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PNAMP Project Effectiveness Monitoring Workgroup & WA Forum on Monitoring  COORDINATION WORK SESSION #1
April 20, 2010
9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
Location:  USGS Cascades Volcano Observatory. 1300 SE Cardinal Court, Building 
10, Suite 100, Vancouver, WA (link to map). 
Phone Bridge:  Call 712.775.7300; enter code 273804#.     
WebEx meeting link https://usgs.webex.com/usgs/j.php?ED=136243652&UID=0
Summary:

PNAMP and the Washington Forum on Monitoring convened this group to discuss action effectiveness and IMW monitoring programs and approaches in the region. The group learned about the goals and drivers for developing a regional effectiveness monitoring strategy, goals and objectives for the series of work sessions we will be hosting, and about progress that has been made to inventory and evaluate effectiveness monitoring and IMW projects in the region.  We also heard updates from associated efforts.  You can find details in the notes below.  Next steps for this work include focusing on completing the inventory, advancing the evaluation task, identifying gaps, and working toward alignment.  The planning group will be meeting in the next few weeks to advance discussions about design and methods in order to prepare for the next WG session on May 17.  Please see the Next Steps at the end of the detailed notes for more information.  Details about the May 17 meeting will be coming soon.   
DETAILED NOTES
****Please see accompanying background document*** (PNAMP and Washington Forum on Monitoring: Working Towards a Regional Habitat-Action Effectiveness Monitoring Network)
1. Introductions (see participant list at end of notes) 
2. What are some key current drivers for coordination and alignment? 
Each speaker will provide a brief summary of how their current effort is motivating coordination of effectiveness monitoring:

· Nancy Leonard (Northwest Power and Conservation Council) 
· 2009 Fish & Wildlife Program - intent was to increase efficiency and effectiveness of how monitoring is being conducted through Council; important part is Action Effectiveness - need to be able to roll up outcomes, get rid of redundancy in funding, be more effective. 

· Jim Geiselman (Bonneville Power Administration)
· In addition to F&W Program, which is funded by BPA, also have BiOp requirements whose major component is action effectiveness.  Working on conducting assessments of coverage according to BiOp requirements.  Working with others to determine where projects outside of the F&W Program are happening and coordinating with those efforts.

· Ken Dzinbal (Washington Forum on Monitoring) 
· WA Forum - want to see efficiencies and more/better regional coordination.  Forum has been asked for recommendations on how to optimize effectiveness monitoring for habitat restoration.  Want to better link effectiveness monitoring program and IMW program.  Forum has adopted High Level Indicators and in June 2010 will adopt protocols and methods for those indicators that recommend how people should collect data.  

· Bruce Crawford (NOAA Fisheries)- as per Dzinbal
· NOAA is moving toward 5 year review of ESA listings for salmon.  Published guidance in federal register last year - included recommendations on monitoring, how to do it.  Looking for recommendations that they could include in next review.  Monitoring Guidance document to be updated soon - want to collect as much up to date information as they can get for new version.  Also waiting on critical habitat metrics for fish response - WG session led by Chris Jordan, NOAA, outcome may be included in Monitoring Guidance document.

· All these drivers have deadlines around June or July 2010 - impetus for these WG sessions

· WA Forum - required to adopt protocols for measuring metrics used to inform HLIs, recommend protocols that are consistent with effectiveness monitoring and IMW projects; how to revise effectiveness monitoring programs

· Breadth of protocols - will recommend protocols that tie into the HLIs - salmon abundance estimates, water quality, stream flow, macroinvertebrate, set of habitat metrics (to be determined - looking at PIBO instream habitat metrics), riparian health (possible a remote sensed metric) - not expecting that there will just be one protocol per metric

· Need place for people to document protocols - need to develop standards for documentation - link with PNAMP Protocol Library

· NPCC - send out request in June to submit proposals for ISRP categorical review.  Document related to action effectiveness monitoring will be used to influence that review.  Monitoring, Evaluation, Research, and Reporting Plan will also be used
· BPA - same as F&W Program, may develop targeted solicitation for additional work

· NOAA - want to offer revised Guidance Document - similar timeline as other groups

· Other important upcoming drivers not mentioned above:
· Steve Waste - NEON (link to homepage) domain in Wind River watershed - National Science Foundation is main funder, several academic institutions involved; 30 year commitment to collect data on 400+ metrics, house data, curate samples; expect to build site in next few years; will have protocols for most of metrics, but there is an opportunity to feed information in.
· Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board - finalizing RME plan associated with recovery plan in next few months, including information on action effectiveness

· USBR - use fish community as integrator of environmental variables - research concentrated on connecting fish community ecology with habitat indicators.  Want biotic as well as abiotic indicators in the mix.

