OUTLINE

FCRPS Wildlife Mitigation Monitoring and Evaluation Framework

Draft version:  12/10/09
INTRODUCTION

· Begin with brief background on Federal Columbia River Power System; NW Power Act; loss assessments; NPCC program Objectives, wildlife mitigation strategies to date.
· Brief overview of the HEP program, relationship to crediting and monitoring
· Review of 2006, 2007 ISRP Retrospective Reports wildlife recommendations including definitions of 
· Baseline Monitoring [crediting and M&E]
· Status Monitoring [crediting and M&E]
· Trend Monitoring [M&E]
· Implementation [? What do we mean by implementation – O&M and enhancements?]
· Effectiveness Monitoring [M&E]
· Validation Monitoring [M&E]
WILDLIFE MONITORING STRATEGY 

· Transition from HEP (for monitoring) to ecologically-based monitoring and assessment [more exactly – a transition from and understanding of HEP as its role in crediting accounting]
· Base monitoring upon ecological objectives described in management and subbasin plans [necessarily only when tied to the integrated Program and its goals]
· Track trends in ecological function

· Provide data to assess the effectiveness of management (adaptive management)

· Use of reference sites

· Where appropriate, complement and maintain consistency with State/Tribal Conservation Strategies

· Project data summaries should link to region-wide databases

· Compatible protocols should be developed and used

· Monitoring must contribute to assessments and reporting at multiple scales from the project to the Basin
· Must be cost effective, utilizing existing funding and programs to the extent possible
PROGRAMMATIC WILDLIFE MONITORING QUESTIONS

· What are the baseline ecological conditions of the site?

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

· Are the wildlife habitat management treatments effective?

· How many habitat units does each wildlife mitigation project provide?

· Identification of ecological context (what role the site plays in a larger landscape matrix)?
· Are habitat conditions contributing to State Conservation Strategies and/or broader Tribal goals/objectives?
· What is the status of focal species and habitat relationships as described in project management plans? [this may or may not happen. Sometimes the target species will not be the focus of M&E, but rather an easier and more relevant species or set of species]
CONSISTENT REPORTING (Multiple Scales)
· Project level reporting to inform adaptive management

· Trends in ecological objectives as against objectives established in the management plan

· Trends in Focal species against objectives established in management plan

· Specific Action Effectiveness where appropriate
· Credited HUs?

· Provincial
· Number of [?what? – projects, management areas, etc…?] meeting ecological objectives, trending towards ecological objectives, trending downward from ecological objectives

· Status of ecological conditions or status of Conservation Strategy Objectives [this refers to a state only approach, needs to be broader and more inclusive] within the province (Note information will need to come from sources outside the Fish and Wildlife Program

· Basin

· Council HLIs

· Total projects meeting ecological objectives, trending up, maintaining, trending down [consistent, comparable and compatible data is needed to do this. It is completely absent from our fisheries counterparts in the Basin and something we have the capability to provide. It does, however, take a commitment to agree to a singular approach we can all affordably implement]
· HUs credited, outstanding by facility

[The first four sections ARE the “framework” and should be where we spend the majority of our time developing and building specificity.]
NEXT STEPS -TRANSITION TO ECOLOGICAL-BASED HABITAT AND WILDLIFE ASSESSMENTS BUILDING OFF EXISTING PROGRAMS
· Ecological Integrity Assessment - General description of EIA:  Ecological Integrity is the goal; desired ecological conditions are the objectives. [It is slightly inappropriate to tag a specific model in the framework – especially one that has not had regional review and approval. I believe we should be focusing on the first four section of this document first and foremost.]
· EIA conducted at three tiers:  

· Tier 1: Remote sensing 
· Tier 2: Rapid Assessment

· Tier 3:  Intensive (Note:  Tier 3 data validates Tier 2 sampling)

· Tier 1 and Tier 2 would be used for all mitigation projects.  

· Discuss how existing projects [UWMEP is NOT a project, but a pilot M&E approach reviewed, approved, funded, and recommended for regional use by the NPCC, BPA, and the ISRP. The idea here should not be to identify a specific approach or “project,” but a framework for what M&E is from our collective respective and how we intend to move forward. EIA is too prominently identified in this document, from my perspective and it gives the reader the impression that it is the preferred alternative for wildlife M&E] can complement the Ecological Integrity Assessment (i.e. HEP, UWMEP, CHAP, NHI, others?) [We need some consistent movement forward with the concept that HEP is HEP and that it is not M&E, but crediting accounting. It still provides important and useful information and will always be an integral part of the Program, but IT IS NOT M&E. We have consistently heard this message from ISRP and others and it is time we accept it and move forward. CHAP is a recent evolutionary step with HEP and some of the issues with HEP– it is not a project nor a concept that fits here other than its usefulness as an alternative where  HEP has unresolved issues]
· EIA Framework: [Not exclusive to EIA as the below framework is specifically consistent with UWMEP and others]
· Establish existing condition 
· Define desired ecological conditions (DECs), based on Ecological Integrity goal
· Include abiotic and biotic (status/trends) and processes

· Factor landscape parameters (fragmentation, size, connectivity, etc.)

