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PNAMP Project Effectiveness Monitoring Workgroup & WA Forum on Monitoring  COORDINATION WORK SESSION #2
May 17, 2010

9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
Location:  Gifford Pinchot Forest Headquarters, 10600 N.E. 51st Circle Vancouver, WA (map); Goat Rocks Conference Room
Phone Bridge:  Call 712.775.7300; enter code 273804#.     

WebEx meeting link https://usgs.webex.com/usgs/j.php?ED=137599257&UID=0&RT=MiM0
NOTES
1. Introductions (see participant list at end)
2. Recap of First Workshop:  The first workshop in this series of three occurred on April 20, 2010.  The goal of this workshop was to receive reports on several topics…then begin discussing how to proceed. Specific items covered were:
· Drivers for coordination 
· Summary of recent efforts related to this (e.g. inventory/gap analysis)

· Outcome of that meeting – potential tasks

· Review definitions of project effectiveness monitoring and project implementation monitoring

· Want to make sure people understand the difference between action effectiveness monitoring and implementation monitoring - have seen the terms used interchangeably in several documents
3.  Completing the inventory and gap assessment (Jennifer O’Neal):  Jennifer O’Neal presented a summary of the inventory at the first workshop. The group’s discussion focused on what kind of coverage exists, what are the gaps.  Jennifer has done more work on gap assessment at the ecoregion level since that meeting. Today’s discussion: 
· What process was used for the gap assessment?
· What are the results in terms of coverage geographically and across ecoregions?

· How well does monitoring address limiting factors and survival gaps at the population level?

· What are the prioritized focus areas (largest geographic/categorical gaps) for additional monitoring?

Links: draft report with map, presentation
Discussion:
· Meeting needs of limiting factors - should also look at whether monitoring is appropriate for the actions.  Where are habitat actions and how well does monitoring match the actions?
· Suggestion to talk with Patty Dornbusch who is creating list of limiting factors related to fish from sub-basin plans, comparing to NOAA’s definitions

· Request input from group - how well does Table 4 convey information?  Where do we go in next step - trying to assess the level of effect we need?

· Comments on the draft report - Jennifer O’Neal will edit:

· Look at Katz and Barnas work - percentage of actions in a region

· Better clarify source of limiting factors - sub-basin plans, recovery plans, NOAA limiting factors, etc.

· Add ‘Preliminary’ to title

· Add description of what the quality rating is based on to get more of a complete picture

· Clarify what the blank spaces in table 4 mean (lack of information or no issue?)

· Add information about additional quality assessment to be done
· Add to conclusions - identify where you might have poor quality that needs to be addressed, what could be done to improve the quality (review existing efforts)

· Issue of lack of documentation - clarify that documentation may exist, but because this information has not been requested, many projects haven’t submitted the info

· New BPA proposal process will help deal with this issue 

· Qualify that summary information is based on the information they had at the moment.  The results will change based on existing documentation that wasn’t reported in this effort.

· Clarify how S&T monitoring fits in (or not) with the other information in the report.

· Recommendations from discussion
· Develop consistent set of limiting factors - cross-walk language between different definitions

· NOAA working on database of limiting factor definitions - Jen will follow-up with Scott Rumsey to determine status of that effort

· List from Russell - ties limiting factors to habitat actions, but language was different
· Differentiate between what is meant by IMW and watershed scale monitoring and its relationship to action effectiveness monitoring.

4. Review of quality assessment matrix (Tracy Hillman):  Tracy presented this document at the April 20 workshop. The goal for today is a brief discussion on whether we can start using it to evaluate effectiveness monitoring projects. 

Links: quality rating matrix 
Discussion:
· Unfeasible to get a lot of the information requested in the matrix - if that is true, how would we use this rating system?  Would rather have a team of people review projects on a consistent basis.

· Don’t see this asuseful for project by project rating, but may be helpful for groupings of projects; higher level use 

· Suggestion to share list with Erik Merrill at NPCC

· List is helpful to qualify monitoring projects already in place (existing info)

· Looking forward to new projects, we need to emphasize the importance of spending more time on DM and QA/QC - this will help comparisons between projects later on

· Need a set of different questions based on scale - local project, watershed level, IMW, etc.

· Population level questions need programmatic approach; need separate approach for individual project questions that need to be answered

· Interest of this group is really rolling up of individual pieces 
· Want to make sure the upcoming proposal process requests information from project sponsors to answer the questions in the matrix.  Are we missing anything?
· Were the treatments applied appropriately to address the limiting factor? Is this action filling a monitoring need? - Should be in a higher level assessment of conservation actions

· Two tables - individual project versus programmatic level

· Apply criteria against a program

· Please send additional comments on matrix to Tracy.
· Is there missing information?

· Are there any questions that could be deleted without losing the intent of the matrix?

