CSMEP Handout for CBFWA Winter Members’ Meeting (Feb 23/06)

The following material is extracted from the recent CSMEP proposal for fy07-09, focusing on the issue of RME coordination.  The complete CSMEP proposal is available from the CBFWA website. 
A. Overview 
The Collaborative Systemwide Monitoring and Evaluation Project (CSMEP) is a coordinated multi-agency effort to improve the quality and consistency of fish population and habitat data to answer key monitoring and evaluation (M&E) questions relevant to major decisions in the Columbia River Basin. CSMEP has made considerable progress in improving access to subbasin data as well as in the collaborative design of improved M&E methods. Data work products include metadata inventories of fish data for subbasins in Washington, Oregon and Idaho, rigorous assessments of the strengths and weaknesses of these data for addressing key questions about fish populations, and web-accessible databases for both the metadata and assessments.  Design work products have been developed through a rigorous Data Quality Objectives process. This process has generated sampling, response and evaluation designs which improve the reliability of management decisions related to the status and trends of fish populations and to the evaluation of the effectiveness of habitat, harvest, hatchery and hydrosystem recovery actions, building on the subbasin data assessments. CSMEP’s design work to date has focused on a pilot project for Idaho’s Snake River Basin, which has fed into both the NOAA-F/BPA Salmon River Basin Pilot Study and the Lemhi River HCP. CSMEP is evaluating the tradeoffs associated with alternative designs for the Snake Pilot, and proposes additional pilot projects in Oregon and Washington, catalyzing implementation of improved M&E throughout the Columbia Basin.  CSMEP and StreamNet will continue metadata inventories for additional Columbia River subbbasins, using these results to test the applicability of pilot project monitoring designs to salmon, steelhead, bull trout and other resident fish species of concern. CSMEP will continue to collaborate with PNAMP and other RME entities to ensure that CSMEP’s analytical expertise is effectively utilized within ongoing monitoring programs.

D. Relationship of CSMEP to other projects 

CSMEP has worked very closely with StreamNet on data inventory and data management issues, and several of the work elements we describe in section F depend on funding for StreamNet from a separate contract (Table F1). CSMEP has also coordinated closely with the State of Salmon initiative to inventory salmon data sets across the Pacific Rim, encouraging them to build on the inventory work that CSMEP has completed.

Subbasin Planning

Subbasin plans developed for the NWPCC Fish and Wildlife Program vary widely in the scope of their aquatic research, monitoring and evaluation (RM&E) components. Many subbasin plans have concentrated on a ‘bottom-up’ approach, in accordance with the initiative provided in the Technical Guidance for Subbasin Planners (NWPCC 2001) which treats M&E largely at the project scale e.g., in support of individual habitat projects. However, a number of the subbasin plans have moved beyond this (e.g. Salmon, John Day, Grande Ronde, etc.) and are taking a more ‘top-down’ approach to coordinate RM&E efforts at the regional or programmatic level. These plans have recognized that ‘bottom-up’ M&E undertaken within the subbasins will have a higher likelihood of generating meaningful results if they reflect regional scale M&E strategies. This is more consistent with the current NWPCC guidance to move M&E from project to regional and programmatic scales.

Approaches being developed within the federal pilot projects and a suite of comprehensive state and tribal monitoring initiatives allow broader integration and synthesis of M&E information. General guidelines required to develop this ‘top-down’ RM&E framework are evolving through the Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership (PNAMP). CSMEP is working with PNAMP to resolve the multitude of technical design elements required to make this framework a reality, and allow effective integration of subbasin plan monitoring into the broader regional framework. CSMEP’s ongoing Snake Basin Pilot Project overlaps with five Columbia subbasins (Salmon, Grande Ronde, Imnaha, Asotin and Clearwater), providing an initial test opportunity to employ information from existing subbasin plans to help develop broader integrated M&E designs for Status & Trends and 4 H effectiveness monitoring across multiple subbasins.

NOAA Fisheries and Action Agencies Pilot RME Projects

CSMEP participants include many key individuals involved in planning/coordination of the Wenatchee, John Day and Upper Salmon federal Pilot Projects. These individuals are providing insights from development and implementation of these pilot projects that directly affect CSMEP M&E designs. The Wenatchee Pilot Project is an experimental application of the Upper Columbia Monitoring Strategy that provides CSMEP analysts a working example of an integrated status/trends and effectiveness monitoring program at the subbasin scale. The Wenatchee pilot is providing opportunities to determine the most powerful indicators for effectiveness monitoring at a range of spatial and temporal scales, as well as representing a real-world example of use of EMAP designs for status and trends monitoring (i.e., interaction between the theoretical and the field application). The John Day Pilot Project provides an opportunity to explore alternative statistical designs for effectiveness monitoring and is a unique testing ground for the use of remote sensed approaches (e.g. GIS analyses employing FLIR, LIDAR, TMDL models, etc.) to monitor habitat changes at multiple spatial scales resulting from mitigation actions. The Upper Salmon Pilot Project (to which CSMEP has been directly contributing) provides an opportunity to explore approaches for both status and trends monitoring (SF Salmon River) and effectiveness monitoring (Lemhi River).  The SF Salmon work is not only exploring different methods and designs for status/trends monitoring but is also exploring how to integrate M&E programs across species, across agencies, and across monitoring tiers. The effectiveness monitoring in the Lemhi is intended to inform how monitoring data collected across subbasin restoration projects can best be linked into adaptive management planning. 

PNAMP and the Federal RME Program

In the last four years an increasing number of entities have become engaged in work related to monitoring and evaluation. Hence, definition of CSMEP’s niche, as distinct from such entities as PNAMP and the Federal RME Plan, is very important to avoid confusion or duplication of effort. Table D1 outlines the various policy, programmatic and technical roles involved in developing and implementing monitoring programs. CSMEP operates entirely in the technical domain, but interacting with programmatic and occasionally policy levels. By contrast, the Federal RME Program and PNAMP have decision making authority at both the policy and programmatic levels. The PNAMP charter offers a tremendous opportunity for distributing CSMEP work products, and obtaining interagency buy-in across the Pacific Northwest for consistent and effective monitoring.

Federal RME and PNAMP scientists also work on technical products (e.g. PNAMP review of fish monitoring protocols, tests of habitat monitoring protocols, watershed condition work). The participating and charter entities in PNAMP have a strong interest in land management (Figure D1), and have therefore taken the lead on habitat monitoring technical work, whereas CSMEP has focused on fish monitoring. While the overarching goals of PNAMP and CSMEP are similar (Table D2), there are considerable differences in the work elements and products incorporated into annual and quarterly work plans. To avoid duplication of effort, all of CSMEP’s proposals and work plans, including this proposal, are closely coordinated with PNAMP and the Federal RME Plan. Methods of coordination include: overlapping membership of technical fisheries scientists across the three entities; coordinated development of quarterly work plans; annual workshops for presentation of results; and joint technical meetings. These 4 steps ensure no duplication of effort in work products, despite an obvious and healthy overlap in goals. All of these groups are working towards grappling with the challenges outlined in Table b1; there’s more than enough work to go around.

Table D.1 Definition of policy, programmatic and technical roles in developing and implementing monitoring programs. The second row lists examples of entities fulfilling each of these roles (not comprehensive). CSMEP is focused on the tasks in the technical column, as well as interactions with programmatic entities. The roles and tasks are not listed in order of priority. Source: Adapted from CSMEP FY04 Work Plan. 

	Policy / Leadership
	(
	Programmatic
	(
	Technical

	PNAMP Executives; Federal RME Program; WA Governor’s Forum on Monitoring; Senior Policy Levels of federal, state, and tribal fish and wildlife agencies; Northwest Power and Conservation Council 
	(
	Program managers within federal, state and tribal fish and wildlife agencies, including PNAMP agencies, Federal RME Program
	(
	CSMEP fish biometricians and scientists within federal, state and tribal fish and wildlife agencies; PNAMP, federal, state and tribal scientists

	· Identify and prioritize management decisions and associated information needs.

· Make well-informed decisions about M&E issues, acting within purview of each agency, but with knowledge of all entities’ needs) 

· Do reality check on what is achievable/realistic; scope 

· Set goals driven by outcomes (not too proscriptive).

· Assure consistency in methods used to evaluate success of M&E

· Identify and secure appropriate sources of funding.

· Perform conflict resolution and make final decision for issues elevated from programmatic level.

· Formalize/endorse programmatic level agreements.

· Oversee timely management of programmatic group’s deliverables

· Ensure implementation of accepted sampling designs and monitoring protocols, maximizing consistency while recognizing agency jurisdictions
	(
	· Provide guidance on management priorities to technical level based on dialogue with policy level

· Select and implement preferred sampling designs and monitoring protocols based on technical level evaluations of options.

· Define population management units and scales of interest for monitoring information.

· Identify RME issues requiring management decisions, e.g.

· Performance metrics

· Action effectiveness hypotheses

· Critical uncertainties to be evaluated

· Assess ongoing work for gaps.

· Define options for scope/resource management.

· Do project management.

· Establish peer review protocol.


	(
	1. Coordinate with other M&E programmatic and technical entities.

2. Catalog existing work.

3. Make datasets available to others.

4. Assess strengths and weaknesses of existing data.

5. Explore and evaluate improved monitoring protocols and sampling designs for consideration at Programmatic Level.

6. Implement sampling design and collect data following Programmatic Level approval.

7. Evaluate monitoring program results; perform data analyses for programmatic team interpretation 


Figure D1. Relationship of CSMEP to PNAMP partner agencies. 


Table D2. Comparison of PNAMP, CSMEP, and FRMEP. Differentiation of M&E niches occurs through development of distinct work plans and products. 

	Attribute
	Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership (PNAMP)
	Collaborative Systemwide Monitoring and Evaluation Project (CSMEP)
	Federal RME Plan (FRMEP)

	Foundation of Initiative
	Federal Caucus RME Coordination needs and a request by Governors of WA, OR, ID, and Montana to develop a regionally coordinated monitoring system. Prior AREMP effort under the North-west Forest Plan for monitoring on Federal lands.
	Response to NMFS/USFWS document (Feb 2002) describing needs for M&E. Recommended for funding by ISRP, NWPCC, CBFWA, BPA for FY04-f06 under Mainstem/Systemwide Solicitation.
	Federal Caucus All-H Salmon Recovery Strategy and  NOAA 2000 Biological Opinion on FCRPS (Being updated in 2006 to include Recovery Plan RM&E, 2004 FCRPS BiOp and Remand Process)



	Geographic Scope & Species / Habitats
	Northern CA, WA, OR, ID

All fish species?
	Columbia Basin

FY04-06: Salmon, steelhead, bull trout FY07-09: Salmon, steelhead, bull trout and other resident fish species of concern
	Columbia Basin

Salmon and steelhead (2006 update to include bull trout)

	Composition
	Scientists, managers and executives within USFS, BLM, NWPCC, FRMEP, WA SRFB, OWEB, CA NW Forest Plan Monitoring Program, CSMEP, BOR, EPA , PCSRF, NED
	Scientists within CBFWA, WDFW, IDFG, ODFW, NOAA, USFWS, CRITFC, Yakama, Colville, Nez Perce, BPA, StreamNet; ESSA, Eco Logical Research, Quantitative Consultants, PER, KWA. 
	Scientists, managers, and executives within the Federal Caucus including NOAA, USFWS, USFS, BLM, EPA and Action Agencies (BPA, BOR, A COE), and technical consultants

	Primary  Goals
	Coordinate and improve consistency of approaches and protocols used by member entities for monitoring watershed condition, fish populations and project effectiveness. Share advances in M&E among member entities, and promote adoption of improved M&E methods to inform resource management decisions. 
	Thorough inventory and assessment of existing fish monitoring data.  Rigorous development of M&E designs to improve fish monitoring information for important regional decisions on 4 H’s and ESA listings. Coordination with PNAMP and other entities to encourage implementation of these designs.
	Development and implementation of Federal Caucus Agency RM&E programs that support Columbia Basin Salmon and Bull Trout Recovery and FCRPS Biological Opinions.  Includes regional coordination and integration with other federal, state and tribal monitoring programs. 

