RESPONSE TO INDEPENDENT SCIENTIFIC REVIEW PANEL COMMENTS

Project Number: 198402500

Title: ODFW Blue Mountain Oregon Fish Habitat Improvement
Sponsor: Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) 

Province: Blue Mountain   Subbasin: Grande Ronde 

Short description: This project works with landowners, and other government and quasi-governmental agencies to protect and enhance habitat for federal ESA listed fish in the Blue Mountain Province of Oregon.

ISRP Recommendation: Response requested

INTRODUCTION

The Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) was supportive of this project’s efforts to restore salmon and steelhead habitats but concerned about the level and type of monitoring and evaluation proposed.  ISRP specifically raised the following concerns:

1. This project should implement effectiveness monitoring;

2. Monitoring methods should be presented in more detail;

3. Management implications need to be highlighted; and,

4. Specific interest in project associated monitoring (i.e. spawning ground surveys and data analysis).

Each of these issues is addressed separately below after discussing the general issue of monitoring and evaluation for habitat projects. 

HABITAT PROJECT MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The monitoring and evaluation of habitat project effectiveness has been a long standing concern for many interested in Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead restoration, and has been a concern routinely expressed by the ISRP.  While this issue has been the subject of a number of meetings and conferences over the last 20 years, a clear consensus on the level and type of monitoring and evaluation needed has not been reached.  That was most recently illustrated in Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NWPCC) direction that no more than 5% of habitat project budgets be directed to monitoring and evaluation while the ISRP has suggested that 40% or more be directed to this activity (see Concern #1 below).

Proponents of this project are sensitive to this concern and, as outlined below, have worked a substantial level of monitoring into the existing project given current programmatic restrictions.  Unfortunately, under the current program, it is difficult if not impossible to reach the hypothesis testing level of evaluation suggested by the ISRP, and frankly, of interest to many in the Columbia Basin. 

There are a number of efforts underway in the region that may help address the ISRP’s habitat project evaluation concerns.  One new development in this area is the implementation of project 200301700, Integrated Status and Effectiveness Monitoring Program: the design and evaluation of monitoring tools for salmon populations and habitat in the Interior Columbia River Basin.  The purpose of this project is to design and evaluate watershed –scale effectiveness monitoring.  Specifically it’s intended to provide tools necessary to design efficient and effective salmon and steelhead population and habitat monitoring programs.  This could provide the basis for developing a region-wide habitat project effectiveness monitoring program suggest by ISRP in 2002 (see Concern #1 below) and of apparent ISRP interest during this review of proposals, assuming the resources are available to implement the protocols developed.

CONCERN #1 - THIS PROJECT SHOULD IMPLEMENT EFFECTIVENESS MONITORING

ISRP Comments:

· “The actual benefits to focal species, however, can only be inferred because the sponsors provided no direct evidence of how fish utilization had increased in project areas or how it will be assessed in the future.  Past projects may have resulted in positive habitat changes, and these changes are likely to benefit fish.” 

·  “A response is requested to address the effectiveness monitoring”.

Response:

ISRP made very similar comments on Grande Ronde habitat projects during the FY 02-05 project review process.  To address these comments we worked with Oregon State University (OSU) to organize a habitat project effectiveness monitoring workshop (Attachment A).  The workshop (Nov. 12-13, 2002) had numerous speakers with backgrounds in monitoring representing; BPA, ODFW, NOAA, USFS, OSU, CBFWA, ISRP, as well as others.  While many issues were discussed at this meeting two conclusions were reached regarding effectiveness monitoring; First, building a regional plan for monitoring was a high priority and should be a top down process and, Second, the ISRP and BPA had different views on the dollars which should be allocated for monitoring and evaluation. 

Building of a regional monitoring plan is underway in a number of venues.  Examples include the Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Partnership and BPA project 200301700- Integrated Status and Effectiveness Monitoring Program (ISEMP): The design and evaluation of monitoring tools for salmon populations and habitat in the Interior Columbia River Basin.  These project are early in there implementation and may provide the top-down regional monitoring effort that ISRP suggests.  

