History of PIT Tag planning effort- Collaboration process (initiated summer 2009)
This document is a running history of meeting notes and key emails that pertain to the PIT tag planning process that was initiated during summer 2009 (compiled by Giorgi).  It starts with meeting notes from the first collaboration meeting that addressed this topic.  The process commenced by addressing Hydro & Estuary RME needs requiring PIT tagged fish.  It will expand to include the other H’s once the framework and course of action is clarified.
--------------------------------------------------

SEPT 21 2009- First Hydro-Estuary PIT planning meeting
Meeting Notes-Hydro PIT Tag Planning Meeting: 21 September, 2009 

Collaboration meeting- Toward developing a regional PIT tagging plan
Mainstem Hydro & Estuary PIT Needs
Attendees: Geiselman, MacDonald, Ward, Giorgi, Newsom, DeHart, Petrosky, Haeseker, Tinus, Wagner, Muir, Eppard, Pinney, Heinith, Dalton, Johnson, Ruff, Leonard, Bellerud, Peven, Paulsen, Faulkner (phone).

Agenda (21 September, 2009)

1. Overview-

a. RME Planning- The Big Picture, NOAA 

b. Action Agency and NPCC perspective (Geiselman & Ruff/Leonard)
c. PIT tag planning process (Giorgi & Ward)

i. Power Point presentation

2. Mainstem-Hydro & Estuary PIT tag RME needs, (estimates of interest, populations, etc.) 
a. BiOp performance standards- Faulkner
b. Action effectiveness monitoring- Corps
c. Critical Uncertainty research- Corps & BPA
d. SMP & CSS- DeHart

e. Estuary RME- Johnson
3.  Hydro Inventory – PIT tag projects, numbers of tags and stock coverage. 

a. Compile information into a standard set of tables.
4. PIT tag information needs- other H’s (management needs and estimates of interest) (Paulsen).
a. Integration of tag use across H’s
5. Guidelines for coordinating tagging, and developing a PIT Plan

a. Scope the product

b. Constructing the plan- Who, how, when?

6. Next steps
Power point presentations- By Bellerud, Ruff, Giorgi, and DeHart will be posted on CBFWA web site.  Please forward those to Ward by 2 October. 

Overview- MacDonald, Geiselman, Bellerud and Ruff described the collaboration RME planning process now in place and how this group will be providing information on PIT tag needs for specific projects to that larger effort.  The ultimate product we are targeting is a regional PIT tag plan that is a component of a broader tagging and marking plan requested by the ISAB. Bellerud had a PowerPoint stressing BiOp PIT needs and the call for a PIT tag plan and Ruff had one for FWP PIT tag needs, regional plan and coordination, which was based on recommendations contained in the ISRP/AB’s recent Tagging Report (2009-1). The BiOp, FWP and HCPs all have directives and activities that use PIT tagged fish.  Many tagged fish can be used for multiple purposes, thus integrating these efforts in a coordinated manner is desirable to ensure the most efficient use of the collective effort, which is one of the overall goals of this effort.  Giorgi and Ward did not review their PowerPoint, since most of the topics were covered by others.  That presentation will be posted with other presentations from the meeting on the CBFWA web page. 
Our goal is to develop a PIT tagging plan, as an element of a more comprehensive regional tagging& marking plan for RME. Toward this end, we need to ensure adequate estimates or indices are being obtained by various agencies, and improve efficiency of using data for multiple purposes by coordinating tagging among user all  H-groups. 

The focus is on the Columbia and Snake River RME needs; tagging needs for Willamette Basin RME are still being formulated.

Mainstem PIT tag needs & tag inventory- Agency representatives described the needs they have for PIT data to support their respective programs.  They also reported numbers of tagged fish used for various RME studies in recent years, or in the near future.  Giorgi and Ward will devise a spreadsheet template to compile all this information into a common format, and then populate it with readily available data and assistance from the agencies and tribes.  This catalog of PIT tag needs by ESU/population for Mainstem hydro-related RME will be melded with information from the tributary and hatchery RME workgroups to construct a region-wide strategy for tagging the needed populations in sufficient numbers to satisfy the collective all-H RME objectives.