	Organizational obligations
	Open participation, non-binding commitment to coordinate
	Funded entities agree to complete tasks developed in annual and quarterly work plans. Implementation of developed M&E designs by member organizations is voluntary.
	Statutory mandates of Federal Caucus Agencies.  All-H Salmon Recovery MOU. 

	Policy Level Responsibilities
	Executive partners provide policy direction and support to PNAMP through the Steering Committee
	No policy responsibilities. But get policy makers required input to M&E designs (e.g. relative importance of different species, questions, scales; risk tolerance; cost)
	Decide on scope and funding of Federal Caucus M&E needs.

	Programmatic Level Responsibilities
	Develop and Maintain a coordination and management structure for PNAMP 

Coordinate peer review of PNAMP technical products. 

Provide Executives with coordinated programmatic approaches that integrate watershed and fish monitoring, action effectiveness monitoring, and data management.

Select and implement preferred sampling designs and monitoring protocols in the fresh water aquatic environment. 

Coordinate regional efforts in watershed status/trend monitoring, effectiveness monitoring and data management. 
	No programmatic responsibilities.  But present M&E designs for consideration and feedback to Programmatic Levels in PNAMP and CSMEP entities.
	Measure progress toward recovery of ESA-listed anadromous fish populations.

Identify and prioritize actions that are the most effective towards meeting fish population performance objectives.  

Implement RME identified in the Federal Caucus RME Plan which includes Federal Recovery Plan needs, the Action Agencies Annual Implementation Plans under the FCRPS BiOp, and other Federal Agency BiOps.



	Coordination of  Technical Responsibilities
	Methods of coordination include: overlapping membership of technical fisheries scientists across the three entities; coordinated development of quarterly work plans; annual workshops for presentation of results; and joint technical meetings. These 4 steps ensure no duplication of effort in work products, despite an obvious overlap in goals. 

	Technical Level Responsibilities
	Coarse scale inventories of existing watershed and fish population monitoring. 

Develop and adopt a standardized set of reporting metrics, monitoring protocols and sampling designs to assess watershed condition and fish population status and trends  

Develop standardized regional fish population monitoring efforts  

Develop and adopt a standardized set of fish population metrics and compatible protocols for sampling designs and data collection 

Develop and implement pilot projects for testing monitoring approaches.
	Detailed inventory of existing fish monitoring data; metadata available on Internet. 

Assess strengths and weaknesses of existing data for answering key questions related to major decisions; 

Develop improved M&E designs for making important decisions, building on strengths of existing M&E and results of ongoing pilot projects; 

Systematic evaluation of alternative M&E designs across multiple objectives, species and scales

Implement sampling and collect data following Programmatic approval;

Evaluate monitoring program results and perform data analyses for programmatic levels.
	Develop alternative M&E designs and coordinated programs for meeting Federal Caucus RME responsibilities including tributary monitoring, habitat action effectiveness, hydro action effectiveness, and data management.


E. CSMEP Project history (Oct 2003 to Dec 2005) 

CSMEP was originally numbered as 35033 when first proposed in 2002, and is now numbered as 200303600. The table below outlines past budgeted and actual expenditures. Underspending in FY2004 was due to lags in hiring staff, as funding was only approved in September 2003.  

	Fiscal Year
	Budgeted Amount
	Amount Actually Spent

	FY 2004
	$968,802
	$675,904

	FY 2005
	$968,802
	$931,6278

	FY 2006
	$968,802
	- in progress -


CSMEP is focused on the issue of systemwide monitoring and evaluation of fish status, addressing requirements of NOAA-F and USFWS biological opinions and recovery plans as well as the NWPCC Fish and Wildlife Program. This has involved an integrated, collaborative effort by fisheries scientists and biometricians within CSMEP to fulfill seven objectives:

1. Interact with federal, state and tribal programmatic and technical entities responsible for monitoring and evaluation of fish and wildlife, to ensure that quarterly work plans developed and executed under this project are well integrated with ongoing work by these entities.

2. Collaboratively inventory existing monitoring data that bear on the problem of evaluating the status and trend of salmon, steelhead, bull trout and other species of regional importance across the Columbia Basin, including the Okanagan Basin in Canada.

3. Work with existing entities (e.g. StreamNet, NOAA Fisheries, NWPCC) to make a subset of existing monitoring data available through the Internet, recognizing the continuing evolution of data management in the Columbia Basin.

4. Critically assess the strengths and weaknesses of existing monitoring data and associated evaluation methods for answering key questions at various spatial scales concerning the state of ecosystems and fish habitat, as well as fish distributions, stock status and responses to management actions.

5. Collaboratively design improved monitoring and evaluation methods that will fill information gaps and provide better answers to these questions in the future, by providing state and tribal fish agency participation and work products for multi-agency development of regionally coordinated monitoring programs.

6. Coordinate state and tribal participation and work products for regionally coordinated, multi-agency implementation of pilot projects or large scale monitoring programs.

7. Participate in regional forums to evaluate new monitoring program results, assess new ability to answer key questions, propose revisions to monitoring approaches, and coordinate proposed changes with regional monitoring programs.

Progress on each of these seven objectives is described below:

E1. Objective 1: Communicate and coordinate monitoring and evaluation activities

Since project initiation CSMEP participants have collaboratively developed work plans in close consultation with other programmatic and technical entities to ensure that analyses and monitoring designs explored as part of the project are consistent with the overarching objectives of Columbia Basin monitoring agencies. The document “Relationship of the CBFWA collaborative system-wide monitoring and evaluation project to other research, monitoring and evaluation and data management efforts in the Columbia Basin” outlines CSMEP’s nested role.  Table E.1 provides a summary of CSMEP interactions with agency representatives throughout FY 2004 and FY 2005. CSMEP representatives have also regularly participated in PNAMP meetings and workshops and a number of CSMEP participants are also PNAMP members. CSMEP also includes members of the bull trout Recovery Monitoring and Evaluation Group (RMEG) (see presentation and 5 page summary of RMEG activities), which ensures development of consistent monitoring approaches for this listed species. CSMEP/PNAMP have initiated planning for a shared workshop early in FY 2006 among four of the key monitoring groups in the Basin: PNAMP, CSMEP, Federal RME program, and NED to further clarify M&E niches across the groups. 

CSMEP gave a presentation at the NWPCC Council meeting in June, 2005 and received Council feedback on CSMEP’s ongoing process. CSMEP also convened a workshop in Bonneville in July 2005 to present CSMEP’s analytical results to date and solicit input from invited agency managers. A summary report of this July 2005 workshop is provided on the CSMEP website. CSMEP has developed a survey form that can be used to consistently identify the key monitoring questions (across species and spatial scales) of most relevance to different regulatory agencies. CSMEP was discussed at the August 30, 2005 MAG meeting and completion of this survey was assigned to group members as an agenda item. CSMEP has refined the questionnaire since that time and is pursuing completion of this matrix by agency managers and PNAMP members as a key item in FY 2006. Responses to date for the CSMEP Survey of Monitoring Questions are available on the CSMEP Website. The results of this questionnaire will help reshape as necessary CSMEP inventory and design efforts over FY 2006. 
In FY 2006 CSMEP will further integrate with federal, state and tribal programmatic and technical entities responsible for monitoring of fish and wildlife in the Columbia Basin.  CSMEP quarterly workplans will be developed in conjunction with BPA and PNAMP representatives to ensure that CSMEP analyses synchronize with, supplement and support broader regional RME needs. CSMEP products will be provided to the ISAB for review.

Table E.1.
CSMEP programmatic and technical interactions in FY 2004 & 2005.

	Entity
	Purpose of Interaction

	Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership (PNAMP) 
	Explain CSMEP tasks, continue to refine project / program descriptions, harmonize PNAMP and CSMEP workplans. Use PNAMP as conduit to get programmatic support from above for various agencies’ staff (e.g. BLM, USFS, DEQ, EPA) to assist StreamNet staff with Task 2

	AREMP; PIBO; OWEB
	Explain CSMEP tasks; more clearly define CSMEP’s role in fish habitat monitoring; obtain information on habitat monitoring for integration with our Snake Basin pilot designs

	EMAP (ODFW); 
EPA EMAP (Corvallis)
	Explain CSMEP; clarify exactly what they’re doing; get inventory and design documents (or URLs) regarding habitat / fish monitoring; initiate collaboration on EMAP designs for Snake Basin pilot

	NOAA Fisheries Habitat Group 
	Explain CSMEP; clarify exactly what they’re doing; get inventory and design documents (or URLs) regarding habitat monitoring; work collaboratively on DQO process

	NOAA – Action Agency RME Group 
	Explain CSMEP; clarify current status (beyond RME plan); get inventory and design documents (or URLs) regarding habitat / fish monitoring; coordinate work plans and priority M&E questions

	NOAA – Pilot Projects under 35019; Chris Jordan 
	Explain CSMEP; clarify exactly what they’re doing; get inventory and design documents (or URLs) regarding habitat / fish monitoring pertaining to watersheds of interest:; obtain information on products from RME studies in John Day (OR), Wenatchee, Methow & Okanagan (WA) ,and Salmon (ID); contribute to pilot project design

	Technical Recovery Teams (TRTs) for the Interior and Lower Columbia, Willamette
	Explain CSMEP; get input on needs of  decision-makers clarify exactly what they’re doing; get inventory and design documents (or URLs) regarding approaches to monitoring and recovery evaluations; obtain TRT documents and GIS products for Snake Basin design work;  get input from TRT to inform S & T designs

	USFWS Bull Trout Recovery Monitoring and Evaluation Group (RMEG)
	Explain CSMEP; clarify exactly what they’re doing; get RMEG inventory and design documents regarding approaches to monitoring and recovery evaluations of bull trout


E2. Objectives 2 and 3: Inventory existing monitoring data/make it accessible 

CSMEP subbasin inventories describe, in a systematic manner, the kinds of information currently available on the abundance, productivity, spatial distribution and diversity of salmon, steelhead and bulltrout. To evaluate the range of data quality that exists within the Columbia Basin, CSMEP has selected pilot subbasins that included both data rich and data poor areas. For each of these pilot subbasins, StreamNet staff and CSMEP biologists jointly completed an inventory of the information available for each of the key performance measures for each of the target fish species. In FY 2004 CSMEP, with the assistance of StreamNet staff, completed inventories of existing fisheries monitoring data for six pilot subbasins in Washington (Lewis, Yakima), Oregon (Lower Columbia, Imnaha) and Idaho (South Fork Salmon River and Selway River drainages). During FY 2005, CSMEP biologists and StreamNet conducted detailed inventories of fish data for seven additional pilot subbasins selected in Washington (Okanagan, Methow, Kalama), Oregon (Deschutes, Grande Ronde) and Idaho (Middle Fork Salmon, Upper Fork Salmon). The locations of these CSMEP pilot subbasins (as well as the Federal RME pilot subbasins) are provided in an overview map on the CSMEP website. 