One of the most interesting aspects of the 2002 workshop was participants’ realization that ISRP and BPA have different perspectives on what level of monitoring is needed for habitat projects.  During the workshop Mr. Lyman McDonald of ISRP offered that 40% of project budgets was a reasonable amount for M&E while Mr. Jim Geiselman from BPA felt less was needed.  The following unedited workshop transcript outlines Mr. McDonald and Mr. Geiselman (noted as Limon and JG respectively) perspectives:

“Limon:  The ISRP does have a clear expectation that the data collected in these projects be analyzed, and that there be money in the project proposals for publication in the scientific literature-at least in the grey literature, and paying for that aspect of the project is something that….Well, it’s like we could spend 100,000 dollars collecting a set of data, we should be able to analyze it for 250,000 more.  It doesn’t work that way.  Funding groups should realize that probably 40% of the budget should be for the maintaining the data by putting it in a data base, and making it useful, analyzing the data and getting those reports out.  I was amazed to find that there are considerable BPA projects out there that we have reviewed that have not even put out a project report for 5 or 6 years-ongoing projects.  The data are not available, their not in a data base, anyway, you’re going to have to require it and pay for it.(looking at Jim)…

(Applause from the audience).

JG:  A follow-up on that.  One thing we have been talking about, associated with the top-down approach is that this is the E, an E part of that, at least for our needs, is sort of a broad level evaluation program.  My opinion is that we are pushing things and projects a little far to require or demand evaluation from all habitat projects.  It doesn’t take a biostatistician or a researcher to go out and put fencing up on a stream or to do habitat projects that are going to be valuable to the region, and to require that all habitat projects have that as a part of their action is pushing it beyond where I think we really need to go.  We can achieve those evaluation needs perhaps at a broader level or in sets of broader levels that capture that information of those projects at that broader scale…

Limon:  I agree with that…”

(from Monitoring Habitat Restoration Projects in Interior Watersheds: How Do We Know That We Are Making a Difference?  November 11-13, 2002, McMenamins Edgefield Lodge, Troutdale, Oregon, Unedited transcript provided by Guillermo Giannico, Oregon State University, Corvallis)
Recent direction from the NWPCC for the preparation of 07-09 BPA proposals states:

“Project level monitoring and evaluations activities for habitat projects, in most cases, should not constitute more than 5% of the proposal budget for compliance and implementation monitoring activities”.

(from http://www.nwcouncil.org/fw/budget/2007/guide.pdf )

It’s difficult for an individual project to reconcile the differences in expectations as wide as those expressed by Mr. McDonald and Mr. Geiselman.  This is especially true during times of increasing political pressure to support recovery through the Fish and Wildlife Program, FCRPS Biological Opinion Remand and other regional efforts, and reductions in Province implementation budgets as outlined by NWPCC and BPA for the FY 07-09 timeframe.

CONCERN #2 - MONITORING METHODS SHOULD BE PRESENTED IN MORE DETAIL

ISRP Comments:

· “There does not seem to be a standard protocol, and the sponsors presented no solid, quantitative evidence that the projects actually benefit fish.  The effectiveness monitoring conducted by the sponsors, or other projects should be identified”.

Response: 

The following is an expanded discussion of the monitoring work done in association with this project.  In some cases results are outlined.

· Stream Temperatures: Twelve permanent thermographs have been installed at the upper and lower ends of 6 project streams to measure long term changes in stream temperatures that may result from changes in habitat.  These thermographs record water, and ambient air temperatures on an hourly basis, 24 hours/day, year around.  Some of these have been in place since 1988 and represent the best long-term data available in the basin.  Other thermographs have been deployed in specific stream reaches to record summer temperatures only.  This data helps us identify areas and the times of year when extreme temperatures (either summer or winter) may limit salmonid production.  

· Habitat Monitoring Transects: These transect studies measure specific physical and biological characteristics (i.e. channel substrate, channel width, bank height, flow features, ground cover type, stream shading, etc.) in selected study areas.  They are designed to measure long term changes in the riparian vegetation and stream channel morphology, and help determine expected rates of recovery on other streams.  One hundred forty habitat monitoring transects on four streams have been established within the project area.  Following establishment of these transects and the initial data collection, measurements have been retaken at 3 to 5 year intervals.  

A complete analysis and summary has not been done due to time/funding constraints.  Preliminary results indicate that after 12 years in Chesnimnus and Elk creeks recovery is progressing well.  In an incised channel (McCoy Creek) restoration occurred at a very slow rate.  At high elevation sites (Sheep Creek) recovery of shrubs is very slow in the sedge dominated system, but channel morphology characteristics such as narrowing and deepening of the channel have occurred.  

