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Goals of Tributary Monitoring and 
Evaluation Framework

• Council’s Fish & Wildlife Program –
Habitat-based program “to rebuild healthy, naturally 
producing fish and wildlife populations by protecting, 
mitigating, and restoring habitats and biological 
systems within them”

• FCRPS BiOp –
“Protect and improve tributary habitat based on 
biological needs and prioritized actions … to achieve 
specified habitat quality and fish survival 
improvements”

• [RPA 35]

Goals of Tributary Monitoring and 
Evaluation Framework

 Select restoration projects based on habitat limiting 
factors and prioritize to achieve specified habitat 
quality improvements

Empirically verify that estimated habitat quality 
i t h b hi dimprovements have been achieved

Achieve “success” faster with the minimum 
expenditure of resources
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Tributary Monitoring and 
Evaluation Framework

• Diagram the relationships among the various RM&E 
elements, and how they inform:

» Lessons learned
» Empirically-driven project selection and 

prioritizationprioritization
» Verification of habitat-quality and fish-

survival improvements

Tributary RM&E Activity Empirical Modeling Outputs : Reports , Summaries, 
and Syntheses

Informed Project Prioritization 
and Selection

Parameterization Models

Project 
Implementation 

Tracking

Effectiveness 

RPA # 35(a)
Project Selection

Limiting Factor 
ifi i d ki

Lessons Learned Report

Best Project design and 
sequencing

Most effective project‐
types for achieving a given 
habitat or fish response

Tributary 
Habitat Module

Estimate effects 
of restoration 
project(s) on 
life‐stage 

specific survival 
rates

Improved  Functional 
Relationships: 

Restoration Project –
Habitat – Fish Most efficient habitat or 

Monitoring

Project‐level

Intensively 
Monitored 
Watersheds

Status & Trends of  habitat 
quality and quantity

verification and ranking

Assessment of progress 
/gaps in meeting habitat  
and survival goals from 
implemented projects

Response in habitat 
quality and quantity 
from different project 
types, intensities, 

designs, etc.

Salmonid life‐stage 
specific  survival & 
growth  vs. habitat 
quality and quantity

Life‐Cycle Model

Estimate 
changes in 
population 
viability and 
overall ESU 

extinction risk

Habitat Capacity 
Estimation

Fish Population 
Status and 
Trend 

Monitoring

Population‐level

Habitat – Fish
fish “BANG for the BUCK” 

project‐types

Population/Watershed‐
level Information 

Summaries

Targeted project 
solicitations

Identify project types 
and intensity necessary 
to address limiting 

factors and habitat gaps

Studies needed to improve 
parameterization and 
functional relationships

Research Needs

Evaluate portfolios of 
proposed projects 
relative to limiting 
factors and habitat 

quality goals

Habitat 
Status & Trend 
Monitoring

CHaMP

PIBO

Fish population status and 
trends

Climate Change 
Module

Hydro Module

Harvest Module

Hatchery Effects 
Module

Estimated habitat and survival 
responses from alternative 
project portfolios under 

different future all‐H scenarios

Other …
Estimated population VSP and 
risk response from alternative 

project portfolios under 
different future all‐H scenarios

Estimated Benefits of 
Proposed Restoration Projects 

Estuary Module

Dam Breach 
Module

Predation 
Module

Project 
Recommendations

Alternative 
Project 

Portfolios

ISRP/BPA/NPCC
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Tributary Monitoring and 
Evaluation Framework

• Diagram the relationships among the various RM&E 
elements, and how they inform:

» Lessons learned
» Empirically-driven project selection and 

prioritization
» Verification of habitat quality and fish survival» Verification of habitat-quality and fish-survival 

improvements

• Accompanying narratives detail: leads, products, 
timelines, regional coordination, and check-in points 
to identify efficiencies

Constraints and Uncertainties

• Pressing timelines for implementing the framework 
elements

» 2010 BiOp requires that all habitat and fish 
monitoring be in place by 2011

» 2013 Comprehensive Evaluation
» Full implementation in FY2012 essential

• AA/NOAA “framework” will address uncertainties 
by describing linkages and detailing products, 
analytical methods, timelines, and check-ins
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CHaMP & ISRP Comments

• Field test CHaMP protocols

» CHaMP protocols informed by ~7 years of ISEMP 
implementation

» 2010 field testing in John Day (Bridge Creek), SF2010 field testing in John Day (Bridge Creek), SF 
Salmon, Lemhi, and Entiat

» FY2011 ‘pilot’ implementation would provide field 
testing in a variety of ecological and logistical settings

» CHaMP committed to iterative refinement of protocols

CHaMP & ISRP Comments

• Coordinate with other habitat monitoring programs
» Side-by-side testing with PIBO and WA Ecol. in 

FY2012
» AAs/NOAA committed to using all available 

compatible data in assessments
» CHaMP “digital” data collection will facilitate rapid g p

information sharing
» Check-ins will inform results-based refinement and 

alignment of protocols 
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CHaMP & ISRP Comments

• Evaluate sampling more metrics at fewer sites p g
v. fewer metrics at more sites

» CHaMP power analysis using ISEMP data supports the 
proposed sampling design and # of sites 

CHaMP & ISRP Comments

• ISRP check-in 1-2 years
» BPA & CHaMP committed to 

providing regular check-ins with 
ISRP and other regional partners
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CHaMP & ISRP Comments

• Describe 
integration 
with fish 
monitoringg

CHaMP & ISRP Comments

• Incremental implementation

» Incompatible with BiOp 
requirements, timelines, and 2013 
Comprehensive Evaluation
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Proposed Next Steps

• What can NOAA do to increase Council members’ 
and Council staff’s support of full CHaMP 
implementation in FY2012?

» Increase understanding of CHaMP’s critical role in 
informing the larger framework

» Incorporate ISRP comments and Council staff» Incorporate ISRP comments and Council staff 
recommendations in AA/NOAA framework 
document

» Engage Council and include Council staff in 
development and approval of AA/NOAA 
framework document

What’s Next?What’s Next?

•• This isn’t all about RM&EThis isn’t all about RM&E
»» OnOn--thethe--ground restoration projects that address the ground restoration projects that address the 

primary limiting factors for priority primary limiting factors for priority anadromousanadromous
populationspopulationsp pp p

»» Demonstrated habitat quality and survival Demonstrated habitat quality and survival 
improvementsimprovements

»» ResultsResults--based refinements informing a more based refinements informing a more 
streamlined and efficient RM&E programstreamlined and efficient RM&E program