Giorgi and Ward walked through a table intended to assemble PIT planning information for Hydro-related RME.  The table identifies those projects using PIT tags, strategies for using tag based information, gaps in tag-based data, recommendations for filling the gaps, and projects that may need to be modified or new ones that will need funding.  The group discussed what type of information was needed, then worked through some examples for the various Snake ESUs on flip charts.  That information is reproduced below, and will be expanded by Giorgi when entered into the table.  He will try and populate cells for other ESUs as well and submit to the group for review and revision.

Guidelines for developing the PIT tag plan- We did not have time to delve into this, but will do so in future meetings.

Next steps:

· Populate hydro Pit tag needs table for all relevant ESUs

· Inventory tag needs in near or long-term (N, population unit) in a spreadsheet.

· Conference call meeting in early October to review products.

· Expand the PIT planning effort by coordination among the other all-H RME work groups (October?).

· Provide PIT input to regional collaboration RME workshop as requested

· Outline a PIT plan, make writing assignments.

Flip Chart Notes/ Discussions:

Snake River Spring Summer Chinook Example: 

BO;
Smolt Survival

Response Unit

· ESU – wild – preferred

· ESU – H+W – adequate 

· Wild tags are about maxed out, However IMW is proposing to increase tag numbers.  Can we really get enough more wild fish to substantively improve the quality of estimates? (Paulsen suggests not, unless maybe a 2-4 fold increase in tag output was possible).  He will be working through some actual calcs on this point.

· Lower Columbia detections are low.  Increased detection capabilities at BON and estuary are needed to really improve quality of estimates in this reach.






Precision Targets

· NOAA would like precision of Snake River ST and YC to be ≥ historical estimates through the Snake.  However, the precision is so good compared to the lower river; we might be able to relax this. 

· Lower Columbia precision is very poor. To improve utility of estimates increase precision.  Practically speaking, PIT detectors in spillways and more PIT trawl effort are the best way to accomplish this.  Charlie will work up some examples

· Need increased precision to improve COMPASS (change in survival relative to base).

GOAL for this group-

· Provide information regarding Hydro PIT needs to info to inform 5-day policy-level collaboration workshop this fall.

· Clearly frame upstream/downstream FCRPS monitoring needs for tag based estimates

· Compile this information by populating the Hydro PIT Table

Identify strategies, information gaps and recommendations-
Snake River Spring Summer Chinook

Smolt Survival monitoring

· Continue existing long-term data series for juvenile reach survival

· Desire use of wild fish, will settle for hatchery/wild combination

· Use tributary tagging to improve mainstem estimates

· Improve Lower Columbia precision by increasing tag numbers and/or detection efficiency.

· Investigate hybrid tag studies if necessary (from NOAA

· Improve detection at dams (spill, etc)

· Improve trawl detection

· Better describe straying, harvest, and tributary monitoring of adults

· Increase ladder detectors

· Investigate use of surrogates

· Resolve tag effects

Smolt Indices

· Continue level of tagging for FTT, abundance, etc.

SARs

· Maintain level of SAR monitoring for history (2%-6%)

· Contribute to VSP criteria

· Assessed delayed effects (transport, in-river; Bonn, LGR)

· Continue in-season SAR

· Spatially represent populations in ESU (proportionate)

Snake River Steelhead

This ESU shared all the information for spring summer Chinook (above) and additional needs specific to this ESU as listed here:

Smolt Survival

· Improve long-term monitoring for hatchery and wild fish.  Tagging efforts over last decade have been deficient.

· Acquire estimates for both “A” and “B” runs to extent possible (for both smolts and adults).

Smolt Indices

· Improve long-term consistent monitoring (H&W) – continue 2009 level of effort

SARs

· Improve level of SAR monitoring for history (2%-6%)

Snake River Fall Chinook

Smolt Survival

· Using the most recent information, explore a study design for estimating smolt survival through FCRPS that may or may not use PIT tags.

· Assess feasibility of year-round detection at select dams to help quantify the % population that are reservoir type.

· Document straying and harvest of adults in the FCRPS.

Smolt Indices

· Maintain opportunistic monitoring at some level consistent with past efforts.