· Photopoints:  Due to the large number of individual sites we have treated, the easiest and least costly way to monitor projects is through photographic documentation.  Photopoints show qualitative changes in riparian vegetation (such as increased canopy and shading, improved bank stability, etc.), and changes in stream channel morphology (such as narrowing and deepening of the channel).  They also help document success or failure of specific instream structures or plantings.  Several photopoints are established on each individual project prior to implementation.  Pictures are then retaken from most of these sites at 1-2 year intervals.  Several hundred photopoints have been established on 49 individual projects.  A summary of the results was included on pg. 17 of the project proposal, and will be repeated as projects mature.  “Before/After” photographs and slides are excellent for presentations and as educational tools, and they are provided to the respective landowners to demonstrate project benefits that have occurred over the years.

· Rosgen Levels 1-4 Assessments of Stream Conditions:  Pre and Post project surveys will be conducted in selected streams where more aggressive restoration techniques are used.  Surveys include classifying a stream based on quantitative data including a longitudinal profile, cross sections, pebble counts, and calculations of channel dimensions (bankfull width, depth, area), and patterns (sinuosity, meander lengths, radius of curvature).  Depending on the level needed, work may also include installing bank or toe pins to monitoring channel aggradation or degradation, a bank erodibility hazard index (BEHI), modified Pfankuch stability rating or other hydraulic analysis such as stream gage/flood frequency analysis.  

· Streambank Stability, Undercut Banks And Overhanging Vegetation:  These surveys have been conducted prior to project implementation on several streams, based on EPA protocol (Bauer and Burton 1993).  We have found the method highly repeatable, will cover large segments of streams in a reasonable amount of time, and is quantifiable.  Banks are classified into 4 groups based on stability (Covered & Stable, Covered & Unstable, Uncovered & Stable, and Uncovered & Unstable) and total feet measured.  Total length of undercut banks and overhanging vegetation is also measured and all categories are calculated as a percentage of the total length measured.

· Inventories of Large Wood and Pools:  These surveys are easily combined with the streambank survey above.  Large wood and pools are measured using ODFW Aquatic Inventory protocol (ODFW 1992) and are frequently singled out as limiting factors that should be quantified in pre-project assessment of streams. 

· Groundwater Wells:  This data is collected on streams undergoing whole channel modification to document changes in water tables before and after construction.

· Biological Surveys:  These include ODFW Index and project specific salmon or steelhead spawning ground counts, fish population estimates on McCoy Creek (multiple pass electroshocking).  We believe that fish trend data such as this, while valuable, should not be the sole basis upon which restoration efforts are judged.  Bisson et al. (2000) cautions that population variance may exceed 50% on fish studies such as this; when dealing with anadromous species there are too many variables (both global and local) such as climate, ocean conditions, water temperatures, and seasonal use of habitat that influence populations of fish in a given region, stream, or stream segment.  Other surveys have included measurements of growth rates of woody species (livestock only versus total herbivore exclusion), and survival of plantings.

Additional information and results have been included in past quarterly and annual reports to BPA (see links below). 

Monitoring and Evaluation conducted by others includes:
· Physical stream habitat surveys: conducted by the ODFW Aquatic Inventories Project that help identify limiting factors, habitat characteristics and changes over time.

· Stream Temperatures, Vegetation Surveys, and Groundwater Wells:  The CTUIR collects additional thermograph, vegetation transects and groundwater well data on project streams.
· ODFW Northeast Region Fish Research:  has a number of ongoing efforts that support this project.  Project 199202604 (Spring Chinook Salmon Early Life History)  has been especially helpful in identifying critical rearing areas for juvenile spring Chinook salmon in the Upper Grande Ronde River, Catherine Creek and Wallowa River systems.  Information from the project indicates poor juvenile Chinook over-winter survival in the mid Catherine Creek and Grande Ronde River reaches.  As a result, Grande Ronde Model Watershed, ODFW, Confederated tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and other partners have been able to target restoration work to specific stream reaches addressing specific factors limiting fish production.  Projects planned for FY’s 2007-2009 on the Ladd Creek System, tributary of Catherine Creek, are the direct result of information garnered from the Early Life History Project.