To focus their subbasin data inventories, CSMEP began with a set of 16 specific monitoring and evaluation questions adapted from Jordan et al. (2002), and a set of 45 performance measures for viable salmonid populations, adapted from McElhany et al. (2000). This original set of questions was subsequently expanded by CSMEP workgroups to more comprehensively cover the key M&E questions at multiple tiers perceived of relevance to decision makers in Columbia fish and wildlife agencies (see Appendix E1 for definition of tiers). At the Tier 1 level, we developed short summaries of various large scale databases of interest, including IBIS, ICBEMP, Upper Columbia EDT and BC/DFO fisheries databases, as well as Columbia Basin habitat data servers so that state and tribal biologists could quickly be informed on the potential uses of such data for broadscale assessments of fish distribution and ecosystem status. The CSMEP Table C1 metadata inventories were targeted at Tier 2 information for Status and Trends.  Information applicable to Tier 3 action effectiveness questions was also solicited, but such information is limited due to the historic paucity of well designed action effectiveness programs. Tier 3 evaluations that have been undertaken by CSMEP (C4 Tables) are available on the CSMEP Website.

Definitions for the data descriptors and performance measures developed by CSMEP for the subbasin metadata inventories (CSMEP C1 tables) are provided in the document “Revised Table C1 structure and definitions for data descriptors (columns) and performance measures (rows) to guide development of the CSMEP inventory database and data input system”. As part of process to develop consistent performance measures CSMEP representatives also led a meeting of Columbia Basin genetics experts to work toward Snake River Chinook salmon and O. mykiss genetics standardization. A summary of Technical Recovery Team (TRT) progress in delineating fish populations in the Interior Columbia was developed by CSMEP to ensure that the information summarized in the metadata inventories (C1 Tables) would be aggregated into the population units of interest to the TRTs.

The results of the Tier 2 subbasin metadata inventories (C1 tables) undertaken by CMSEP to date are now served up through a web-based meta-database developed, hosted, and maintained by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife's Natural Resource Information Management Program (NRIMP). As of the end of FY 2005 there were more than 1450 fish inventory records on this CSMEP data server and there have been over 36,000 hits on the web server to date. This CSMEP meta-database is proving useful to fisheries biologists operating within the confines of the pilot subbasins inventoried to date. It is also providing information to a broader range of analysts who can query the growing CSMEP dataset to develop overviews and comparisons of the varied monitoring techniques, design approaches, analytical assumptions etc. that are being applied for M&E across the region. A recent StreamNet report outlines further steps that could improve overall data management of the CSMEP inventories.   
CBFWA has also developed a publicly accessible CSMEP Website for coordination amongst CSMEP members, communication of CSMEP goals and products to a larger audience, and the storage of important reference materials.

In FY 2006 CSMEP will undertake metadata inventories for new subbasins still to be selected in the three member states (ID, OR, WA). StreamNet will continue to maintain the CSMEP web data server and will work with CSMEP to improve data delivery by developing expanded hyper-links to the data sources identified in the subbasin inventories, as well as supporting materials identified in the QA/QC and Strengths and Weaknesses assessments of those data (e.g., reports, databases, maps showing where data collected).

E3. Objective 4: Assess the strengths and weaknesses of existing monitoring data.

Throughout FY 2004 and FY 2005 CSMEP biologists critically assessed the strengths and weaknesses of each pilot subbasin’s meta-data and associated evaluation methods for answering the key CSMEP questions (at various spatial scales) concerning the state of ecosystems and fish habitat, as well as fish distributions, stock status and responses to management actions (CSMEP B2 tables – see template). CSMEP biologists reviewed the strengths and weaknesses of these data for addressing Tier 2 status and trend questions, and considered opportunities for using these data to answer Tier 3 action effectiveness questions (see Appendix 1). The strengths and weaknesses reviews (Table E.2) completed to date are identifying areas where fish monitoring is being done well, in addition to uncovering inferential weaknesses and data gaps that will be important to address in CSMEP’s monitoring design work. A supporting document “Comparative summary of the statistical and cost properties of different methods for estimating CSMEP fish performance measures” was developed within CSMEP to support this task. Though excellent fish population monitoring does exist in many subbasins, a common weakness is the fact that sampling sites were not typically chosen through a rigorous process that allows generalization to larger spatial scales. A preliminary overall synthesis of strengths and weaknesses across the pilot subbasins is available on the CSMEP website. The strengths and weaknesses overview tables for spring chinook and sockeye are also available on the CSMEP website. This synthesis will be further developed in FY 2006 (i.e., are there strengths and weaknesses in regards to monitoring of particular fish performance measures that are common across the subbasins?)
Table E.2.
Data strengths and weaknesses analyses completed in FY 2004/05 by subbasin and species (hyperlinked to the Table B2 summaries on the CSMEP website).

	State
	Subbasin
	Species

	Idaho
	South Fork Salmon River
	spring/summer chinook

	
	Clearwater, Selway River 
	chinook (spring, summer)
steelhead (summer)
bull trout

	Oregon
	Imhaha 
	chinook (spring)
steelhead (summer)

	
	Lower Columbia
	fall chinook

	Washington
	Lewis
	chinook (spring, tule and bright fall)
steelhead (summer, winter)

	
	Yakima
	coho
fall chinook
spring chinook
steelhead (summer)

	
	Methow
	Chinook (spring, summer)
Steelhead (summer)


In FY 2006 CSMEP will complete the Strengths and Weaknesses assessments of all subbasins inventoried in the three years of the project, and finalize the synthesis of the general “lessons learned” as to the effectiveness of current M&E protocols across the Basin. This synthesis report will describe the implications of the CSMEP Strengths and Weaknesses assessments for M&E design in the Columbia River Basin, and will be reviewed by PNAMP and the ISAB.

E4. Objective 5: Collaboratively design improved M&E methods 

Significant progress has been made on CSMEP’s goals of collaborative design of improved M&E methods. Six multi-agency monitoring design workshops have been held (three workshops in FY 2004 and three workshops in FY 2005) to explore how best to integrate the most robust features of existing monitoring programs with new approaches (e.g., Federal RME pilot studies, EPA EMAP). (see Design Workshop summaries: 07/09-11/2004, 08/21-22/2004, 08/20-21/2005, all PowerPoint presentations from Design Workshops are also available on the CSMEP Website). CSMEP is exploring the ability of these approaches to answer the questions in Appendix E1, and is attempting to lay out a structured approach to evaluating the costs, benefits and tradeoffs of different M&E strategies. Through the use of EPA’s Data Quality Objectives process (DQO) CSMEP is developing general ‘design templates’ for monitoring the status and trends of fish populations and the effectiveness of habitat, harvest, hatchery and hydrosystem recovery actions within the Columbia River Basin. The CSMEP design process is outlined in the document “Proposed evaluation and design of preliminary design templates” available on the CSMEP website.  

CSMEP’s focus on developing its M&E designs employing EPA’s DQO process is intended to emphasize iterative learning within an adaptive management loop. CSMEP’s overall design process involves the following steps:

1. initial problem assessment to make explicit our current understanding of the system, clarify our understanding of management goals in the Columbia Basin, and identify the key uncertainties in evaluating agency management actions;

2. careful design of monitoring to evaluate management actions and reduce the key uncertainties;

3. monitoring of key performance measures to test key management hypotheses and assess progress towards management goals;

4. evaluation of monitoring results against the goals defined in the assessment phase; and

5. adjustments in our understanding of the system and the effects of management actions; and proceed back to step 1.

In FY 2005, five CSMEP subgroups (Status and Trends, Habitat, Harvest, Hydro and Hatcheries) have been applying the 7-step EPA Data Quality Objectives  (DQO) process to develop a set of robust M&E designs for evaluating both the status and trends of fish populations and the effectiveness of habitat, harvest, hatchery and hydrosystem recovery actions in the Columbia Basin. As a pilot example of this design process, CSMEP has focused their efforts to date principally on the Snake River Basin spring/summer/fall chinook ESU (see map of the Columbia River subbasin areas encompassed by the CSMEP pilot). This pilot exercise is however intended to illustrate the collaborative processes that will be required for further development of an integrated monitoring program across the entire Columbia River Basin (see “Guidance in applying EPA’s DQO process to CSMEP’s FY 2005 Design Task”).

E4.1 Status and Trends Subgroup

CSMEP’s Status and Trends Subgroup has focused on identifying monitoring design elements necessary to adequately address one of the most important management decisions in the Snake River Basin: has there been sufficient improvement in population status of a listed Snake River S/S Chinook ESU to justify delisting and allow removal of ESA restrictions?  This decision is based on the abundance, productivity and spatial structure & diversity of SRSS chinook salmon over the prior 10 years (IC-TRT 2005). The Status and Trends Subgroup’s summary of the design elements (DQO steps 1-7) for status and trends monitoring that are required to answer this question is provided on the CSMEP Website. A full description of the Status and Trends Subgroup’s work on DQO steps 1-5 for the Snake River Pilot is presented as a chapter in Marmorek et al. 2005. A brief PowerPoint presentation describing the Status and Trends Subgroup’s DQO steps 1-5 is also provided on the CSMEP website. 

In FY 2005 as part of its work on DQO steps 6 and 7, the Status and Trends Subgroup began development of a simulation model that can be used for evaluating alternative designs for monitoring fish at the population, major population group and ESU scales; this tool will be further refined in FY 2006. These design alternatives are intended to describe: 1) the location and temporal pattern of measurements (“sampling design”); 2) the specific types of measurements that are to be made (“response design”); and 3) the analyses to be performed to make a decision (“evaluation design”). Alternative design templates will be compared in terms of cost (dollars/yr) and probability of error in decisions that are associated with individual templates. The immediate objective of this simulation is to evaluate alternative design templates for determining the status of SRSS Chinook salmon.  The ultimate objective is to develop a tool that can be adapted for monitoring designs in other basins and for other species. A draft document outlining the Subgroup’s DQO steps 6-7 approach is provided on the CSMEP Website, as is a preliminary version of the alternative design spreadsheet that will inform their model. Viability datasets for Idaho have been assembled to assist in the task. Maps of alternative monitoring designs for the Snake Basin pilot area (current vs. CSMEP low, medium, high designs) are available on the CSMEP website. PowerPoint presentations on the subgroup’s approach to DQO steps 6‑7 (Presentation1, Presentation2) are provided on the CSMEP website.

E4.2
Hydro Subgroup

CSMEP’s Hydro Subgroup took on a subset of hydro management questions across several scales: individual projects, survival by different passage routes through the hydrosystem, and overall life cycle survival.  These different scales relate to a variety of decisions: operations at individual projects (e.g. spill, bypass, removable spillway weirs); overall operations (e.g. when to transport fish within season, compliance with hydrosystem biological opinions), longer term hydrosystem decisions (e.g. flow management, effectiveness of transportation over multiple years, system configuration); and adequacy of hydrosystem operations for stock recovery. The choices that are available to improve the quality of information for hydrosystem decisions, and reduce the risks of making incorrect decisions, include: the number of years of data collected, the magnitude of tagging effort, the number of stocks that are monitored, the ability to filter out year to year natural variation and isolate the signal of management actions, and implementation of deliberate manipulations of hydrosystem operations to reduce uncertainty in effectiveness evaluations. For many of these questions, CSMEP has developed low, medium and high alternative designs and explored the strengths and weaknesses of each approach.

