OUTLINE

MERR and WMIS comparisons
Draft version:  02/8/10
INTRODUCTION    (Below comments associated with 1/13/10 MERR draft)
· (Addressed in MERR) Begin with brief background on Federal Columbia River Power System; NW Power Act; loss assessments; NPCC Program Objectives, wildlife mitigation strategies to date.
· Include (or paraphrase and cite;  we want to develop the background for why species monitoring is appropriate but I think we want to be careful not to come across as lecturing the Council on what their Program says) specific language from the Act and Program that discuss species response (Briefly addressed under Expectations section, bullet #6; page 6 “Track the status and trends of priority species…” )  (also as background for ecological approach should we reference the Scientific Principles?) such as 

· (Below areas generally addressed in MERR) (Program page 2) “The Act directs the Council to develop a program to ‘protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife, …affected…

· (Program page 6) “The vision for this Program is a Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, productive and diverse community of fish and wildlife, mitigating across the basin for the adverse effects to fish and wildlife caused by the development and operation of the hydrosystem”
· (Program page 7) Planning assumption - Habitat –“This is a habitat-based Program. The Program aims to rebuild healthy, naturally producing fish and wildlife populations by protecting, mitigating, and restoring habitats and the biological systems within them

· (Program page 12) Basin-level Biological Objectives Wildlife losses Bullet 5 - “Monitor and evaluate habitat and species responses to mitigation actions”
· (Not addressed in MERR)Very very brief description of HEP to develop loss assessments , ledger and BPA crediting (refer to below mentioned HEP issues in “Wildlife monitoring strategy” section)
· (Refer to Figure 1; page 5 and footnote on page 12) Role of Subasin Plans and State Conservation Strategies in establishing priority habitats and focal species (I placed this after HEP since the subbasin plans and conservation strategies came after loss assessments)
· Wildlife projects have specific management plans to help implement the subbasin plans and conservation strategies

· The wildlife monitoring strategy for the NPCC Fish and Wildlife Program provides the basic outline for monitoring the wildlife projects implemented under the NPCC Fish and Wildlife Program.(Point worth developing/incorporate in MERR?) Project specific monitoring plans will be developed consistent with this overall strategy and be included within the project management plans
· (Addressed in MERR)Importance of consistent monitoring, evaluation and reporting to compare results and inform evaluation and reporting at various scales; project scale, broader scale needs such as State Conservation strategies and the Council Basin-wide (HLI) reporting needs
· (Somewhat addressed in MERR, could be emphasized)Data management – consistent, comparable and accessible data is needed to support consistent evaluation and reporting across jurisdictional boundaries
· (Addressed in MERR; page 19 and page 20 Table1)Review of 2006, 2007 ISRP Retrospective Reports wildlife recommendations including definitions of [definitions below are from ISRP 2007-1]
· Baseline Monitoring  - Characterizes the existing biota, chemical, or physical conditions for planning or future comparisons
· Status Monitoring - Characterizes the condition (spatial variability) of physical or biological attributes across a given area
· Trend Monitoring - Determines changes in biota or conditions over time
· Implementation (administrative, compliance) - Determines if project was implemented over time. [For the wildlife strategy implementation monitoring refers to a specific management action]
· Effectiveness Monitoring - Determines if actions had desired effects on watershed, physical processes, or habitat.
· Validation Monitoring (research, sometimes considered part of effectiveness) – Evaluates whether the hypothesized cause and effect relationship between restoration action and response (physical or biological) were correct. [For the wildlife framework validation monitoring is not expected to occur on all project areas. Validation monitoring proposals will be evaluated on an individual project basis]
WILDLIFE MONITORING STRATEGY 

· (Not addressed in MERR)Transition from HEP (for monitoring) to ecologically-based monitoring and assessment
· Brief overview of the HEP program, relationship to crediting and monitoring

· Brief summary of HEP [from above.] Include limitations of HEP for monitoring species (cite white papers) 

· HEP is the preferred accounting method (Program page 21)’the Council continues to endorse HEP as the preferred unit of measurement for mitigation accounting and…as the preferred method for estimating habitat units lost and acquired”

· Species information not collected (Cite ISRP comments)

· HEP species and HSI are not necessarily the current priority habitats or focal species 
· HEP survey data can be a valuable source of information for monitoring

· Long-term, consistent data set over all (most all?) the NPCC program projects
· HEP surveys will continue into foreseeable future. Use of the survey data with some project level adjustments to better monitor noxious weeds, wildlife species, and  other project specific information may be a cost effective consideration

· (Addressed in MERR; Monitoring approach page 17-23)Monitoring must contribute to assessments and reporting at multiple scales from the project to the Basin 
· Information at the project scale informs management actions 
· Project scale information can support evaluation of state conservation strategy evaluations, other management plans or population assessments (i.e. breeding bird surveys) above the project scale.
· (Somewhat addressed in MERR; Refer to Figure 1; page 5; footnote on page 12)Where appropriate, complement and maintain consistency with State/Tribal Conservation Strategies and subbasin plans
· (Addressed in MERR)Track trends in ecological function and species’ response (fish species emphasized throughout MERR; e.g., page 7 final bullet). The characteristics of desired ecological function and species response should be described in the project management plan within the context of a broader strategy such as the subbasin plan or state conservation strategy
· Base monitoring upon ecological objectives described in management and subbasin plans
· (Addressed in MERR; pages 17-23)Provide data to assess the effectiveness of management (adaptive management)