· Region-wide reviews of fish habitat restoration techniques:  Beschta et al. (1991, see www.efw.bpa.gov/Publications/H21493-1.pdf ) and Kauffman et al. (2002, see www.efw.bpa.gov/Publications/H00006210-1.pdf ) are two such examples.  In each instance researchers used specific restoration jobs built by this project as case studies.

· Vegetation Survival:  OSU is currently conducting research on the Bear Creek/Cunha restoration project to develop guidelines for re-vegetation of constructed channels and repeatable long-term effectiveness monitoring techniques (sponsored through the GRMWP, BPA Project No. 199202601, Contract No. 27448).  Reports will be posted on the BPA Website.
· Water Quality:   Through funding from the GRMWP, Eastern Oregon University is conducting Pre and Post project monitoring of water quality on the End Creek project.
· Oregon DEQ:  has produced 3 reports of the McCoy Meadows Project and neighboring streams- “Grande Ronde National Monitoring Program Project Temperature Monitoring Summary Report 1993 – 1998”,  the “Grande Ronde Section 319 National Monitoring Program Project Fish Survey Report 1994-1999”, and “Multivariate Analysis of Fish and Environmental Factors in the Grande


Ronde Basin of Northeastern Oregon” available from their websites below.



http://www.deq.state.or.us/lab/Biomon/reports/BIO2000-01.pdf


http://www.deq.state.or.us/lab/Biomon/reports/BIO2000-06.pdf


http://www.deq.state.or.us/lab/Biomon/Reports/Bio-012.pdf
· EOU Nesting Birds, Reptiles & Amphibians Study:  in personal communication with the project leader, Ms. Laura Marht observed a 5-fold increase in threatened spotted frogs associated with channel and wetland restoration and construction of floodplain ponds on the McCoy Meadows project.
CONCERN #3 - MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS NEED TO BE HIGHLIGHTED

ISRP Comments:

· “Additionally, evidence of management implications is sparse.  The earlier ISRP review emphasized the need to assess and evaluate the stockpile of data collected by the project, and this advice does not seem to have been translated into action.  It would be appropriate for the sponsors to indicate how their nearly 20 years of experience has transformed their approach to habitat restoration.  Are there activities that they did years ago that have been abandoned because they do not believe it is beneficial, or other activities that they have expanded because their impression is that these treatments are useful?”

Response:

Pages 14 and 15 of the Proposal Narrative provides examples of habitat improvement resulting from this project, our approach to adaptive management and what has been learned through this project.  Below additional detail is provided:

· Upon initiation of the project in 1984 a variety of riparian enhancement strategies were considered.  These included less restrictive lease terms, intensive pasture management, or intensive planting and/or use of instream structures.  These techniques have been used by others but are often ineffective, or take much longer to produce recovery.  Some agencies such as the Army Corps and NRCS typically require no monitoring of projects they fund or permit.  Based on our experience over the last twenty years it seems clear that on Eastern Oregon streams total exclosure using riparian corridor fences, along with some limited planting or instream work will achieve the quickest recovery on streams that do not require active restoration.

· Our experience has also shown that different streams have different rates of recovery; many factors such as stream order, location of the stream (aspect), climate, condition of the upper watershed, and past management influence how quickly streams respond.  For example, high elevation sites typically require much longer recovery periods than lower elevation areas because of extreme climate changes and shorter growing seasons.  In nearly all cases there are no quick fixes to stream recovery which often takes decades to approach site potential.

· The success of active remediation techniques such as planting or use of instream structures alone in improving habitat is variable.  We have adopted the Rosgen approach to determine current stream state and identify the need for more active restoration techniques.  In planning habitat improvement projects we focus primarily on achieving proper stream and floodplain function and establishing natural succession of riparian plant communities.  Plantings and instream structures may be installed on a case by case basis where they address specific limiting factors, or may be used where proper floodplain function cannot be achieved (i.e. streams next to roads, residences, etc.), but should generally not be a substitute for more holistic approaches.  Band-aid approaches to restoration such as the use of rip rap, jetties, and log weirs have generally not been successful.

· We have used a wide variety of bioengineering and planting techniques since the program was initiated in 1984.  For example, we have experimented with local and distant plant stocks, native and exotic plants, cuttings and rooted stocks, and the use of root hormones.  Bioengineering and riparian planting success is largely dependent on donor plant selection and/or brood source, and our experience has shown that local indigenous stocks are most likely to succeed.  Success is also increased when individual plants are placed in areas where these species occur naturally, therefore site selection is critical.  Installing protective cages in areas of high game use is often necessary.  Installing irrigation systems markedly improves planting survival and is critical on whole channel realignment projects.  We were the first in NE Oregon to experiment with sedge plugs and whole mat transplants, which have been very successful and are now being used on other projects.  