The Hydro Subgroup’s summary of the design elements (DQO steps 1-7) for hydro monitoring are provided on the CSMEP website. A full description of the Hydro Subgroup’s work on DQO steps 1-5 for the Snake pilot is presented as a chapter in Marmorek et al. 2005. A full report on the Hydro Subgroup’s current progress on DQO steps 6-7 is provided on the CSMEP Website, as are PowerPoint presentations for the Hydro Subgroup’s DQO steps 1-5 and DQO steps 6-7 (Presentation1, Presentation2)

E4.3
Habitat Subgroup

Habitat actions are considered a cornerstone of recovery strategies for Columbia River Basin fish stocks but there is a need to more clearly determine the effectiveness of these actions for increasing salmonid survival rates and production. Monitoring designs for evaluating the effectiveness of habitat actions must be able to reliably detect two linked responses:

1.
the effect of habitat actions on fish habitat; and

2.
the effect of changes in fish habitat on fish populations.

The Habitat Subgroup’s summary of the general design elements (DQO steps 1-5) for Habitat monitoring that can help address these questions is provided on the CSMEP website. A full description of the Habitat Subgroup’s current work on DQO steps 1-5 for the Snake River Pilot (at both intensive and extensive scales) is presented as a chapter in Marmorek et al. 2005.

The Habitat Subgroup has recognized, however, that there are serious challenges to the development of a generic template for habitat effectiveness monitoring. These include:

1.
Habitat conditions vary greatly across subbasins in terms of their natural biogeoclimatic regimes, the status of their fish populations, the degree of human impact and management, and the number and nature of restoration actions that have been implemented, or are being considered for implementation within them. 

2.
Habitat effectiveness questions encompass different scales of inquiry, which imply different scales of monitoring.

The Subgroup is instead attempting to develop a consistent “question clarification process” that can be applied to development of individual monitoring designs dependent on the particular situation. They are piloting this approach within the Lemhi River Subbasin. A summary of the Habitat Subgroup’s detailed DQO steps 1-7 for the Lemhi River Subbasin is provided on the CSMEP website, as is a full Habitat report for the Lemhi River Subbasin. PowerPoint presentations for the Habitat Subgroup’s DQO steps 1‑5 and DQO steps 6-7 (Presentation1, Presentation2) are also available on the CSMEP Website.

E4.4
Hatchery Subgroup

Throughout the FY 2005 contract period, the Hatchery Subgroup identified a number of questions important to the evaluation of hatchery management, and has reviewed numerous existing and proposed hatchery research, monitoring, and evaluation (RME) plans within the Columbia River Basin. Following this review, the Hatchery Subgroup has concluded that existing and proposed hatchery RME plans (if fully implemented) are likely to address the majority of the management questions identified by the Subgroup.  However, the Hatchery Subgroup has also concluded that a number of questions regarding the effectiveness of hatcheries as a class of actions are unlikely to be adequately addressed by existing and proposed hatchery RME. These hatchery effectiveness questions (identified in the Hatchery Subgroup’s Summary on the CSMEP website) will likely be efficiently and comprehensively addressed only through the implementation of a stratified and representative study design that spans the entire Columbia River Basin. With appropriate stratification, this diversity can be leveraged to identify the mechanistic linkages of individual programs to broader monitoring questions that evaluate the overall effectiveness of hatchery strategies at the regional scale. These broader-scale hatchery program effectiveness questions (as opposed to individual hatchery operation questions) will become the focus of CSMEP designs intended to address larger scale multi-hatchery questions that can be stratified across the region. 

The Hatchery Subgroup has focused much of their initial efforts on developing alternative monitoring designs that could help answer two of these critical questions relating to hatchery effectiveness:

1.
What is the magnitude and distribution of hatchery strays into natural populations, and 

2.
What is the relative reproductive success of naturally spawning hatchery fish and natural origin fish? 

Insights into approaches gained from the CSMEP analyses required to address these two questions will provide a foundation for tackling additional hatchery questions in a prioritized manner in FY 2006. The Hatchery Subgroup’s summary of the design elements (DQO steps 1-7) for hatchery monitoring that are required to answer these and other questions are provided on the CSMEP website. A full description of the Hatchery Subgroup’s work on DQO steps 1-5 for the Snake pilot is presented as a chapter in Marmorek et al. 2005. A report on the Hatchery subgroup’s current progress on DQO steps 6-7 is provided on the CSMEP website, as are PowerPoint presentations for the Hatchery Subgroup’s DQO steps 1-5 and DQO steps 6-7.

E4.5
Harvest Subgroup

Targeted fisheries on salmon are managed by setting allowable catch, catch allocations and open periods for each fishery prior to opening a fishery (considering escapement goals and preseason/updated run predictions) and then adjusting those regulations as runs develop. However, both mark-selective and non-selective fisheries can exert mortality on non-targeted stocks of anadromous, adfluvial, and resident species that are incidentally intercepted.  Removal of fish in fisheries can potentially affect spawners, life history diversity and the spatial structure of populations. The Harvest Subgroup has therefore been focused on developing alternative monitoring designs that can answer two general classes of Harvest questions:

1.
What are the inseason estimates of run size and escapement for each stock management group (target and non-target) and how do they compare to preseason estimates?

2.
What is the target and nontarget harvest and when is it projected to reach allowable levels?

The Harvest Subgroup’s summary of the design elements (DQO steps 1‑7) for harvest monitoring required to answer these questions is provided on the CSMEP website. A full description of the Harvest Subgroup’s work on DQO steps 1‑5 for the Snake pilot is presented as a chapter in Marmorek et al. 2005. A report on the Harvest Subgroup’s current progress on DQO steps 6-7 is provided on the CSMEP Website, as are PowerPoint presentations for the Harvest Subgroup’s DQO steps 1-5 and DQO steps 6‑7 (Presentation 1, Presentation2).

E4.6
Integration of monitoring across the CSMEP subgroups

A CSMEP Monitoring Integration Group has been formed to explore the integration of the individual RME component parts within a larger monitoring framework (i.e., generate improved efficiencies through integrated designs) for the Snake River Basin pilot design. This integration effort across scales and monitoring efforts is a challenge faced by all subbasins; hence the results will be of general benefit basin wide. The Integration Group has begun to develop a matrix of shared performance measures and data interdependencies across the different CSMEP subgroups. This evolving Looking Outward Matrix (LOM) is available on the CSMEP Website. The matrix is providing a starting foundation for identifying the priority performance measures for monitoring and the relevant spatial scale(s) of these data for varied subgroup monitoring needs. The Monitoring Integration Group is also pursuing a simulation analysis to assess the cost/benefit of a large integrated PIT-tagging program designed to address a range of key monitoring questions across the subgroups. The ultimate intent is to evaluate what intensities of basin-wide PIT-tagging (and at what life-stages) would/would-not-be sufficient to achieve adequate statistical power and at reasonable cost to address the suite of Subgroup questions at various spatial scales. Initial analyses for this exercise are presented as a draft report (PIT tag V4 12-14-05.doc) on the CSMEP Website. The Integration Group will be working to further quantify this analysis in FY 2006 and intends to extend this approach into other sampling protocols that have the potential for integration across the monitoring subgroups.

In FY 2006 CSMEP design subgroups will consolidate their work on the Snake River pilot designs and refine the tools that can be used to explore tradeoffs across alternative M&E design options (e.g.. low, medium, high) for different questions, at different scales of interest (e.g., project, population, MPG, ESU, CRB). CSMEP has also begun to explore the full integration of EPA’s new EMAP Idaho Master Sample (see example map of pre-selected EMAP sample points for the South Fork Salmon River MPG) into their design work for the Snake Basin Pilot Project, beginning with a targeted technical workshop on this topic in early FY 2006. Subgroup products will be summarized in a report on M&E recommendations for the CSMEP Snake River Basin Pilot Project, which will be externally reviewed and shared with Federal Action Agencies and NOAA pilot project workgroups. CSMEP will begin to expand from the Snake River Basin pilot area and start to develop broader M&E recommendations that can be applied to other subbasins in the Columbia River Basin. Development of these expanded design analyses are intended to follow a range of  directions (e.g., applying Snake River Basin derived design templates to CSMEP inventoried subbasins or NOAA pilot projects to test how transferable designs are; consideration of high-level integration of M&E across multiple subbasins (e.g., incorporation of contrasts in stock status and productivity); evaluating options for designs across the entire CRB by building on level of current monitoring infrastructure in different subbasins (as determined by Subbasin Plan descriptions and CSMEP metadata inventories). Analytical results from CSMEP products in FY06 are intended to help provide general M&E guidance that can feed into the NWPCC Rolling Review process.

E5. Objective 6: Assist implementation of pilot projects/large scale monitoring programs

CSMEP’s ongoing work on the Snake Basin Pilot Project is directly feeding into the NOAA-F/BPA Salmon River Subbasin Pilot Study, and has assisted in the early development of M&E designs for the Lemhi River Subbasin Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). 

In FY06 CSMEP intends to convert recommendations from their Snake River Basin Pilot Project into a practical plan for the Salmon River Subbasin Pilot Study (cross-fertilization as CSMEP people are involved in this Pilot Study). CSMEP has also been tasked (tentatively) by the Council’s Members Advisory Group (MAG) to facilitate the development of improved multi-agency approaches to hydrosystem monitoring for application to fall chinook in the Columbia Basin. 

E6. Objective 7: Evaluate new monitoring program results and propose revisions to monitoring approaches

CSMEP workshops throughout FY 2004 and FY 2005 have provided continuing opportunities for biologists and biometricians from across the region to meet and discuss recent advances in M&E approaches (e.g. EMAP sampling frames, results from federal pilot projects, IMW strategies, etc.). CSMEP thus represents a unique forum for the cross-fertilization of M&E ideas among federal, state and tribal fish agency staff. Ideas expressed at these workshops are being incorporated into the developing CSMEP M&E designs. Workshop presentations given by participants at the CSMEP monitoring design workshops in FY 2004 and FY 2005 are provided on the CSMEP Website. An equally important focus of CSMEP has been our efforts to work closely with managers to bridge the gap between science and policy, and support better management decisions

CSMEP has grown into a cohesive team of analysts and biometricians with a clear understanding of the issues involved in developing more efficient, integrated approaches to M&E for fish and wildlife across the Columbia River Basin and with the technical expertise to make real progress in this regard. The suite of hyperlinks within this document provides an indication of the range of technical products directed towards the improvement of regional M&E that have already been developed by CSMEP in the first two years of the project (FY 2004 and FY 2005). Progress in FY 2006 is expected to continue in all areas of the project and will build from the strong foundation established during the first two years. CSMEP’s PISCES Statement of Work Report for FY 2006 is available on the CSMEP Website.

F. CSMEP  Plans for fy07-09

These are summarized in Table F1. More details are available in the full CSMEP proposal for fy07-09.

Table F1. Summary of proposed CSMEP work elements and products by objective for fy07-09, including collaborating entities. Programmatic and policy input required for objectives 1, 5, 6 and 7.

	Objectives and Work Elements
	Description of Work Products
	Timing
	Entities Collaborating w CSMEP 

	

	1. Develop Work Plans / Interact with Programmatic Entities 
	
	

	1.1   Develop CSMEP Quarterly Workplans 
	Collaboratively prepared quarterly workplans to maximize integration and efficiency, avoid duplication of effort. 
	quarterly
	PNAMP, BPA, NWPCC, StreamNet

	1.2  Quarterly Progress Reports
	Quarterly reports by objective and work element to ensure close contract monitoring.
	quarterly
	BPA 

	1.3  Preparation of Draft and Final Annual Reports 
	3-level annual reports: 2-pg. exec. Summary; ~25-pg. overview w ~75-pg. appendices; hyperlinked detailed reports 
	annual
	internal

	1.4  CSMEP conference calls, meetings and workshops
	Biweekly Calls: Track progress, review products, coordinate efforts.