· Are the weights appropriate?
· Recommendations from discussion:
· Determine how to evaluate effectiveness monitoring on a programmatic scale

· Differentiate between looking forward to new projects and what we need to evaluate and compare data, and looking backward to what information we have for existing projects

· All funded effectiveness monitoring should be done in a manner in which the results can be rolled up.
5. Monitoring Strategy (Ken Dzinbal):  There was discussion at the first workshop about design alternatives. Today we would like to get the group’s input on several topics; this will help agenda preparation for a meeting of a smaller group prior to the third workshop. The primary discussion points will center on design element needs from major programs, how much similarity exists between the monitoring requirements of the major programs in the region, and whether we can use those as the starting point for agreement on overall design strategy. We will briefly review and compare the design considerations from these programs:
Salmon Recovery Funding Board (Ken)

NOAA Fisheries (Bruce)

Bonneville Power Administration (Jim)

Others?
We will finish by identifying agenda topics and participants for further small group work prior to the third workshop.
Links:  related background document for effectiveness monitoring; presentation - SRFB info
Discussion:

· WA SRFB - reach scale project effectiveness classes and IMW approaches
· Much of the impetus for SRFB monitoring came from attention from Congress on whether salmon restoration funding was effective
· NOAA - supports habitat effectiveness in a lot of arenas; PCSRF has been successful, maintains habitat restoration funds in PNW

· BPA - mitigation under BiOp; 2003 - specific guidelines for action effectiveness monitoring; modeling key component - feed comprehensive evaluations under BiOp as well as Fish and Wildlife Program directions

· There needs to be a coalescing of protocols/methods

· The timing is good to be discussing alignment

· Separate meeting agenda for a small group discussion before next workshop:

· Similarities between programs 

· Can we get better alignment and linkage between programs?

· What are differences and can they be surmounted?

· Identify specific technical issues

· Result - some sort of product for larger group to review at 3rd workshop
· Participants - Michael Newsom, Nancy Leonard, Ken Dzinbal (lead), Jim Geiselman, Steve Leider, Bruce Crawford, Cyrus Curry, Bill Ehinger?, Phil Roni?, Technical Project Managers?
· A Doodle will be sent out to find a meeting date for a small group to discuss monitoring strategy - UPDATE - Ken D. and Bruce C. will draft a strawman doc to get the effort started.  The document will be routed through the entire WG for review and vetting.
· Recommendations from discussion:  
· Multi-agency programmatic approach to effectiveness monitoring that is based on an approach that evaluates programs based on effectiveness
· Acknowledge where this kind of approach works and where it doesn’t - think about nonreplicable, inherently local projects 

· Identify an additional category for unique projects - ‘special cases’

6. Protocols/Methods:  There was significant interest in developing recommendations that will help the region move toward compatible methods and protocols. The goal for today, similar to the “monitoring strategy” agenda item, is to get the group’s input on several topics; this will help agenda preparation for a meeting of a smaller group prior to the third workshop. Items to discuss today include:

· Example of a topic area (e.g. sediments) and the issues to consider when developing/choosing methods (Tracy Hillman)

· Proposed statement: Having agencies in the region use compatible methods for habitat effectiveness monitoring is an advantage to all

· Do you agree with this statement?

· If we have incompatible methods, what do we do about it?

· If you agree with the statement, what are the steps needed to attain compatible methods?

As with the previous agenda topic, we will finish by identifying agenda topics and participants for further small group work prior to the third workshop.

Discussion:
· Meeting participants agreed with the statement proposed in the agenda (above)
· Value in rolling data up across the region, value in compatible methods

· Advantage to all in the context of project effectiveness monitoring - revise above statement
· Define what compatible is:

· Confidence bounds: precision, bias, signal to noise, etc.

· Same framework, bounds, scale

· Interoperability - ability to share and exchange information

· For different metrics, look at the HLIs they need to support and what is the base level common denominator or minimum standard you need for the metric to roll it up, look at effort and costs

· There are multiple ways of legitimately answering a question, even though they might not roll up with other ways

· Might be okay to collect date in more than one way; perhaps develop several choices of protocols/methods

· Might just get to the point where we can say “this will meet our program goals so it is good enough”; choose an interim method if necessary

· Consider adopting “families” of protocols

· Fully support additional research efforts as they arise; need documentation and validation
· Develop cross walks to help protect historic data
· Funding decisions to help compatibility (don’t fund incompatible projects or require justification why a project wants to proceed without being compatible)

· Compatible versus comparable - what does each look like; just because you come up with the same unit of measure, doesn’t mean that those values between programs can be rolled up.