· As originally designed, riparian fences were thought to be relatively “maintenance free”.  Our experience has shown that a successful program is dependent on a project design that includes a consideration of geomorphology and hydrology of the stream (i.e. place the fence outside of the flood prone area), and a modest yet continuous level of maintenance.  Due to pressure by landowners who were unwilling to give up large blocks of land, relatively narrow (compared to the flood prone area) riparian corridors were fenced off, and hard structure approaches to achieving stable stream banks were implemented on some of our projects in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s.  In 1996-97, exacerbated by back-to-back 20+ year flood recurrence intervals, many projects were in need of significant repairs.  However, the knowledge we have gained from this experience has led to changes in our approach to better meet project objectives and reduce maintenance costs.  Landowners are more willing to provide adequate buffers (ex: the riparian fence installed in 1999 on the Meadow Creek/Cunha project averages 600 ft. in width), and with additional incentive programs such as the NRCS Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program and Wetland Reserve Program, more options are available to implement effective protection and restoration. 

· Coupled with the need to better manage livestock around riparian zones is the need to to provide water for livestock.  Initially this project used a combination of water gaps and offsite developments to provide livestock with limited access to the stream for water.  However, water gaps have proven to be very maintenance intensive and the cause of nick points for streambank and channel bed erosion.  To alleviate these problems, this project now focuses even more on providing off-channel watering sites as much as possible.  In addition to traditional techniques for developing springs or pumping water from streams, we have pioneered the use of solar pumps and tapping into shallow groundwater sources in our region.  This was first tried in the John Day subbasin (Project No. 8402100).  We have implemented this technique on several projects since then, and instructed other landowners outside of our program.  

· Modification/removal of fish passage barriers allows adult and juvenile salmonids “unimpeded” access to preferred habitat at critical times of the year and during critical life stages for the organism.  Our observations of fish movements over the years indicate that in addition to being able to pass adults during spawning, upstream movement of juveniles during the hot summer months is crucial to survival in streams that exceed lethal levels.

· Active restoration approaches require more monitoring than passive techniques (fencing).  Rosgen Level II-IV monitoring has been adopted to monitor changes in channel morphology, combined with other M&E such as spawning ground counts, groundwater wells, and vegetation survival.

CONCERN #4 – SPECIFIC INTEREST IN PROJECT ASSOCIATED MONITORING
ISRP Comments:
· “Work element 3.1.1 WE 175 - Collect/Generate/Validate field and lab data: 30 miles of spawning ground surveys are identified in this work element.  Is this new?  If not, why is none of this data included in the project history.”

· “The implementation monitoring using wells, temperature recorders, and photopoints is fine.  Some analysis of this data is needed.  It may be in the annual reports, but that is not clear from the proposal.”

Response:

Our annual reports include plots of ODFW Index Spawning Ground Counts (along with counts over the dams) that go back several decades.  Included is data from many of the streams we have worked on.  ODFW District and Fish Research staff in La Grande and Enterprise conduct these surveys.  The 30 miles of additional surveys are also on project streams, but are not included in ODFW index surveys.  These are conducted by project staff and most were started in the last few years on some of our newer projects.  We compare index counts to project surveys annually.

We did not include the data in the project history section because at this point we don’t feel we can make any direct correlations between adult spawners and habitat modifications.  We have seen adult steelhead spawn in all newly constructed stream channels.  

This data is summarized in annual reports and available on the BPA website.  The link to the 2004 Annual Report is http://www.efw.bpa.gov/Publications/H00004338-2.pdf
Links to earlier annual reports may be found by entering the project number (198402500) in the “Projects” tab on the search page at http://www.efw.bpa.gov/searchpublications/index.aspx
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This workshop is intended to address issues related to the monitoring and evaluation of fish habitat restoration projects.  It is a response to numerous requests for this type of meetings that OSU Extension Services has received from fisheries managers and biologists working in the interior of Oregon, particularly in the Columbia Basin.  

Program:

November 11:

Arrive at McMenamins Edgefield Lodge between 4 and 6 pm.