Workshops: Present results, get technical/programmatic feedback, brainstorm next steps in subgroups   
	biweekly calls; 

workshops 3X/yr
	Calls: internal

Workshops: Programmatic and Policy Feedback for part of meeting

	1.5  Coordination w PNAMP on joint activities and work products
	Joint PNAMP/CSMEP workshop in spring each year with managers and policy makers; Annual work planning; Synthesis of work products
	annual joint workshop;  planning mtgs 2X /yr
	PNAMP Steering Committee

	1.6  Present CSMEP progress at various Columbia Basin forums 
	Give presentations to inform region CSMEP outcomes and products, and to integrate with others' efforts
	2-3 times / yr
	NWPCC, TRTs, PNAMP, WA DOE, AFS, EPA 

	2. Inventory existing data relevant to questions
	
	
	

	2.1  QA on StreamNet Inventory Work for ID, WA, OR pilot projects
	Review StreamNet's metadata inventories for CSMEP pilot areas in ID, WA and OR, including salmon, steelhead, bull trout and other high priority resident fish
	FY07-FY09
	StreamNet (separate contract); fed/state/tribal agencies with data

	2.2 Inventory Sockeye; Bull Trout; Other Resident Fish of Special Concern
	Update metadata inventory of Okanagan sockeye, add Wenatchee and Redfish Lake stocks. Improve inventory coverage of bull trout and resident fish of high concern. Develop common inventory data standards for Sockeye stocks.
	FY07 
	DFO, Okanagan Nation Alliance, StreamNet, CBFWA Resident Fish Committee

	3. Organize subset of data into accessible form

	3.1   Continue to improve CSMEP web-based metadata application 
	Add hyper links from CSMEP database to on-line databases housed by agencies collecting/maintaining data
	FY07-FY09
	StreamNet (separate contract); fed/state/tribal agencies with data

	3.2  CSMEP website improvement 
	Provide user-friendly summaries of CSMEP products in hierarchical form to communicate to multiple audiences 
	FY07-FY09
	CBFWA web master Amy Langston

	3.3 Database design
	Develop standards for performance measures, data types, and data sharing protocols, starting w Snake pilot project (chinook and steelhead) and gradually expanding to other areas and species.


	FY07-FY09
	StreamNet, NED, PNAMP

	4. Evaluate ability to answer key questions with existing data 
	
	

	4.1  Organization of existing data for Snake Basin pilot design 
	Detailed review of CSMEP inventories and strengths & weaknesses assessments; GIS overlays of existing sampling sites with EMAP master sample to refine sampling designs for status & trend
	mostly in FY06; some work in FY07
	USFS, BLM, OR Aquatic Inventory, OWEB, ID DEQ, PCSRF, BoR, EPA, others

	4.2  Organization of existing data for OR pilot design 
	As above for work element 4.1 for areas of OR pilot (Grande Ronde and Imnaha) 
	FY07 and FY08
	USFS, BLM, OR Aquatic Inventory, OWEB, OR DEQ, PCSRF, BoR, EPA, others

	4.3  Organization of existing data for WA pilot design
	Area of WA pilot includes salmon recovery regions in Lower, Middle and Upper Columbia. 
	FY07 and FY08
	USFS, BLM, WA SRFB, WA DEQ, PCSRF, BoR, EPA, DFO, others

	5. Collaborative monitoring program design 
	
	
	

	5.1  Consolidate Snake River Pilot M&E design and PrOACT tradeoff analysis
	Demonstrate cost-precision and other tradeoffs associated with alternative integrated designs that attempt to meet information needs for key decisions in recovery assessment and 4 H's.
	mostly in FY06; some work in FY07
	Interact with programmatic/policy entities with responsibility for decisions in recovery assessment and 4 H's to fine tune design, costs.

	5.2 Complete three pilot M&E projects at provincial / ESU scales in ID, OR, WA

5.2a ID pilot project

5.2b WA pilot project

5.2c OR pilot project
	Develop and present three ESU / provincial scale fish and habitat M&E plans that integrate across issues, questions, species and agencies to meet identified priorities. Involve CBFWA Resident Fish Committee in all three projects. Work towards implementation of these plans. 
	ID (FY06-07); 

OR (FY07-09); WA (FY07-09)
	as for work element 5.1. Build on insights gained from NOAA-AA pilot projects, WA GSRO, CSMEP survey of M&E priorities. 

	5.3  Extend application of CSMEP insights and tools to other parts of CRB and PNAMP entities
	Generalize qualitative and quantitative tools developed in CSMEP DQO process for use throughout CRB. Present general implications to managers and scientists. 
	FY07-09
	Market existence of tools and results through CBFWA, PNAMP, NWPCC websites and newsletters

	5.3a Status & Trends
	Extend tools for assessing M&E designs to detect recovery status (more VSP criteria, species); publish/present results. 
	FY07-09
	Technical Recovery Teams, ISRP/ISAB

	5.3b Hydro
	Complete DQO steps 6-7 for hydrosystem decisions and publish/present results for feedback. Extend findings to other regions (i.e. Mid/Upper Columbia).
	FY07-09
	AFEP, NOAA-Hydro, PUDs, ISRP/ISAB

	5.3c Habitat
	Work with restoration managers across multiple watersheds on implementation / M&E methods that will maximize learning on restoration effectiveness at various scales.
	FY07-09
	PNAMP entities, restoration managers, NOAA-AA pilot projects, ISRP/ISAB

	5.3d Hatchery
	Complete M&E designs for large scale hatchery / supplementation questions (i.e. hatchery straying into wild populations, relative reproductive success) and present recommended plans
	FY07-09
	Hatchery managers, ISRP/ISAB

	5.3e Harvest
	Complete M&E designs for improving data for harvest pre-season and in-season decisions
	FY07-09
	Harvest managers (e.g. TAC, US v. OR, PST, CTC), ISRP/ISAB

	5.4  Feed M&E results into NWPCC Provincial Review Process
	Interact with CBFWA / NWPCC managers to provide insights for project approval and M&E guidelines
	FY07-09
	NWPCC, CBFWA

	5.5  Get feedback from CRB entities on various M&E designs
	As described above under 5.2 and 5.3, but beyond immediate areas of pilot studies
	FY07-09
	As for work element 5.1. 

	6. Multi-agency implementation of monitoring programs.
	
	

	6.1  Provide input to conceptual plan for M&E implementation across CRB
	Participate in collaborative efforts building on knowledge developed from CSMEP, NOAA and other pilot projects.
	FY07-09
	As for work element 5.1. 

	7. Multi-agency evaluation of results of new monitoring pgms.
	
	

	7.1 Collaborative review of federal RME projects, WA SRFB Effectiveness Monitoring Projects, and other recent pilot projects
	Review results of Wenatchee, John Day and Salmon pilot projects as they are made available and incorporate into next set of designs.
	FY07-09
	NOAA-AA pilot projects


FY07-09 Budget

[image: image1.emf]Objective Total Costs % of Budget

1. Develop Work Plans / Interact w Prog. Entities (all tasks) $217,350 21.2%

2. Inventory existing data relevant to questions $49,127 4.8%

3. Organize subset of data into accessible form $32,701 3.2%

4. Evaluate ability to answer key questions with existing data  $86,906 8.5%

5. Collaborative monitoring program design  $516,574 50.4%

6. Multi-agency implementation of monitoring programs. $86,892 8.5%

7. Multi-agency evaluation of results of new monitoring pgms. $34,676 3.4%

Total $1,024,226 100.0%
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FY07_09 Summary

		Objective		Total Costs		% of Budget

		1. Develop Work Plans / Interact w Prog. Entities (all tasks)		$217,350		21.2%

		2. Inventory existing data relevant to questions		$49,127		4.8%

		3. Organize subset of data into accessible form		$32,701		3.2%

		4. Evaluate ability to answer key questions with existing data		$86,906		8.5%

		5. Collaborative monitoring program design		$516,574		50.4%

		6. Multi-agency implementation of monitoring programs.		$86,892		8.5%

		7. Multi-agency evaluation of results of new monitoring pgms.		$34,676		3.4%

		Total		$1,024,226		100.0%

				Fees		Disbursements		Total		% of Budget

		ESSA		$   187,746		$   19,923		$   207,669		20.3%

		ODFW		$   112,410		$   7,590		$   120,000		11.7%

		IDFG		$   94,568		$   9,135		$   103,703		10.1%

		WDFW		$   111,134		$   7,590		$   118,725		11.6%

		MDFW		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		0.0%

		CRITFC		$   104,311		$   - 0		$   104,311		10.2%

		Umatilla		$   12,800		$   4,618		$   17,418		1.7%

		Yakima		$   12,800		$   4,618		$   17,418		1.7%

		Nez Perce		$   92,349		$   9,135		$   101,484		9.9%

		Colville		$   22,902		$   4,618		$   27,521		2.7%

		Nick Bouwes, Ecological Research		$   23,200		$   3,629		$   26,829		2.6%

		Lyman MacDonald, WEST		$   18,000		$   3,975		$   21,975		2.1%

		Kim Hyatt, DFO		$   7,200		$   3,409		$   10,609		1.0%

		Charlie Paulsen, PER		$   10,200		$   - 0		$   10,200		1.0%

		CBFWA Meeting Costs		$   - 0		$   12,738		$   12,738		1.2%

		CBFWA Travel		$   - 0		$   10,000		$   10,000		1.0%

		Subtotal		$   809,621		$   100,978		$   910,600

		Indirect Charges (CBFWA 12.8% of non CBFWA costs)		$   103,632		$   10,015		$   113,646		11.1%

		Total Contract		$   913,253		$   110,993		$   1,024,246		100.0%





 FY07_09 Detailed  Budget 

		CSMEP								$   - 0						Disbursements calculated with IDFG Overhead @ 0.218																																																		1 person-week = 5 days + 2 days contingency = 7 days (1.75 days each)

		January 2 2005		Funded by this proposal										Tom Rien		Sam Sharr		Marnie Tyler		Phil Roger		Gary James		Dave Fast		Jay Hesse		Jerry Marco		Lyman MacDonald		Charlie Paulsen		Kim Hyatt, M. Stockwell				Bruce Schmidt		John Palensky		Kim Hyatt DFO		Frank Young		Howard Schaller		Michele DeHart		Jim Gieselman		Total Cost Share Days		Total		Total Fees		Total		Total Fees				Total for

				ESSA										ODFW		IDFG		WDFW		CRITFC		Umatilla		Yakama Nation		Nez Perce [3]		Colville								Eco Logical Research		StreamNet Cost Share		NMFS Cost Share		DFO Cost Share		CBFWA Cost Share		USFWS Cost Share		FPC Cost Share		BPA cost share				Funded Days		by task		Expenses by task		Plus Expenses				fy05 & fy06

				Marmorek		Parnell		Porter		Pickard		Abraham		Eric Tinus, T. Dalton		C. Petrosky; Tim Copeland; Claire McGrath		Kris Ryding; Pete Hahn; Kirk Krueger		E. Weber, S.Y. Hyun, P. Galbreath, J. Fryer		Jesse Schwartz		D. Fast; Bill Bosch		C. Beasley; J. Hesse; C. Rabe		K. Wolf								Nick Bouwes; Robert Al-Chokhachy		K. Wegner; M. Grosbeck; E. Brown		Chris Jordan; Russell Scranton; Kim Kratz		Kim Hyatt & M. Stockwell DFO		J. Eckman, F. Young, K. Titzler		P. Wilson		M. Filardo, T. Berggren, H. Franzoni		Charlie Paulsen										by task		% of total budget				Notes on time estimates for ESSA

		Daily Rate		1100		683		615		615		400		450.00		349.71		430.00		430.00		400		400		400		400		900		680		600		680		0		0				0		0		0		0		0