· Project data summaries should link to region-wide databases

· Compatible protocols should be developed and used

· Note compatible does not mean to suggest everyone will use the exact same protocols. Consistency in evaluation and reporting is important. Compatible protocols means the protocol should support consistent analysis and reporting so results can be comparable across jurisdictional boundaries

· (Not addressed in MERR)Use of reference sites

· Help establish objectives or desired conditions

· Help discern habitat changes that may be due factors outside management control such as climate change

· (Addressed repeatedly in MERR)Must be cost effective, utilizing existing funding and programs to the extent possible or existing programs could be modified to better fit within the strategy
· Brief discussion of HEP (very brief since discussed above, UMEP and NHI?)(see above HEP note)
PROGRAMMATIC WILDLIFE MONITORING QUESTIONS (WAC discussion – Which bullets should/could be incorporated into MERR; page 11 questions and/or “Implementation Strategy” – see ***NOTE***) 
· What are the baseline ecological conditions of the site?

· Are habitat conditions contributing to State Conservation Strategies and/or broader Tribal goals/objectives

· Are the wildlife projects at or trending towards the desired ecological condition 

· Desired ecological or habitat conditions are described in the management plan within the context of the subbasin plan and/or other broader management strategy. 
· What is the status of specific limiting factors affecting ecological/habitat or species objectives

· Are the wildlife habitat management treatments effective?

· For the wildlife strategy effectiveness monitoring can occur at two scales;

· Effectiveness of the management plan at attaining project objectives (including species objectives); evaluate whether objectives may need to be changed due to bio-physical constraints outside management control. Under the wildlife strategy effectiveness of implementing the management plan to meet project objectives will be assessed on all projects
· Effectiveness of a specific management action to attain a specific habitat or species objective. Under the wildlife strategy all actions should have a minimum level of effectiveness monitoring to help guide adaptive management. The intensity of action effectiveness monitoring however will depend on the scale of treatment and the importance of the action to meet the management plan objectives and the expected certainty of the results. For example closing a road to vehicle access to prevent human disturbance (specific objective) by installing a gate (action) may only require a low intensity of monitoring. Implementing an experimental or large-scale weed management treatment may justify a more rigorous monitoring approach.
· How many habitat units does each wildlife mitigation project provide?

· How are wildlife species and habitats responding to FCRPS mitigation actions?

· What is the status of focal species and habitat relationships (since we have not used the term habitat relationship before should we stick with ecological condition or integrity?) as described in project management plans?
· Management plan objectives may guide monitoring towards a specific focal species such sage grouse; a group (guild a better term?) of species such as neotropical migrants, be community based, or a combination of above
CONSISTENT REPORTING (Multiple Scales) (Part of “Implementation Strategy” to be discussed by WAC – refer to ***NOTE***) 
· Project level reporting to inform adaptive management should include:

· Trends in ecological objectives and/or Desired Future Conditions established in the management plans

· Trends in wildlife species response established in management plans

· Specific Action Effectiveness where appropriate

· Credited project HUs?

· Provincial level reporting should include:

· Number of habitat communities meeting ecological objectives and/or Desired Future Conditions

· Status of ecological conditions and/or Desired Future Conditions of habitat and wildlife communities within the province

· Basin level reporting should include:

· Council HLIs

· Annual Total minimum estimated and credited Habitat Unit (HU) acquired summed across all key species and dams
· Cumulative HU to-date summed across all key species and dams
· Proposed New – Cumulative acres of cover types summed from cover types across all key species and dams
· Proposed New – Wildlife response by cover type/DFC/Priority habitats and/or species (to be discussed)
· Total projects meeting ecological objectives and/or Desired Future Conditions in Basin

· HUs credited, outstanding by facility (possible delete and use Council HLI as above)
***NOTE***

Page 15 Wildlife species and habitat characteristics:  An Excel worksheet is being developed (for WAC discussion and will be sent prior to WAC meeting on the 16th). 
WAC discussion needed (i.e., scheduling) for below MERR excerpt (pages 28-29) 

…These components consist of Implementation Strategy specific:

1. Management Questions; 

2. Indicators and Performance Standards; 

3. Prioritization Criteria;

4. Research Needs;

· Priorities
· Standards for Data Quality (precision and accuracy); 

· Standards for Metrics and Protocols;

· Preferred Study Designs and Statistical Analysis;

5. Monitoring Needs;

· Priorities 

· Standards for Data Quality (precision and accuracy); 

· Standards for Metrics and Protocols;

· Preferred Study Designs and Statistical Analysis;

6. Data Management, Data Sharing and Reporting.

The details required for completing the Implementation Strategies will be developed through a process initiated following adoption of this MERR Plan and its Implementation Framework in collaboration with ISAB, ISRP, and regional partners, with the anticipated end-date of 2011. 
H:\WORK\WAC\2010_0216\MERR_and_WMIS_Comparisons_8Feb2010.doc
PAGE  
5