6:30 pm = Dinner.

November 12

7:30 am – 8:00 am = Breakfast

8:00 am - 10:00 am = Panel 1: 

Theme: Regional Directions in the Monitoring of Fish Habitat Restoration Programs. 

C. Jordan: 
Priorities for monitoring and evaluation under NMFS and USFWS Biological Opinions: implications for large scale, regional monitoring of habitat and population status vs. effectiveness monitoring

K. Moore: 
The Watershed is the Project * The role of restoration activity monitoring in the Oregon Plan

D. Marmorek: 
The Importance of Monitoring Habitat Restoration at a Regional Scale 

J. Geiselman: 
Habitat Action Effectiveness RME Requirements of the NMFS Biological Opinion on the FCRPS

Discussion/question period.  (Each panel member will have 20 min. for presentation, after the last talk there will be a 40 min. discussion/question period open to audience participation.)

10:00 am – 10:30 am = Coffee break

10:30 am – 12:00 pm  = Panel 2 (first part):

Theme: Monitoring Habitat Restoration: variables, scales and methodologies.  

S. Gregory: 
(title to be confirmed)

B. Bilby: 
Measuring Fish Response to Restoration Programs

P. Bisson: 
Watershed functions and habitat forming processes: how can we monitor them?

Discussion/question period.

12:00 pm – 1: 30 pm = Lunch 

1:30 pm – 3:30 pm  = Panel 2 (second part):

Theme: Monitoring Habitat Restoration: variables, scales, and methodologies.  

H. Li: 
Monitoring habitat restoration: the importance of temporal and spatial scales.

P. Bayley:  
Uncorrected biases in fish abundance or presence/absence estimation can ruin the best sampling designs

M. Bradford: 
Monitoring salmon populations for large-scale habitat changes: population dynamics and sampling considerations.

D. Marmorek: 
Using models and decision analysis to evaluate adaptive management experiments and monitoring designs: an example for Columbia River whitefish.

Discussion/question period.

3:30 pm – 4:00 pm = Coffee break

4:00 pm – 4:30 pm = Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Authority Presentation

Tom Iverson: 
Regional Implications for Local Monitoring Efforts.

Discussion/question period.

4:30 - 6:00 pm = First work-group session. 

Talk by H. Li on “writing compelling proposals.”  This talk will serve as introduction to the first of the work-group sessions.  

Afterwards, small groups will be formed with 3-5 participants.  Participants are encouraged to bring in draft proposals of old or new (even under development) restoration projects.  These draft proposals should follow BPA format requirements (general guidelines were provided as an e-mail attachment to participants) and should briefly describe (in bullet format) the Objectives, Methods, and other key proposal components.  Note, however, that the monitoring component of the proposal should be as complete and clear as possible, because this is the “raw material” that participants will be invited to work on (review, expand, correct, etc.) in consultation with their peers and workshop speakers.  Two to three speakers will be assigned to each work-group.

6:30 pm = Dinner 

November 13

8:00 am – 8:30 am = Breakfast

8:30 am – 10:00 am  = Panel 3

Theme:  Priorities, policies and funding in the Columbia Basin 

J. Geiselman: 
Habitat RME Funding Priorities - A BPA Perspective

L. McDonald:  
Recommendations for monitoring of aquatic systems in the Columbia Basin


Discussion/question period.

10:00 am – 10:30 = Coffee break

10:30 am – 12:00 pm = Proposal monitoring component revision based on input from previous day’s presentations and work-group session.

12:00 pm – 1:00 pm = Lunch

1:00 pm – 2:30 pm = Second work-group session.  Participants will have the opportunity to discuss any key final revisions to their proposal monitoring components (this time in consultation with different sub-group of speakers).   

2:30 pm – 3:00 pm = Coffee break

3:00 pm – 5:00 pm = Group members share results of work-group sessions.  Some participants will be invited to report to the larger audience the revision process and the nature of the changes they made to their proposal monitoring components.  The idea is to reflect, as a group, upon the initial weaknesses and strengths of the proposed monitoring protocols and on how the workshop presentations, discussions and direct input from colleagues contributed to the improvement of those proposals.  

We will videotape all panel sessions.  These tapes and the Power Point files, submitted by the speakers, will be used to produce either CD-ROM or Web based workshop proceedings. 
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