		Hourly Rate		146.67		91.07		82.00		82.00		53.33

		Computed FTEs		0.25		0.02		0.41		0.28		0.01		0.96		1.04		0.99		0.93		0.123		0.123		0.888		0.220		0.077		0.06		0.046		0.13		0.78		0.531		0.192		0.742		0.31		0.48		0.28		3.04

		Agreed upon FTEs																																				?		1.125				0.75		0.50		0.50										subcontract administration +

		FTE Split between $'s and  Agency Cost share																																																								communication + reporting costs spread

		Objectives and Tasks																																																								across tasks according to fraction of total days

		1. Develop Work Plans / Interact w Prog. Entities (all tasks)

		1.1  Develop CSMEP Quarterly Workplans [1]		4				5		0				4		4		4		4						4		4										4						10		4		4		0		22		33		$   17,314		$   2,666		$19,980				39,959

		1.2 Quarterly Progress Reports		1				4		0				2		2		2		2		1		1		2		2										2						5		2		2		0		11		19		$   9,279		$   1,535		$10,814				21,629

		1.3 Preparation of Draft and Final Annual Reports		2				7		2		1		3		3		3		3		2		2		3		3								2		3		3				15		3		3		1		27		36		$   18,474		$   2,908		$21,382				42,765

		1.4 CSMEP conference calls, meetings and workshops		8				10		6				8		8		8		8		8		8		8		8								5		8		8				20		8		8		1.5		52		93		$   48,118		$   7,513		$55,630				111,261

		1.5 Coordination w PNAMP on joint activities and work products		4				3		0				3		3		3		3		2		2		3		8										3						20				3		0		26		34		$   17,224		$   2,747		$19,971				39,941

		1.6 Present CSMEP progress at various Columbia Basin forums [2]		4				2		0				2		2		2		2		1		1		2		2										2		2				20						0		24		20		$   11,349		$   1,616		$12,965				25,930

																																																										$   - 0

		Total days for Objective 1		23		0		31		8		1		22		22		22		22		14		14		22		27		0		0		0		7		22		13		0		90		17		20		2.5		162		235		$   121,759		$   95,591		$217,350		21.2%		434,700				0

		2. Inventory existing data relevant to questions		ESSA mostly acting in review capacity

		2.1 QA on StreamNet Inventory Work prepatory to ID, WA, OR pilot designs		2				2		0				20		10		15								10												132		10										0		142		59		$   26,377		$   4,766		$31,143				62,287

		2.2 Sockeye Data Inventory								0						5		5		10														12								30						10		0		40		32		$   15,399		$   2,585		$17,984				35,967

																																												5						0		5												- 0

		Total days for Objective 2		2		0		2		0		0		20		15		20		10		0		0		10		0		0		0		12		0		132		10		30		5		0		10		0		187		91		$   41,776		$   7,351		$   49,127		4.8%		$   98,254

		3. Organize subset of data into accessible form		ESSA mostly acting in review capacity

		3.1   Continue to improve web-based metadata system, links to data		1				2		0				10		10		10		5				10		10												35				20		10						0		65		58		$   24,777		$   4,685		29,462				58,925

		3.2  CSMEP website improvement		0.5				1		0				1		1		1								1																		30						0		30		5.5		$   2,795		$   444		$3,239				6,478

																																												5				5		0		10												- 0

		Total days for Objective 3		1.5		0		3		0		0		11		11		11		5		0		10		11		0		0		0		0		0		35		0		20		45		0		5		0		105		63.5		$   27,571.8		$   5,129.7		$   32,701.5		3.2%		$   65,403.0

		4. Evaluate ability to answer key questions with existing data

		4.1 Organization of existing data for Snake Basin pilot design						5		0						30										20												5		5				2				5		0.25		17		55		$   21,566		$   4,443		26,009				52,019

		4.2 Organization of existing data for OR pilot design						5		0				30						10		3				10												5		5				2				5		0.25		17		58		$   26,075		$   4,685		30,760				61,521

		4.3 Organization of existing data for WA pilot design						5		0								30		10				2.95		10												5		5				2				5		0.25		17		57.95		$   25,455		$   4,681		$30,136				60,273

																																																																- 0

		Total days for Objective 4		0		0		15		0		0		30		30		30		20		3		3		40		0		0		0		0		0		15		15		0		6		0		15		0.75		51		170.95		$   73,096		$   13,810		$   86,906		8.5%		$   173,812

		5. Collaborative monitoring program design

		5.1  Consolidate Snake River Pilot M&E design and PrOACT tradeoff analysis		5				13		13.5		0		20		30		25		25						20				5		5				10				20				5		15		15		5		55		171.5		$   85,489		$   13,854		99,343				198,686

		5.2 ID, OR and WA pilot projects		5				15		15.5		1		45		45		50		30						20														20				5		15		15		5.5		55		226.5		$   103,045		$   18,297		121,342				242,683

		5.3  DQO work -> M&E Tools for other subbasins in CRB / Marketing		10		5		5		30		1		50		60		50		70		10				50		10		15		10				10				20				5		15		15		55		55		386		$   186,523		$   31,182		217,705				435,409

		5.4 Feed M&E results into NPCC Rolling Provincial Review Process		3				5		1.5		0		10		20		10		10						10		6																5		15		15		1.5		35		75.5		$   33,792		$   6,099		39,891				79,782

		5.5  Get feedback from CRB entities on various M&E designs		4				4		1.5		0		10		10		10		20						10																		5				15		1.5		20		69.5		$   32,680		$   5,614		38,294				76,588

		Total days for Objective 5		27		5.0		42		62		2		135		165		145		155		10		0		110		16		20		15		0		20		0		60		0		25		60		75		68.5		220		929.0		$   441,528		$   75,046		$   516,574		50.4%		$   1,033,148

		6. Multi-agency implementation of monitoring programs.

		6.1 Develop broad conceptual plan for M&E implementation across CRB		10				10		3.5				20		20		20		20		5		5		30		10.8								2.1				20				10						1.5		30		156.417		$   74,256		$   12,636		$86,892				173,784

		Total days for Objective 6		10		0		10		3.5		0		20		20		20		20		5		5		30		10.8		0		0		0		2.117		0		20		0		10		0		0		1.5		30		156.417		$   74,256		$   12,636		$   86,892		8.5%		$   173,784

		7. Multi-agency evaluation of results of new monitoring pgms.

		7.1 Collaborative review of federal RME projects, WA SRFB Effectiveness Monitoring Projects, and other recent pilot projects																																																		0

				2.1				4.0		0.0				11.8		7.4		10.5		10.6						7.9		3.5								5.0				20				12		4						36		62.7		$   29,615		$   5,061		$34,676				69,352

		Total days for Objective 7		2.067		0		4		0		0		11.8		7.4		10.5		10.6		0.0		0.0		7.9		3.5		0.0		0.0		0.0		5.0		0.0		20		0		12		4		0		0		36		62.7		$   29,615		$   5,061		$   34,676		3.4%		$   69,352

		Totals for Project		65.6		5.0		107.0		73.5		3.0		249.8		270.4		258.5		242.6		32.0		32.0		230.9		57.3		20.0		15.0		12.0		34.1		204		138		50		193		81		125		73.25		791		1708.5		$   809,601		$   214,625		$   1,024,226				$   2,048,452

		Total Fees		$   72,124		$   3,415		$   65,805		$   45,203		$   1,200		$   112,410		$   94,568		$   111,134		$   104,311		$   12,800		$   12,800		$   92,349		$   22,902		$   18,000		$   10,200		$   7,200		$   23,200		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   49,810				$   859,431

		days/month		5.46				8.92		6.13																																																		$   968,802		fy06 budget

		Change in fees from fy06 budget		19.1%				13.8%		25.6%				1.4%		12.5%		14.8%		-4.1%				-49.9%		0.0%		-50.0%		n.a.		n.a.		n.a.		-22.7%																								5.7%		% change from fy06

		Disbursements (billed at cost)

		Travel		$   4,662		$   - 0		$   4,662		$   4,389				$   5,778		$   7,323		$   5,778		$   - 0		$   2,806		$   2,806		$   7,323		$   2,806		$   2,163				$   1,597		$   1,776								$   10,000										$   63,869

		Communication		1000				1500		1000		960		1812		1812		1812				1812		1812		1812		1812		1812				1812		1853																		$   22,621

		Report Production, Printing, Photocopying		500				500		500		250																																										$   1,750

		Workshop Expenses & Subcontracts for Specialists																																										$   12,738										$   12,738				Disb + Contract Admin

		Total Disbursements		$   6,162		$   - 0		$   6,662		$   5,889		$   1,210		$   7,590		$   9,135		$   7,590		$   - 0		$   4,618		$   4,618		$   9,135		$   4,618		$   3,975		$   - 0		$   3,409		$   3,629								$   22,738										$   100,978				$   214,625

		Change in disbursements from fy06 budget		0.0%				0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		-16.9%		0.0%		-16.9%		-100.0%				-49.4%		0.0%		-49.4%								-28.0%

		Total Fees + Disbursements		$   78,286		$   3,415		$   72,467		$   51,092		$   2,410		$   120,000		$   103,703		$   118,725		$   104,311		$   17,418		$   17,418		$   101,484		$   27,521		$   21,975		$   10,200		$   10,609		$   26,829								$   22,738												$   910,600

		CBFWA Contract Administration (12.8%)		$   10,021		$   437		$   9,276		$   6,540		$   308		$   15,360		$   13,274		$   15,197		$   13,352		$   2,230		$   2,230		$   12,990		$   3,523		$   2,813		$   1,306		$   1,358		$   3,434																				$   113,646

		Total Fees + Disbursements + Contract Administration		$   88,306		$   3,852		$   81,743		$   57,631		$   2,718		$   135,360		$   116,977		$   133,921		$   117,663		$   19,648		$   19,648		$   114,474		$   31,043		$   24,788		$   11,506		$   11,967		$   30,263								$   22,738								$   1,024,246				$   1,024,246

		Travel Details…

		# flights		6		- 0		6		6				7		9		7		- 0		3		3		9		3		2				2		2

		cost / flight including ground transportation		$   600		$   600		$   600		$   600				$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   620				$   500		$   620

		# days per diem		12				12		12				12		14		12		- 0		6		6		14		6		4				3		4

		cost / per diem		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43				$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43				$   43		$   43

		# nights hotel accomodation		6		0		6		3				8		10		8		0		6		6		10		6		4				2		4

		cost / hotel night		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91				$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91				$   91		$   91

		Cost of travel without overhead		$   4,662		$   - 0		$   4,662		$   4,389				$   4,744		$   6,012		$   4,744		$   - 0		$   2,304		$   2,304		$   6,012		$   2,304		$   1,776				$   1,311		$   1,776

		Markup on travel costs		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   1,034		$   1,311		$   1,034		$   - 0		$   502		$   502		$   1,311		$   502		$   387				$   286		$   - 0

		Total Cost of Travel		$   4,662		$   - 0		$   4,662		$   4,389				$   5,778		$   7,323		$   5,778		$   - 0		$   2,806		$   2,806		$   7,323		$   2,806		$   2,163				$   1,597		$   1,776

		Notes:		ESSA Total Fees				$   187,746

				% change from fy06				20.7%

		[1] to be coordinated w StreamNet, PNAMP and other entities		$ change from fy06				$   32,185		this equals actual overbudget in FY05

		[2] examples would include NWPCC, TRTs, PNAMP, WA DOE, AFS NPIC

		[3] Nez Perce amount includes allocation for Chris Beasley (% dependent on ability of NP to hire biometrician)
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David Marmorek:
ESSA acting to 'coach' CSMEP staff in identifying these opportunities

David Marmorek:
Assist states in getting access to bull trout information

David Marmorek:
Assist states in getting access to mainstem information

Ian Parnell:
Constant multiplier across tasks, works of days entered in column the multiplier is entered in.