· OWEB - short term priority to fill effectiveness monitoring position is complete - Kyle Abrahams; Cyrus Curry - Middle Fork of the John Day IMW manager; OWEB has reached 10 year mark in program, need to deliver information on effectiveness monitoring in a review; ballot measure underway to reinitiate and permanently fund work in OR.  10 year review could be opening for revisions.

3. What is our plan of attack to improve coordination and alignment? 
· Objectives for work session series and anticipated outcomes (presentation)
· The goals of this effort will be to: 1) Integrate and align existing and new monitoring efforts, 2) Provide better, more scientifically robust data for use in management decisions, and 3) Improve cost efficiency in the implementation of monitoring programs.
· Plan to host multiple work sessions over the course of the next few months to achieve these objectives: 

· Coordination of approaches, methods/protocols, data management systems to allow alignment and reporting of results

· Inform a regional network of effectiveness monitoring coverage

· Encourage programmatic-level planning consistency across the region for IMW and effectiveness monitoring projects and programs – facilitate moving away from “1-at-a-time” project by project decision making. 

· Objectives for Work Session #1:

· Present the vision and purpose for the existing and emerging efforts (identified above) 

· Identify our common effectiveness management questions, monitoring designs, and level of effort for different habitat action categories (e.g., What are the effectiveness monitoring questions? Monitoring designs? How many efforts are ongoing for each project category?  What are gaps?)

· Initially define what we mean by ‘well covered’  (e.g., qualitative spatial and population extent)

· What aspects are well covered (spatially, temporally, population-wise, and habitat action categories)
· Capture objectives and classification of different efforts

· Discuss assessment of the quality of existing effectiveness monitoring projects and programs, including what review criteria might be used to assess quality? Is there enough information (metadata) to assess quality?
Discussion:

· Like emphasis on cost effectiveness - could potentially have cheaper projects in the future

· Objectives capture heart of what PNAMP has been trying to do for a while

· Habitat action categories only?  Past inventory efforts of PNAMP WG have included hatchery effectiveness actions, but they need to be developed more.  Other parameters are not excluded.
· Concerns from group:
· Like to see an objective that focuses on training data collectors - better understanding of methods, definitions of terms, where data goes, etc.  Nervous about data quality.

· Something we should think about when we develop criteria for new or existing monitoring programs - write this information into the front end of program development

· Disconnect between high level managers and people on the ground implementing the actions - need better communication of guidance for effectiveness monitoring

4. What progress has occurred since we last met?
· There have been recent efforts supporting effectiveness monitoring approaches and methods…
· Brief summary of progress (Leider)
· Much effectiveness monitoring work has been accomplished since the last WG meeting

· Several talks in this session address power analysis.  These and other efforts (e.g., Lower Columbia and Asotin IMWs in Washington) reflect a growing body of work of particular relevance to effectiveness monitoring.

· WA Effectiveness Review – Power Analysis Focus (O’Neal) (Background - 2009 SRFB summary report; presentation)
Discussion:

· Landscape level approach is important

· Sample sizes that were recommended were a comprise for funding, did initial power estimate to determine where sample size should be set
· Two project categories would benefit from greater sample sizes - floodplain and instream
· Need uniform protocols to get roll up

· Effectiveness projects in more upland locations (road decommissioning, etc.) - not directly dealing with this topic as a project category that focuses on specific actions, but look at a suite of ecological indicators on the landscape

· Hinrichsen et al Review (Hinrichsen) - draft report
· Online web tool and documentation: www.onefishtwofish.net; This power analysis tool can be used to calculate the power of a BACI-type experiment that is aimed at estimating a change in survival for two more more populations. The BACI experiment includes a Before period where all populations receive no treatment followed by an After period where the treatment populations are receiving treatment, and the control populations are receiving no treatment. This tool is used to present a rough guide to designing a BACI experiment. Variance should be set equal to the average variance in log(survival) and correlation should represent the average correlation in log(survival) between populations.
· Send comments on draft report to Rich
· Still developing more power analysis tools for effectiveness monitoring project
Discussion:

· If you try to take a more general account of problems with data, the power goes down substantially - paper presents best case scenarios 

· Variance structure is estimated - once you know this, the power will be different

· Aimed at change in survival.  Another response variable to look at is abundance - have you thought about how it would be done?  Would it be easier to detect change in a shorter period of time?