SARs

· Tag W&H components at some adequate level to provide long-term SAR indices.

· Wild may remain at same level as currently in Snake, because Idaho is tagging about everything they get their hands on.

-----------------------------------------------
SEPT 23 2009- EMAIL- Giorgi to JG, KM, DW, cc- TH, CP
Jim- I spoke with Dave today.  We will move forward an start cataloging PIT tag # and esu coverage for Hydro related PIT projects next week.  I will try and develop a template table/form to compile that info and run it by you all Monday.  We have numbers for the Corps in hand for mainstem and estuary.  Dave and I think we can call on the SMP/CSS folks to solidify their PIT use and projected needs. The remaining FWP projects in question I will squeeze out of Fisher's tables.  I think we can do this in a couple of weeks.

Of course the other Population status/VSP, Habitat and Hatchery Evaluation groups will need to quantify and assemble their needs for future evaluations as well.  

Then the task will be to see where overlap, sharing and gaps exist.  But we need the entire mosaic in front of us to see the picture.  What is the time frame for the other work groups to define their PIT needs by population?

All of this will lead to an assessment of infrastructure needs (flat plate detectors, spillway detectors, etc).  limitations therein may restrict PIT use form some purposes.

Al

--------------------------------------------------------------------

SEPT 30 2009 – EMAIL- Giorgi to KM, DW, JG, JR- Summary of phone meeting on 9-30-09

PIT Planning subgroup – phone meeting to update progress toward a PIT plan

Attendees= Giorgi, Ruff, Ward, MacDonald…(Geiselman could not attend)

· Goals & objectives for this PIT planning effort

· We agreed that the goals and objectives expressed in Giorgi’s Power Point (21 Sept meeting) were accurate and driving this process

· GOAL= Develop a PIT tagging plan, as an element of a more comprehensive regional tagging& marking plan for RME

· Ensure adequate estimates or indices are being obtained, in terms of N and the specific populations of interest. 

· Improve efficiency by coordinating tagging among user groups or H-categories.

· Objective 1= Hydro Group Work through the Mainstem/Hydro PIT needs and record decisions.

· Inventory  planned PIT tag effort  for 2010+ 

· Align the effort with management needs.  

· Identify gaps

· Objective 2= Discuss components  and structure of a regional PIT tag plan.

· Objective 3= Discuss who, how and when the plan will be produced (Multi-H effort). 

· Products- Focus on Objective 1

· Strategy Table-Populate the strategy/gaps/recommendations table (used by all sub regional RME workgroups).

· Database- Inventory PIT tag use current and near-term (planned)

· Adopt Giorgi’s database scheme to collate the PIT information for all projects relevant to Hydro RME.

· Incorporate ability to incorporate project info from other H’s.  

· Tasks

· Dave will edit the Strategy table that Giorgi populated and pass to Ruff for editing, then back to Giorgi.

· John Stevenson (BioAnalysts) will construct a preliminary database template for inventorying PIT information, incorporating fields outlined in Giorgi’s 29 September email. 

· Replace tributary with sub-basin (NPCC designations)

· Add Accords to list of funding programs 

· Other

· Set-up phone meeting with broader Hydro-PIT group (Dave will doodle) to 

· review Strategy Table and figure out how to populate the rest of ESUs (MC, LC).

· Discuss the proposed inventory database.

· Proposed Components/fields for PIT inventory database ( I have modified this a bit)

· Research program (FWP, AFEP, Accord, CSS/SMP)

· Project # (actually applying the tags)

· Title of project (abbreviate)

· Primary Application (Hydro monitoring, Hydro CUR or AER, Estuary studies, Hat Eval, Habitat eval, VSP)  

· Secondary application ( “”…………………………””)

· ESU

· Origin (Natural, hatchery, ROR-unknown)

· Hatchery name- if appropriate

· Life stage at release (parr, smolt)

· Basin (SN, UC, MC, LC, EST)

· Sub-basin

· # PIT tags released in 2009

· # PIT tags planned for release in 2010

· # PIT tags planned for release in 2011

· Notes

MEMO (circulated to Multi-H PIT group, not all Hydro members)