David Marmorek:
Acting in review capacity

David Marmorek:
Will be handled by Nez Perce

David Marmorek:
This involves getting Warm Springs data

David Marmorek:
Generalizing results of DQO process into newsletters, etc.

David Marmorek:
Link in Yakima data

David Marmorek:
Need a firm commitment of Chris + Jay's time for this to work

David Marmorek:
To cover costs not paid for by BPA

David Marmorek:
Jeff Fryer working together with Kim Hyatt on this

David Marmorek:
Need to know SK guy from WDFW

David Marmorek:
Keith's role here is to become thoroughly familiar w CSMEP products so as to market them well through PNAMP

David Marmorek:
Robert to work on bull trout component of design

David Marmorek:
Nick to provide summary of  question clarification approach

David Marmorek:
Nick / Robert to bring in lessons from John Day project

David Marmorek:
Blended rate for Robert and Nick

David Marmorek:
This is unofficial cost shsring, not to be listed in proposal as cost share

David Marmorek:
Acting in review capacity

David Marmorek:
Provide Umatilla data for OR pilot

David Marmorek:
Consult w harvest mgrs and tribes



FY06 Budget

		CSMEP								-$   0						Disbursements calculated with IDFG Overhead @ 0.218																																										1 person-week = 5 days + 2 days contingency = 7 days (1.75 days each)

		July 6 2005		Funded by this proposal										Tom Rien		Sam Sharr		Pete Hahn		Larry Peterman; Chris Hunter		Rob Lothrop		Dave Fast		Dave Stadtler		Jerry Marco				Bruce Schmidt		John Palensky		Frank Young		Howard Schaller		Michele DeHart		Jim Gieselman		Total Cost Share Days		Total		Total Fees		Total		Total Fees				Total for

				ESSA										ODFW		IDFG		WDFW		MDFWP		CRITFC		Yakama Nation		Nez Perce [3]		Colville		Eco Logical Research		StreamNet Cost Share		NMFS Cost Share		CBFWA Cost Share		USFWS Cost Share		FPC Cost Share		BPA cost share				Funded Days		by task		Expenses by task		Plus Expenses				fy05 & fy06

				Marmorek		Parnell		Porter		Pickard		Abraham		Eric Tinus, K. Kostow		C. Petrosky; Tim Copeland; Claire McGrath		Annette Hoffman; Dick O'Connor		TBA		E. Weber, R. Sharma, J. Fryer, P. Roger		D. Fast; Bill Bosch		P. Kucera; C. Beasley; J. Hesse; C. Rabe		K. Wolf; J. Marco		Nick Bouwes		K. Wegner; M. Grosbeck; E. Brown		Steve Katz, Chris Jordan, Tom Cooney		J. Eckman, F. Young, K. Titzler		P. Wilson		M. Filardo, T. Berggren, H. Franzoni		Charlie Paulsen										by task		% of total budget				Notes on time estimates for ESSA

		Daily Rate		1100		683		615		615		400		450.00		349.71		430.00		385.00		430.00		400		400		400		680		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Hourly Rate		146.67		91.07		82.00		82.00		53.33

		Computed FTEs		0.21		0.00		0.36		0.23		0.01		0.95		0.92		0.87		0.00		0.97		0.246		0.888		0.440		0.17		0.78		1.104		0.750		0.31		0.50		0.10		3.45

		Agreed upon FTEs																														?		1.125		0.75		0.50		0.50										subcontract administration +

		FTE Split between $'s and  Agency Cost share																																																communication + reporting costs spread

		Objectives and Tasks																																																across tasks according to fraction of total days

		1. Develop Work Plans / Interact w Prog. Entities (all tasks)

		1.1  Develop CSMEP Quarterly Workplans [1]		4				5		0				4		4		4				4				4		4				4		4		10		4		4		0		26		33		$   17,314		$   2,595		$19,909				39,818

		1.2 Quarterly Progress Reports		1				4		0				2		2		2				2		1		2		2				2		2		5		2		2		0		13		18		$   8,879		$   1,416		$10,295				20,590

		1.3 Preparation of Draft and Final Annual Report for FY05		2				7		2		1		3		3		3				3		2		3		3		2		3		3		15		3		3		1		27		34		$   17,674		$   2,674		$20,348				40,696

		1.4 CSMEP conference calls and meetings		8				10		6				8		8		8				8		8		8		8		5		8		8		20		8		8		1.5		52		85		$   44,918		$   6,685		$51,603				103,205

		1.5 Coordination w PNAMP on joint activities and work products		4				3		0				3		3		3				3		2		3		8		2		3		3		20				3		0		29		34		$   17,784		$   2,674		$20,458				40,916

		1.6 Present CSMEP progress at various Columbia Basin forums [2]		4				2		0				2		2		2				2		1		2		2				2		2		20						0		24		19		$   10,949		$   1,494		$12,444				24,887

		Total days for Objective 1		23		0		31		8		1		22		22		22		0		22		14		22		27		9		22		22		90		17		20		2.5		171		223		$   117,519		$   108,435		$225,954		23.3%		451,908				0

		2. Inventory existing data relevant to questions		ESSA mostly acting in review capacity

		2.1 Inventory Tier 1 information		0.5				7		0				15		15		15				15				10				7				10								0		10		84.5		$   38,511		$   6,646		$45,156				90,312

		2.2 Complete data inventory for second and third set of subbasins		0.5				2		0				25		25		25				25		20		25		25				132								10		0		142		172.5		$   71,273		$   13,566		$84,839				169,678

		2.3 Report on the Inventory process		0.5				2		0				5		5		5				5				5		5				5		5		5						0		15		32.5		$   14,079		$   2,556		$16,635				33,269

		Total days for Objective 2		1.5		0		11		0		0		45		45		45		0		45		20		40		30		7		137		15		5		0		10		0		167		289.5		$   123,862		$   22,768		$   146,630		15.1%		$   293,260

		3. Organize subset of data into accessible form		ESSA mostly acting in review capacity

		3.1   Continue to develop web-based data inventory system		0.5				1		0				5		5		5				2				5		3				25				10						0		35		26.5		$   11,374		$   2,084		13,458				26,915

		3.2  CSMEP website improvement		0.5				1		0				1		1		1				2				1										30						0		30		7.5		$   3,655		$   590		$4,245				8,489

		3.3  Develop protocol for making data available to CSMEP analysts		0.5				1		0				5		5		5				5		2		5		3				10				5				5		0		20		31.5		$   13,464		$   2,477		$15,941				31,882

		Total days for Objective 3		1.5		0		3		0		0		11		11		11		0		9		2		11		6		0		35		0		45		0		5		0		85		65.5		$   28,491.8		$   5,151.3		$   33,643.1		3.5%		$   67,286.2

		4. Evaluate ability to answer key questions with existing data

		4.1 Assess strengths & weaknesses of data for Tier 1 questions		1				2		0				10		10		10				10				5		5		3				5		2				5		0.25		12		56		$   24,967		$   4,404		29,371				58,743

		4.2  Complete Tier 2 S&W Assessment for 2nd set of subbasins		1				2		0				15		15		15				15		12		15		10				5		5		2				5		0.25		17		100		$   42,026		$   7,865		49,890				99,780

		4.3  Complete Tier 2 S&W Assessment for 3rd set of subbasins		1				2		0				15		15		15				15				15		10				5		5		2				5		0.25		17		88		$   37,226		$   6,921		$44,146				88,293

		4.4  Identify opportunities for Tier 3 Evaluations (C4 tables and beyond)		1				2		0				15		15		15				15		5		15		10						20		2				5		0.25		27		93		$   39,226		$   7,314		$46,540				93,079

		Total days for Objective 4		4		0		8		0		0		55		55		55		0		55		17		50		35		3		10		35		8		0		20		1		73		337		$   143,444		$   26,503		$   169,948		17.5%		$   339,895

		5. Collaborative monitoring program design

		5.1  Consolidate Snake River Pilot M&E design and PrOACT tradeoff analysis		5				13		13.5		0		20		20		20				20		5.0		20		5.0		5				35		5		15		15		5		70		146.5		$   70,392		$   11,522		81,913				163,827

		5.2 Convert SRB into practical plan for Salmon basin pilot		3				5		15.5		1		20		20		15				20		4.9		20		5		6				35		5		15		15		5.5		70		135.426		$   63,402		$   10,651		74,053				148,105

		5.3  M&E Recommendations for other subbasins in CRB		3				5		15		1		20		20		15				20				20				6				35		5		15		15		7.5		70		125		$   59,124		$   9,831		68,955				137,910

		5.4 Feed M&E results into NPCC Rolling Provincial Review Process		3				5		1.5		0		20		20		15				20				20				6				35		5		15		15		1.5		70		110.5		$   50,422		$   8,690		59,112				118,224

		5.5  Get feedback from CRB entities on various M&E designs		4				4		1.5		0		10		10		10				20				10								35		5				15		1.5		55		69.5		$   32,680		$   5,466		38,145				76,291

		Total days for Objective 5		18		0.0		32		47		2		90		90		75		0		100		9.926		90		10		23		0		175		25		60		75		21		335		586.9		$   276,019		$   46,159		$   322,178		33.3%		$   644,357

		6. Multi-agency implementation of monitoring programs.

		6.1 Develop broad conceptual plan for M&E implementation across CRB		5				5		3.5				10		10		10				10		1		10		3		2.1				20		10						1.5		30		69.617		$   34,364		$   5,475		$39,839				79,678

		Total days for Objective 6		5		0		5		3.5		0		10		10		10		0		10		1		10		3		2.117		0		20		10		0		0		1.5		30		69.617		$   34,364		$   5,475		$   39,839		4.1%		$   79,678

		7. Multi-agency evaluation of results of new monitoring pgms.

		7.1 Collaborative review of federal RME projects, WA SRFB Effectiveness Monitoring Projects, and other recent pilot projects																																										0

				2.1				4		0				13.4		7.4		7.1				12				7.9		3.5						20		12		4						36		57.3		$   26,103		$   4,507		$30,610				61,220

		Total days for Objective 7		2.067		0		4		0		0		13.4		7.4		7.1		0.0		12.0		0.0		7.9		3.5		0.0		0.0		20		12		4		0		0		36		57.3		$   26,103		$   4,507		$   30,610		3.2%		$   61,220

		Totals for Project		55.1		0.0		94		58.5		3		246		240		225		0		253		64		231		114.456		44.117		204		287		195		81		130		26		897		1628.9		$   749,803		$   218,999		$   968,802				$   1,937,604

		Total Fees		$   60,574		$   - 0		$   57,810		$   35,978		$   1,200		$   110,882		$   84,077		$   96,791		$   - 0		$   108,790		$   25,570		$   92,349		$   45,782		$   30,000		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0						$   749,803

		days/month		4.59				7.83		4.88																																										$   968,802				Council Approved

		Disbursements (billed at cost)

		Travel		$   4,662		$   - 0		$   4,662		$   4,389				$   7,323		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   - 0		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   3,188						$   10,000										$   78,159						-$   0		: Difference between budgeted and approved

		Communication		1000				1500		1000		960		1812		1812		1812				1812		1812		1812		1812		1853																$   18,997						-0%

		Report Production, Printing, Photocopying		500				500		500		250																																		$   1,750

		Workshop Expenses & Subcontracts for Specialists																																		$   12,738										$   12,738				Disb + Contract Admin

