years of treatment
	Ave. $7.986M per year


DRAFT

PNAMP Intensively Monitored Watersheds network:

Overview of current estimated annual costs by major funding source
	Funding entity
	Estimated or projected annual funding
	Primary involved IMWs 

	BPA
	$2.55M
	3

	SRFB
	1.75M
	4

	NOAA Fisheries
	1.176M
	4

	OSU and partners
	0.7M
	1

	ODFW/OWEB
	0.642M

	5

	BOR
	0.505M
	2

	CDFG
	0.353M
	1

	ODF and partners
	0.320M

	1

	
	
	

	Total
	$7.986M
	19
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� Cost information is preliminary and is intended for general comparisons only. Estimated or projected cost for some IMWs are still being developed. In addition, costs do not necessarily represent all monitoring or restoration/protection actions or projects in IMWs. For example, in-kind contributions from entities partnering in IMW work are not reflected.


� Totals reflect monitoring and restoration costs annualized over the timeframe, depending on duration of treatments and total timeframes. Total cost figures are not simply additive for each IMW.


� Shown are predominant funding entity(ies) only; all funding partners are not reflected, and in-kind contributions are not included.


� Partial cost only; restoration costs and all monitoring costs not yet included.


� First year cost only; study plan is being developed.
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