To:
PIT Planning Group (Anadromous Salmonids)

From:
Al Giorgi


Sub:
Progress toward a PIT Plan


Date:
October 7, 2009

I think there are a few issues that need discussion and clarification before we move forward much further.  As you may recall we are using the Collaboration-Hydro group (my descriptor) as a launching platform for the PIT tag planning effort.  We had a meeting on 21 Sept that included representation from the Estuary RPA Work Group (Johnson) and hatchery group (Peven).  Tribes and State representatives were in attendance.  Dave Ward and I are coordinators.  Meeting notes have been distributed and I think all of you were cc’d in Dave’s email.

At the meeting some folks were repeatedly asking what we are doing and why.  My PowerPoint from that meeting tried to lay out those issues.   The ISAB calls for a tagging/marking plan, of which PIT tagging would be a component, and the BiOp calls for the formulation of a PIT Plan.    As part of that plan managers have requested that an inventory of recent and planned PIT tagging be provided. Furthermore they request that the numbers of fish tagged in each ESU/population unit be assembled and linked to specific projects, with the intent of fostering coordination among projects. To construct a plan we need a clear blueprint with regard to what information needs to go into the plan.  Neither the BiOp, nor ISAB Tagging Report provides guidance on that matter.  In fact the way I read the report it seemed that the ISAB was rather pleased with how well integrated the major PIT tagging efforts were. 

Geiselman, Ruff, Ward, Bellerud, Jordan, Newsom and Langeslay/Eppard- Please see if I am capturing the thrust of this planning effort, and provide feedback.  Mark this up Memo and send back to me and others referenced in this memo. We can discuss feedback on a conference call. I am calling on you folks as head of your agencies on this PIT planning matter.  I am really looking for high level guidance from the managers here, so we can settle on what these products need to do and look like before we drag the work groups in into the melee.  

The PIT Tagging Plan

The broader and important context for tag inventory information is the PIT tagging Plan. The plan must look well into the future (a decade or more) to provide guidance for the course ahead.   Here are some proposed topics for inclusion in the plan. There are likely more- I need feedback on this.

· Purpose of the PIT Plan.  

· Define objectives and how the plan will be used by managers (who?).
· Component of a larger regional tag/marking plan (ISAB 2009).

· State management needs for improved or expanded PIT-based information and coordination thereof.

·  Rely on BiOp, FWP and Accords for rationale.

· Generally describe strategies for using PIT-based information, as specified in the strategy/gap/recommendation tables.  

· Include and refer to tables for specific details

· Identify information gaps in terms of population coverage or needed estimates, and describe provisions to fill those gaps.

· Assess and Identify new detector infrastructure needs: 
· Map existing detector sites Basin-wide.

· Include streams and new Rocky reach Dam installation, etc. 
· Identify new sites required to accommodate the expanded use of PIT tags in habitat evaluations (tributary and estuary). 
· Assess opportunities to improve detection of tagged fish in the LC, i.e., feasibility of spillway detectors, and increased PIT trawl effort.

· Provide cost estimates and a schedule for the installations.  

· Upgrade PTAGIS to:

·  Accommodate the expansion of new detection sites (stream and spillway detectors, etc.). 
· Revise tag release input information to include a field for project/contract number, as well as other descriptors as identified by the community.
PIT Tag Inventory (based on info in my PowerPoint):

Purpose- The purpose of assembling an inventory of PIT tag information is to determine if fish from particular populations are being tagged in sufficient numbers to acquire estimates of interest requested under the BiOp and the FWP, HCPs Accords, BOR etc..  (This inventory database would be a component of the PIT plan.)

The Objectives are-

· Determine if the population coverage and sample sizes are adequate to satisfy BiOp and FWP needs.

· Facilitate efficient coordination of tag use among assorted investigations (across H’s).

· Scope the magnitude of the collective effort so that opportunities for cost savings (through tag sharing) can be ascertained.

Criteria- Criteria for project inclusion in this inventory are predicated on satisfying the stated objectives.  

Types of projects to be included in the inventory:

· Long term monitoring projects that use PIT tagged fish to index key metrics.  These include projects that conduct status and trend monitoring, performance standard tracking, as well as long-term hatchery and habitat evaluations.