· DECs should be realistic and match the site potential.
· Reference sites or desired future condition or historic/undisturbed condition—as defined by the manager’s management plan for each ecological system (note: human element should be incorporated).  

· If using reference sites, managers should select sites that meet the DEC

· May have multiple reference sites for each condition.

· Reference sites for DEC may be on-site or off-site.

· Reference sites do not necessarily imply ‘pristine.’

· Habitat based—Ecological system (proposing that this part is universal to all projects)

· Agree to use consistent vegetation classification system .or classification that can be cross-walked
· Agree to same criteria for ecological integrity assessment

· Managers establish desired ecological condition, based on ecological integrity goal, as expressed in the project management plan for their projects. 

· Managers are not required to use same methodology and techniques to estimate parameters in the EIA [Again, EIA is too prominently described and referred to in this document for me and I think we need to refocus this framework on framework issues without relying upon a project or concept to carry them forward-at this time]; just use widely-accepted methods for data collection
· Wildlife species based—can be incorporated into the ranks of the ecological integrity assessment, but not required 

· Community or biodiversity based or individual species based depending upon management plan objectives. 

· Link to focal species in subbasin plans or state Wildlife Action Plans, where appropriate.
· May occur at Tier 2 or Tier 3 levels

· Should build on or be consistent with other broad-scale monitoring (breeding bird counts, etc.) where appropriate.
ACTION EFFECTIVENESS

· Assess whether a specific management action achieves the specific desired habitat or species response

· Predominately Tier 3 monitoring

· How current projects (HEP, UWMEP, CHAP) may be used

· Discuss appropriate monitoring intensity for different actions
· Action Effectiveness Framework

· Establish existing condition

· Establish action specific objectives

· Build monitoring and sampling scheme
· Experimental approach(with controls)

· Before/after approach

· Implement monitoring

· Evaluate results

· Adjust management practices as needed

DATA MANAGEMENT [this is a huge issue and needs some description. In the UWMEP case, and any subsequent new UWMEP-based programs, it will be an issue that is part and parcel to this particular programmatic approach.]
APPENDICES

Examples of draft EIAs for a couple different ecological systems
Definitions of Ecological integrity on the Web: [Not really necessary]
· Ecological health or ecological integrity or ecological damage is used to refer to symptoms of an ecosystem's pending loss of carrying capacity ...
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ecological_integrity 

· The quality of a natural unmanaged or managed ecosystem in which the natural ecological processes are sustained, with genetic, species and ...
www.borealforest.org/nwgloss3.htm 

· The condition of an ecosystem where, a) the structure and function are unimpaired by human-caused stresses; and b) the ecosystem biological ...
www.pc.gc.ca/pn-np/ab/banff/natcul/natcul22a_E.asp 

· Means a natural system that has a self-correcting ability when subject to disturbance (Mendler and Odell, 2000).
www.comarchitect.org/webhelp/14_5_definition_of_terms.htm 

· The condition of an unimpaired ecosystem as measured by combined chemical, physical (including physical habitat), and biological attributes. Ecosystems have integrity when they have their native components (plants, animals and other organisms) and processes (such as growth and reproduction) intact.
www.waterquality.ec.gc.ca/EN/navigation/3188/3191/46404/BiologicalMonitoring/bioglossary.html 

· The ability of an ecosystem to function healthily and continue to provide natural goods and services and maintain biodiversity.
symposia.cbc.amnh.org/archives/seascapes/glossary.html 

· The degree to which all ecosystem components and their interactions are represented and functioning.
www.borealcentre.ca/glossary.html 

· ensuring a relationship in plant and animal communities remains healthy
wiki.nwtresearch.com/(S(h1bio045ol2ybqquxcw1lwu1))/glossary.ashx
· Karr & Dudley 1981: …a balanced, integrated, adaptive community of organisms having a species composition, diversity, and functional organization comparable to that of the natural habitat of the region
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