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Developing a Columbia Basin Monitoring Strategy

Sub regional Workshop Process and Sideboards 

For the Sub-Regional Work Shops To Establish a Basin-wide Strategic Plan

GOAL
1. Develop an efficient monitoring framework and project specific implementation strategy for anadromous salmon and steelhead monitoring based on the Viable Salmonid Population (VSP) parameters habitat effectiveness and hatchery effectiveness monitoring within the Columbia River Basin (coordinated with mainstem monitoring) that meets the needs of Recovery Plans, the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) BiOp, Northwest Power and Conservation Council Fish and Wildlife Program and other regional fisheries management objectives.
2. Provide input to the Action Agencies and NOAA Fisheries Fish Population/Tributary, Habitat and Hatchery/Harvest RM&E Work Groups’ (RPA workgroup) recommendations for meeting the FCRPS BiOp’s RM&E needs including suggested alignments or efficiencies with other regional monitoring needs.

3. Prioritize salmon and steelhead population specific monitoring needs. 
4. Confirm inventories of existing regional anadromous fish monitoring work. 
5. Identify potential changes to be made in existing projects to meet regional monitoring needs and identify and prioritize remaining gaps that need to be filled

6. Provide information in a well documented format for use in the 5-day workshop that will produce, based upon the recommendations received, a monitoring framework and project specific implementation strategy for salmon and steelhead.
SIDEBOARDS  

· Scope is limited to anadromous salmonids including both ESA listed and non-listed populations.  Projects monitoring salmon or steelhead that also address lamprey, resident fish, and bull trout will be noted and potentially a given higher value. Wildlife monitoring is not included.
· The strategy must be legal. That is -- the outcome must comply with legal obligations such as under the Power Act, ESA, NEPA, APA, etc.  Also, the strategy must be consistent with entities’ statutory obligations.

· The strategy must be consistent with the Council's Fish & Wildlife Program which includes the FCRPS BiOp and Accord commitments.

· The framework and strategy should support, in-part, recovery planning goals/needs – i.e., it is hoped that a basin-wide monitoring framework would emerge from this process that would guide ESA-recovery monitoring.  Of course the cost of that monitoring will be shared (e.g., some of it will be responsive to BiOp monitoring requirements, some of it is supportive of the F&W Program, some of it will be part of NOAA-negotiated HCPs/HGMPs/etc, states' and tribes' broader monitoring programs, some of the gaps will need to be funded/filled by NOAA, etc.)]
· The monitoring strategy will use the NOAA draft monitoring guidance to the extent practicable.
· Proposed new monitoring projects will be addressed at a later time through a RFP process.
· Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Supplementation Work Group will be considered when developing the monitoring framework and strategy. 
· Discussions will not include hatchery facility specific monitoring such as spawner ratios, disease, and other monitoring specific to an HGMP.
· Habitat effectiveness discussions will focus on Action Agency funded projects and FCRPS BiOp needs due to the difficulty in obtaining a complete inventory of all ongoing habitat effectiveness monitoring in time for these workshops.

· The strategy must be implementable (e.g., within BPA's contracting process where applicable);

· The strategy must respect previous Accord agreements, though outcomes from this process could involve recommendations for changes in some Accord M&E projects to better meet current monitoring gaps for the FCRPS BiOp. Any suggested changes to Accord projects will need to be agreed -upon by the Accord party.
· Discussion will consider main-stem hydro and harvest monitoring but be restricted to how coordination between tributary and main-stem monitoring fish tagging can improve efficiency of tag use for tributary monitoring for VSP, Habitat, and Hatchery.

WORKSHOP TASKS AND OUTPUTS
A. For each population, verify the current anadromous salmonid monitoring projects listed in the inventory tables for VSP, habitat and hatchery effectiveness monitoring, and the Comparison Table (tables available at www.cbfwa.org/ams).The VSP and hatchery effectiveness inventory should identify monitoring projects from all funding sources. Also please identify if the project is important for other fish species monitoring. 
Output A. Updated and Verified Comparison Table 
B. Verify or agree on population specific monitoring needs and strategies for VSP, hatchery effectiveness and habitat effectiveness and document within the Comparison Table based on:
a. Recovery Plan or draft recovery plan monitoring  guidance
b. The draft NOAA monitoring guidance
c. FCRPS BiOp RM&E RPA needs

d. NPCC monitoring objectives 
Output B - Verify or agree on monitoring strategies or design for each population that addresses VSP hatchery effectiveness and habitat effectiveness within the sideboards and as expressed in the verified Comparison Table. (Output A)  Verification of RPA workgroup recommendations.
C. Identify GAPS between A & B 
Output C –Further update the Comparison Tables that clearly identifies GAPS and come to agreement on the priority GAPS that will addressed during the development of alternative monitoring strategies

D. Develop three alternative integrated monitoring strategies specific to your regional fish population monitoring needs :

a. Alternative 1:Increased Efficiencies under Existing Level of Funding (includes the additional BPA FCRPS BiOp placeholder funding ($18 million minus amount already allocated)
- Develop an efficient, ESU-scale, integrated monitoring strategy to fill GAPS based on   current project funding. This alternative aims to fill the GAPS through increased efficiencies under the existing projects plus incorporating the BPA FCRPS BiOp placeholder funds by:

i. Re-structuring current projects such as modifying scope,
ii. Work with Accord parties to focus/modify scope of some of the new projects to address BiOp GAPS, 
iii. Eliminating redundancies by coordinating among projects,
iv. Eliminating projects that do not meet the sideboards above and that are not critical for other monitoring needs. Identify consequences associated with elimination of projects. 

v. Applying unallocated BPA FCRPS BiOp funding, placeholder funding. to expansion of existing projects or for development of new projects through NPCC RFP process.
vi. Identify any cost savings resulting from changes to existing projects, such as combining projects to reduce overhead cost, which can be used to address gaps - hence resulting in a net zero budget change.
vii. Identify consequences of GAPS that cannot be addressed given this budget limitation.
viii. Identify non-BPA funded projects that are contributing to implementing the strategy. This will assist in focusing BPA funds to other aspects of the monitoring strategy currently not funded by any other entity.
b. Alternative 2: Increased Efficiencies and Increased Regional Funding
- Develop an efficient ESU-scale strategy using Alternative 1, but allow for new projects funded from additional regional funding to cover costs needed to fill remaining GAPS not covered under Alternative 1.
i. Clearly Identify benefits of implementing the strategy proposed under Alternative 2 compared to Alternative 1
c. Alternative 3: Increased Efficiencies and Reduced RM&E Funding
- Develop an efficient ESU-scale monitoring strategy based on Alternative 1 from above less 10% of the current BPA funding.
i. Clearly Identify consequences of implementing Alternative 3 compared to Alternative 1
Output D – Three alternative ESU monitoring scenarios with prioritized projects 
DECISION MAKING

Sub-Regional decisions will be made based upon a consensus approach between the fish managers and funding entities (such as BPA, PUDS).  When a consensus cannot be reached a vote using Roberts Rules of Order will be used and a minority opinion will be reported with the conclusions. Each fish management agency and funding entity will have one designated voting representative although other personnel may be participating.