· Relatively short-term research projects that use PIT tagged fish to investigate Critical Uncertainties (CUR).  Examples include transport studies, latent mortality investigations, and Snake River fall Chinook life history studies.

· Short-term action effectiveness research (AER) projects that target localized problems with the intent of evaluating the remedies. 

Projects will not be included if they:

·  Employ double tagged fish (e.g. PIT + JSAT) as part of some unique experimental design.

The greatest opportunity for improving coordination and the shared use of tagged fish probably lies among projects conducting long-term monitoring. Since it is difficult to predict or anticipate the suite of short-term experiments in the future, it will be difficult to factor those into any tagging efficiency scheme that may emerge from the plan. That suite of AER and CUR studies is constantly changing over the years.

_______________________________________________________________________________
EMAIL  Oct 12-   to MacDonald, Geiselman, Ruff, Ward,  From Giorgi
Ken- I think it could be particularly useful if you were there for the afternoon session.  I think Dave and I will be just be getting coordinated in the morning.  I think there is a lot to discuss and resolve.- Al 

Here is my proposed agenda:

· Review PIT Strategy/gap table

· Is the current info acceptable?

· What Project #s do we report, since every upstream project releasing tags is relevant? 

· How (who) do we populate the rest of the table?

· By group

· By select individuals (assign by ESU)

Tag Inventories-

· Review PTAGIS based accounting of tags released in 2009 by geographic location and ESU/MPG.

· Identifies # tags released for each ESU/MPG for 2009 as a reference year

· Provides geographic picture of tag distribution across the region for H and W fish separately.

· Includes all tagged groups in system, AFEP, FWP HCP etc

· Excludes double tagged fish

· Does not align with project based tag inventory, because no project or contract numbers are reported in the PTAGIS release files

· Use to cross check with Project-based tag inventory for 2009

· Review Project-based PIT inventory spreadsheets 

· Goal- plan future PIT tagging effort by project/contract to foster efficient coordination and tag sharing

· Project-based tag accounting for 2009 + projections for 2010+ 

· Digest and reorganize Fisher’s PISCES based table

· Include list of parameters from Giorgi 9/30 email

· Need to add AFEP, HCP and other tagging projects outside of FWP funding

· Adopt a template for all work groups to adopt

· Devise a procedure to populate the Project table, which all work groups will follow

· Distribute partially populated template (Excel) to WG leads for distribution to appropriate members.

· Members will populate and route back to WG leads for review, then back to Giorgi and Ward.

· They (Stevenson) will compile into one database (Access) to facilitate assorted queries by managers.

______________________________________________________________________________

October 13, 2009:  PIT Planning Subgroup meeting to clarify the path forward (Giorgi, Geiselman, Ballerud, Ruff, Ward, Paulsen, MacDonald).

Met at CBFWA.
How to finish populating the Hydro PIT Strategy/Gap Table? (This was initiated at the 21 Sept full group meeting).

1. Giorgi and Ward will populate for remaining SN + UC, and MC =LC ESUs, respectively.

2. Circulate to PIT group members for review and discussion, finalization.

3. Accomplish by 3 November RME Policy meetings.

a. Use to identify Hydro gaps and recommendations to resolve them.
PIT tag inventory - Decisions

· Users, (e.g. FPC, BOR, Corps, etc) will populate the database using the standard Excel form being assembled by CBFWA and BioAnalysts. 

· Finish template by 21 Oct for distribution among users.

· Ward forward to his CBFWA membership 

· Giorgi forward template to AA, NOAA, BOR

· Include PIT infrastructure projects.
· Add combo designations fro RME type descriptors.

· Add Lat. Long columns.

· Link ESU and MPG (only involves listed stocks)

PIT Tag Plan

· Discussed the lack of direction as to the contents for a plan.

· NOAA (Bellerud) will flesh out an outline, then pass to NPCC (Ruff) and CBFWA for input.

· This is a multi-H Plan! Not just hydro focus.

· Outline complete by 1 Nov, so it can be aired at the 3-5 November RME policy meeting. 