· Survival is easier and more tractable, time series effects to take into account
· Abundance relies on population models from year to year, strong correlations from year to year
· Potential ways to address problems of low power:

· Identify projects that will result in >30% change in survival (or other metric) for a particular life stage
· Develop graphs of a priori data that assume a larger than 30% change so we can see how fast the power accrues with larger changes

· If we can predict what percentage of the population a project is addressing, then in some cases we can scale up to the entire population

· If there are several highly correlated sub
· PNAMP draft paper - Evaluation of Effectiveness Monitoring Projects 
· Group asked to review and comment on draft documents.  Send comments to Jacque (jschei@usgs.gov) 

· Link to Draft Evaluation of Effectiveness Monitoring Projects (Quality Rating); intended to be scored by monitoring practitioners
Discussion:
· AFS Book, Monitoring Stream and Watershed Restoration, Phil Roni editor - http://www.afsbooks.org/x55047xm
· Researched literature in biomedical field to come up with evaluation criteria
· How to determine biological significance?  For BPA, this information is based on the BiOp and closing the gaps.

· Biological significance is often a policy decision of managers

· Effectiveness projects - often looking at substantial changes - such as passage projects; measurable in shorter timeframes

· Address needs for communication with monitoring practitioners

· These criteria could be applied to Status and Trends monitoring

· Could develop criteria for different classes of approaches 

· Added a ‘not applicable’ questions so you don’t get dinged for this type of thing

5. What do we know about existing effectiveness monitoring projects and programs? 

· Preliminary findings of 2010 regional effectiveness monitoring inventory (presentation; draft inventory results)
· Summary of inventory results to date, including information on: a) project location, b) indicators collected (as available), c) the restoration action categories covered by the monitoring effort, d) the species, MPG, and population covered by each monitoring effort, e) the monitoring approach and design, and f) evaluation of the monitoring effort (as per the Hillman/O’Neal Evaluation of Effectiveness Monitoring Projects Paper). 

· Example of applying the evaluation from the PNAMP Project Effectiveness Monitoring WG paper (Hillman, O’Neal, et al.) to a real life situation
· Discussion:
· Protocol considered a citable document, regardless of whether it was an individual method or a collection of methods

· Outside BPA’s database are there projects that are not well represented?  Don’t really know.  Feeling is that larger programs (in terms of number of points) are in there in some fashion.  
· Roni inventory - global

· Next step - summarize on budget (as surrogate for level of effort) versus number of projects

· Missing British Columbia work - have correlation to our work, should reinvigorate coordination efforts.

6. What can we DO to improve coordination and alignment? 
The morning presentations have provided background on the drivers for coordination, the desired objectives and outcomes for this and future work sessions, recent progress made and preliminary findings of the 2010 regional effectiveness monitoring inventory. This afternoon session is intended to begin addressing these various pieces and decide how to make progress on coordination.
Discussion and general observations:
· How might action effectiveness information be used?

· Short term – look at ongoing project action types

· Long term – continue action effectiveness monitoring until we meet long term goals

· Use information to determine if we are meeting targets

· BPA considers this a long term program; populations will continue to be affected – need to target actions that will help meet goals

· May get answers for specific local projects, but many will continue to be ongoing

· As projects come to fruition, we will be able to establish a list of best management practices; e.g. if you put in culverts this way, fish will be okay

· Will need to know how long a culvert will last

· WA – intent is to align programs, change/adjust sample frames, make decisions about project type categories – funding rewards attached to getting programs better aligned

· Need to think about what projects should be monitored - local projects may or may not be monitored

· It is not sustainable to monitor every project

· Feedback loop to help develop program – get information from projects to roll up

· Optimal combinations of projects

· Targeted restoration

· Concern was expressed about out of basin effects – climate change, invasive species, toxics – all of these impact monitoring

· Discussion - general agreement that this is a bigger issue than this group can take on

· Drivers and interests have to do with ‘how much is enough?’ – will vary based on what scale you’re looking at, but will be better informed if we have alignment

· Other groups dealing with higher level questions.  Would like to see this group focus more on the details – what are next steps for inventory, evaluation.

· If we have more details, more complete inventories and evaluation, then what?

· Assess coverage, provide guidance for categorical review and other efforts

· How to categorize inventory to make assessment easier?  What are criteria to hone in on?  Give feedback to work leads.

· Group should focus on completing inventory: translate projects in J. O’Neal’s work into geography, not just number of projects

· Determine densities of projects in major categories in Columbia Basin; relate to power analysis charts; figure out where you might want to do additional work

· Gaps – know actions we want to target for these areas, build structure

· Gaps – geographic coverage, species, actions, survival

· What is a gap and how much is enough information?