		Total Disbursements		$   6,162		$   - 0		$   6,662		$   5,889		$   1,210		$   9,135		$   9,135		$   9,135		$   - 0		$   9,135		$   9,135		$   9,135		$   9,135		$   5,041						$   22,738								$   111,644		$   111,644				$   218,999

		Total Fees + Disbursements		$   66,736		$   - 0		$   64,472		$   41,867		$   2,410		$   120,017		$   93,212		$   105,925		$   - 0		$   117,925		$   34,705		$   101,484		$   54,917		$   35,041						$   22,738												$   861,447

		CBFWA Contract Administration (12.8%)		$   8,542		$   - 0		$   8,252		$   5,359		$   308		$   15,362		$   11,931		$   13,558		$   - 0		$   15,094		$   4,442		$   12,990		$   7,029		$   4,485																		$   107,355

		Total Fees + Disbursements + Contract Administration		$   75,278		$   - 0		$   72,724		$   47,225		$   2,718		$   135,379		$   105,143		$   119,484		$   - 0		$   133,019		$   39,147		$   114,474		$   61,946		$   39,526						$   22,738								$   968,802				$   968,802

				$   131,208

		Travel Details…

		# flights		6		- 0		6		6				9		9		9		- 0		9		9		9		9		4

		cost / flight including ground transportation		$   600		$   600		$   600		$   600				$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   500		$   620

		# days per diem		12				12		12				14		14		14		- 0		14		14		14		14		8

		cost / per diem		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43				$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43		$   43

		# nights hotel accomodation		6		0		6		3				10		10		10		0		10		10		10		10		4

		cost / hotel night		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91				$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91		$   91

		Cost of travel without overhead		$   4,662		$   - 0		$   4,662		$   4,389				$   6,012		$   6,012		$   6,012		$   - 0		$   6,012		$   6,012		$   6,012		$   6,012		$   3,188

		Markup on travel costs		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0		$   - 0				$   1,311		$   1,311		$   1,311		$   - 0		$   1,311		$   1,311		$   1,311		$   1,311		$   - 0

		Total Cost of Travel		$   4,662		$   - 0		$   4,662		$   4,389				$   7,323		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   - 0		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   7,323		$   3,188

		ESSA Total Fees + Disbursements in July 6 budget		$   64,523		$   42,190		$   43,804		$   22,808		$   2,160		$   175,484

		ESSA Total Fees + Disbursements in current budget		$   66,736		$   - 0		$   64,472		$   41,867		$   2,410		$   175,484

		Notes:		ESSA Total Fees				$   155,561

		[1] to be coordinated w StreamNet, PNAMP and other entities

		[2] examples would include NWPCC, TRTs, PNAMP, WA DOE, AFS NPIC

		[3] Nez Perce amount includes 55,679 for NP + 45,788 for Chris Beasley



Ian Parnell:
Constant multiplier across tasks, works of days entered in column the multiplier is entered in.

maps of existing habitat sampling sites as part of design work. Other tier 1 review work.

David Marmorek:
Assist states in getting access to bull trout information

David Marmorek:
Assist states in getting access to mainstem information

David Marmorek:
ESSA acting to 'coach' CSMEP staff in identifying these opportunities



Schedule FY07

		CSMEP Schedule  FY07 - NOT DONE YET

				Fraction of task occurring in each month

				2005																2006

		Task		Oct		Nov		Dec		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug		Sept		Sum

		1. Develop Work Plans / Interact w Prog. Entities (all tasks)		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.1		0.1		0.2		0.2		1.00

		1.1  Develop CSMEP Quarterly Workplans [1]																										0.00

		1.2 Quarterly Progress Reports																										0.00

		1.3 Preparation of Draft and Final Annual Report for fy05																										0.00

		1.4 CSMEP conference calls and meetings																										0.00

		1.5 Coordination w PNAMP on joint activities and work products																										0.00

		1.6 Present CSMEP progress at various Columbia Basin forums [2]																										0.00

		Total days for Objective 1																										0.00

		2. Inventory existing data relevant to questions

		2.1 QA on StreamNet Inventory Work prepatory to ID, WA, OR pilot designs		0.33		0.33		0.34																				1.00

		2.2 Sockeye Data Inventory		0.2		0.2		0.2		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1												1.00

		0												0.33		0.33		0.34										1.00

		Total days for Objective 2

		3. Organize subset of data into accessible form

		3.1   Continue to improve web-based metadata system, links to data		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		1.00

		3.2  CSMEP website improvement		0.25						0.25						0.25						0.25						1.00

		0		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1						1.00

		Total days for Objective 3																										0.00

		4. Evaluate ability to answer key questions with existing data

		4.1 Organization of existing data for Snake Basin pilot design		0.13		0.1		0.06		0.205		0.205		0.1		0.1		0.1										1.00

		4.2 Organization of existing data for OR pilot design		0.13		0.1		0.06		0.205		0.205		0.1		0.1		0.1										1.00

		4.3 Organization of existing data for WA pilot design		0.13		0.1		0.06		0.205		0.205		0.1		0.1		0.1										1.00

		0		0.13		0.1		0.06		0.205		0.205		0.1		0.1		0.1										1.00

		Total days for Objective 4																										0.00

		5. Collaborative monitoring program design

		5.1  Consolidate Snake River Pilot M&E design and PrOACT tradeoff analysis		0.20		0.20		0.20		0.20		0.20																1.00

		5.2 ID, OR and WA pilot projects								0.20		0.20		0.20		0.20		0.05		0.05		0.10						1.00

		5.3  DQO work -> M&E Tools for other subbasins in CRB / Marketing										0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.1		0.2		0.2		1.00

		5.4 Feed M&E results into NPCC Rolling Provincial Review Process		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10						1.00

		5.5  Get feedback from CRB entities on various M&E designs		0.05		0.10		0.05		0.10		0.05		0.10		0.05		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		0.10		1.00

		Total days for Objective 5																										0.00

		6. Multi-agency implementation of monitoring programs.

		6.1 Develop broad conceptual plan for M&E implementation across CRB		0.1		0.1		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.1		0.10		1.00

		Total days for Objective 6																										0.00

		7. Multi-agency evaluation of results of new monitoring pgms.

		7.1 Collaborative review of federal RME projects, WA SRFB Effectiveness Monitoring Projects, and other recent pilot projects		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.1		0.2		0.1		0.1		0.05		0.05		0.05		0.1		0.10		1.00

																												0.0

		Total days for Objective 7																										0.0

		Total																										0.0





Billings FY 07

		CSMEP Billings FY07 - NOT DONE YET

				Projected $ billed per task per month

				2005																2006										Total / task

		Task		Oct		Nov		Dec		Jan		Feb		Mar		Apr		May		Jun		Jul		Aug		Sept		Sum		in budget		Diff (should be zero)

		1. Develop Work Plans / Interact w Prog. Entities (all tasks)		10867		10867		10867		10867		10867		10867		10867		10867		21735		21735		43470		43470		217,350

		1.1  Develop CSMEP Quarterly Workplans [1]																										- 0

		1.2 Quarterly Progress Reports																										- 0

		1.3 Preparation of Draft and Final Annual Report for FY05																										- 0

		1.4 CSMEP conference calls and meetings																										- 0

		1.5 Coordination w PNAMP on joint activities and work products																										- 0				Task #		FY06 $'s		% $'s		Days		% Days

		1.6 Present CSMEP progress at various Columbia Basin forums [2]																										- 0				Task 1		217,350		23%		171		19%

																												- 0								0%				0%								968000

		Total days for Objective 1																										- 0								0%				0%

																												- 0				Task 2		49,127		15%		167		19%

		2. Inventory existing data relevant to questions																										- 0				Task 3		32,701		4%		85		9%

		2.1 Inventory Tier 1 information [3]		10277		10277		10589		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		31,143				Task 4		86,906		19%		73		8%

		2.2 Complete data inventory for second and third set of subbasins		3597		3597		3597		1798		1798		1798		1798		0		0		0		0		0		17,984				Task 5		516,574		32%		335		37%

		2.3 Identify a third set of subbasins to inventory		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		- 0				Task 6		86,892		4%		30		3%

																												- 0								0%				0%

		Total days for Objective 2																										- 0								0%				0%

																												- 0				Task 7		34,676		3%		36		4%

		3. Organize subset of data into accessible form																										- 0				Total		1,024,226				897

		3.1   Continue to develop web-based data inventory system		2946		2946		2946		2946		1473		1473		1473		1473		2946		2946		2946		2946		29,462

		3.2  CSMEP website improvement		810		0		0		810		0		0		810		0		0		810		0		0		3,239

		3.3  Develop protocol for making data available to CSMEP analysts		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		- 0

																												- 0

		Total days for Objective 3																										- 0

																												- 0

		4. Evaluate ability to answer key questions with existing data																										- 0

		4.1 Assess strengths & weaknesses of data for Tier 1 questions		3381		2601		1561		5332		5332		2601		2601		2601		0		0		0		0		26,009

		4.2  Complete Tier 2 S&W Assessment for 2nd set of subbasins		3999		3076		1846		6306		6306		3076		3076		3076		0		0		0		0		30,760

		4.3  Complete Tier 2 S&W Assessment for 3rd set of subbasins		3918		3014		1808		6178		6178		3014		3014		3014		0		0		0		0		30,136

		4.4  Identify opportunities for Tier 3 Evaluations (C4 tables and beyond)		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		- 0

																												- 0

		Total days for Objective 4																										- 0

																												- 0

		5. Collaborative monitoring program design																										- 0

		5.1  Continue to develop Tier 1 & 2 sampling and response design options		19869		19869		19869		19869		19869		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		99,343

		5.2 Test and revise Tier 1 & 2 design options / template [4]		0		0		0		24268		24268		24268		24268		6067		6067		12134		0		0		121,342

		5.3  Develop & evaluate Tier 3 design template [5]		0		0		0		0		21770		21770		21770		21770		21770		21770		43541		43541		217,705

		5.4  Improve mainstem Tier 3 monitoring framework [6]		3989		3989		3989		3989		3989		3989		3989		3989		3989		3989		0		0		39,891

		5.5  Get feedback from CRB entities on various M&E designs		1915		3829		1915		3829		1915		3829		1915		3829		3829		3829		3829		3829		38,294

																												- 0

		Total days for Objective 5																										- 0

																												- 0

		6. Multi-agency implementation of monitoring programs.		8689		8689		4345		4345		4345		4345		8689		8689		8689		8689		8689		8689		86,892

		6.1 Develop broad conceptual plan for M&E implementation across CRB																										- 0

																												- 0

		Total days for Objective 6																										- 0

																												- 0

		7. Multi-agency evaluation of results of new monitoring pgms.		1734		1734		1734		3468		6935		3468		3468		1734		1734		1734		3468		3468		34,676

		7.1 Collaborative review of federal RME projects and WA SRB Effectiveness Monitoring Projects, and other recent pilot projects																										- 0

																												- 0

																												- 0

		Total days for Objective 7																										- 0

																												- 0

		Total																										1,024,226

		Estimated total billings per month		75,991		74,488		65,064		94,005		115,046		84,499		87,739		67,110		70,760		77,637		105,943		105,943		1,024,226

		% of annual billings/month		7.4%		7.3%		6.4%		9.2%		11.2%		8.3%		8.6%		6.6%		6.9%		7.6%		10.3%		10.3%		8.33%		85352.1665496574

		Estimated total billings per quarter						215,543						293,550						225,609						289,524

		% of annual billings/quarter						21.0%						28.7%						22.0%						28.3%





Billings FY 07

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



% $'s

Proportion of FY05 Budget by Task