· Need library for protocols and process for revisions; training

· Efforts are underway to address these issues - PNAMP Protocol Library, Community Forum
· Protocols need to be consistent across S&T and effectiveness monitoring; might need additional methods for S&T monitoring

· Three pieces to help with this effort:

· Jordan document to help with recommendations

· Select project categories, list protocols and discuss recommendations for that set of protocols

· In-stream habitat, Riparian Management, Floodplain management, fish passage (categories from Table 4 of Jennifer’s draft report); water quality and flow   

· Start with one - in-stream habitat

· Draft list of what is necessary to have comparability

· Product will be recommendations to bring to the larger group in the third work session

· Participants (Ken to lead effort)
· SRFB
· PIBO

· AREMP

· USBR - Reach based assessments

· Chris Jordan

· OWEB - Kyle Abrahams, Jeff Rodgers, Cyrus Curry
· Tentative date for session - June 3, contact Ken Dzinbal for more information (ken.dzinbal@rco.wa.gov) 
· Recommendation from discussion: 

· Form regional advisory group (technical committee) - focused on protocols (methods, study design, analysis), technical support for decisions, statistics, etc.

7. Recommendations/considerations for best practices to move toward alignment

· What recommendations can be offered immediately to improve our ability to discover, assess, and move towards alignment of effectiveness monitoring projects?

· What are the barriers to rolling up or consolidating data right now?
· How can we address those barriers? 
Discussion:
· Recap of Recommendations from today:
X = Agreements from the group
· Develop consistent set of limiting factors - cross-walk language between different definitions

· Differentiate between what is meant by IMW and watershed scale monitoring and its relationship to action effectiveness monitoring.
· Differentiate between looking forward to new projects and what we need to evaluate and compare data, and looking backward to what information we have for existing projects
· X All funded effectiveness monitoring should be done in a manner in which the results can be rolled up using a programmatic approach
· Multi-agency programmatic approach to effectiveness monitoring that is based on an approach that evaluates programs based on effectiveness
· X Form regional advisory group (technical committee) - focused on protocols (methods, study design, analysis), technical support for decisions about protocols, statistics, etc.

· Additional comments/recommendations:
· Continue to work on: address overlap of status and trend monitoring versus effectiveness monitoring

· Also a topic for the ISTM project; will be discussed in Wednesday’s PNAMP ISTM meeting
· Parking lot issue for today

· Need discussion about how action effectiveness results will be used

· Process to identify gaps in action effectiveness, IMW monitoring

· Need to synthesize emerging work on power analyses, effects analyses

· Develop list describing where action effectiveness monitoring is occurring - site (reference and control), location information, etc (Parking Lot issue - coordination of monitoring and action implementation; regional coordinators?)

· Ongoing inventory, implementation tracking, project proposal tool

· X Better standard for action effectiveness monitoring metadata - have recommended previously
· X Commitment to continue to develop and maintain the inventory (tied in with metadata piece)

· Need methods and metrics for all monitoring projects

· Consider how hatchery projects fit in

8. Wrap-up/next steps
· Dates for small group discussions to occur prior to next workshop
· Small group 1 - Jacque will send out a Doodle
· Small group 2 - tentatively May 27, 2010
· Third workshop agenda topics
· Monitoring strategy - review proposal from small group

· Protocols/methods - review proposal from small group
· Review list of recommendations from today

· Progress on recommendations for gaps in IMWs (feed into WA workshop)

· Date:

· Mid-July, a Doodle will be sent soon to find a date
Participant List

	FirstName
	LastName
	Agency

	Neil
	Aaland
	Facilitator

	Mike
	Banach
	PSMFC

	Jen
	Bayer
	PNAMP/USGS

	Clint
	Chandler
	Nez Perce Tribe

	Alex
	Conley
	YBFWRB

	Bruce
	Crawford
	NOAA Fisheries

	Cyrus
	Curry
	Data Steward MF John Day

	Ken
	Dzinbal
	WA Forum on Monitoring

	Chris
	Frederiksen
	Yakama Nation

	Jim
	Geiselman
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Bernadette
	Graham Hudson
	Lower Columbia Fish Recover Board

	Craig
	Haskell
	USGS

	Tracy
	Hillman
	BioAnalysts

	Tom
	Iverson
	CBFWA

	Steve
	Leider
	WA Governor's Salmon Recovery Office

	Nancy 
	Leonard
	Northwest Power and Conservation Council

	Miranda
	M?
	Nez Perce Tribe

	Todd
	Maguire
	U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

	Michael
	Newsom
	U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

	Jennifer
	O'Neal
	Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 

	Charlie
	Paulsen
	Paulsen Environmental Research

	Jeff
	Rodgers
	OR Department of Fish & Wildlife

	Jacque
	Schei
	PNAMP/USGS

	Russell
	Scranton
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Joe
	Spinazola
	U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

	Emmit
	Taylor
	Nez Perce Tribe

	Gabriel
	Temple
	WA Department of Fish & Wildlife

	James
	White
	Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board


Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership
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