· Initially, if nothing is happening in a specific area, call it a gap

· If a lot is happening in a specific area, consider it covered

· Tie limiting factors to projects -  determine where to fill in gaps

· Need to identify what everybody will get out of a cooperative approach; need to know what the coverage is before we start categorical review

· Make sure list of methods is fleshed out

· Look at what categories are new, projects that would be beneficial to invest in

· Marine/estuarine projects in Lower Columbia

· Look at inventory of projects in terms of tiers

· No tier 3 monitoring – juvenile fish response to projects

· Need elements of design, methods, and data management 

· Start to work on approved methods

· Need support to document/collect methods

· Alignment - We have information on projects, not so much information about data – focus alignment on data elements, then focus on what projects provide that data

· Multiple policy and technical workshops about data management being planned 

· Focused on key assessment needs and information that needs to be aligned so it can be easily rolled up from many sources

· Identify common interests, gaps that should be funded, commit to long term monitoring

· Design criteria – align more than they are now, correlative analytical capabilities, to what level?

· WA - Cataloguing primary populations, MPGs, across ESUs – who has it, what methods were used, how were the estimates developed – intend to document whole chain

· Group asked to think about products of PNAMP WG, such as: (agenda for next meeting)

· Inventory

· Recommendations

· Reports – what would this look like?

Potential tasks:

· Make inventory whole, correct

· Management questions – follow conceptual path from MQ to ‘on the ground’ projects – pick one as a demonstration piece

· Establish a list of best management practices

· Establish a feedback loop to help develop a regional effectiveness monitoring program so information from a variety of projects can be rolled up

· Provide recommendations for specific types of projects

· Work on alignment – how do we get there, how to fix low rating projects, make sure information from highly rated projects meshes with other information, across scales

· Develop infrastructure to create regional processes – QA, training, data management, reporting

Next Steps:
· This group should focus on completing the inventory and evaluation:

· What are we doing now? 

· Do we have coverage?

· Are we advancing inventory and evaluation?

· Alignment – work concurrently to inventory update task

· Pick one project type from PCSRF and one issue that came from Skamania process and see how hard it would be to align the two projects

· What is good candidate for habitat action category?

· Recommend protocols – pick top ten

· Look at lists of methods/protocols from Protocol Library, Jennifer’s efforts, WA Forum recommended protocols - assess which are the most thoroughly documented and recommend a short list

· Apply quality matrix to a given approach/protocol (same with geographic analysis) – can rerun analysis as inventory database gets updated

· Leider will work on IMW rows in Jennifer’s table (appendix)

· Host design workshop before May 17 workshop

· Small group meet to discuss design alternatives, frame discussion for May 17

· Specific to type of action assessment is being done on

· Scale – reach, watershed

· Participants - Program leaders from core funding agencies

· Design options
· Discuss what the potential products from this group will be
7.  Next Work session

a. scheduled for May 17
b. further discussion about agenda needed

Participants: 
	FirstName
	LastName
	Agency

	Neil
	Aaland
	Facilitator

	Kyle
	Abraham
	Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

	Mike
	Banach
	PSMFC

	Clint
	Chandler
	Nez Perce Tribe

	David
	Clugston
	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

	Scott
	Collyard
	WA Department of Ecology

	Bruce
	Crawford
	NOAA Fisheries

	Cyrus
	Curry
	Data Steward MF John Day

	Matt 
	Densiton
	Sitka Technology Group

	Haley
	Dillon
	PC Trask

	Ken
	Dzinbal
	WA Forum on Monitoring

	Bill
	Ehinger
	WA Department of Ecology

	Kathy
	Fisher
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Jim
	Geiselman
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Bernadette
	Graham Hudson
	Lower Columbia Fish Recover Board

	Tricia 
	Gross
	Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 

	Lance
	Hebdon
	Idaho Department of Fish & Game

	Tracy
	Hillman
	BioAnalysts

	Rich
	Hinrichsen
	Hinrichsen Environmental

	Jason
	Karnezis
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Steve
	Leider
	WA Governor's Salmon Recovery Office

	Nancy 
	Leonard
	Northwest Power and Conservation Council

	Todd
	Maguire
	U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

	Rosy
	Mazaika
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Erik 
	Neatherlin
	WA Department of Fish & Wildlife

	Pamela 
	Nelle
	Terraqua Inc.

	Michael
	Newsom
	U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

	Jennifer
	O'Neal
	Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 

	Charlie
	Paulsen
	Paulsen Environmental Research

	Jacque
	Schei
	PNAMP/USGS

	Russell
	Scranton
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Gene
	Shippentower
	Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

	Greg
	Sieglitz
	Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board

	Jessica
	Stitcher
	Demeter Design

	Emmit
	Taylor
	Nez Perce Tribe

	Steve
	Waste
	U.S. Geological Survey

	James
	White
	Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board

	Allan
	Whiting
	PC Trask

	Cheryll
	Woodall
	Bonneville Power Administration
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