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Stakeholder Team
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ODFW Southwest Region Headquarters
Roseburg

Facilitator’s Meeting Summary

November 15-16th, 2004

Attendees for all or part of the meeting: 
Stakeholder Team Members: Paul Engelmeyer (public at large), Tom Forgatsch (Farm Industry), Wayne Giesy (Alsea Valley Alliance), Jennifer Hampel (Coquille Watershed Assoc.), Cindy Heller (STEP), Wayne Hoffman (MidCoast Watershed Council), Bob Jacobson (Oregon Salmon Commission), Tom Kartrude (Port of Siuslaw), Kaitlin Lovell (Trout Unlimited), Jason Miner (Oregon Trout), Richard Oba (Oregon Coast Sport Fishing), Shawn Reiersgaard (Tillamook Co. Soil and Water Conservation District), Dennis Richey (Oregon Anglers), Blake Rowe (Longview Fibre Co/OFIC), Stan van de Wetering (Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians)
Alternates and Resource Advisors: Ed Bowles (ODFW), Tom Byler (GNRO), Mark Chilcote (ODFW), Charlie Corrarino (ODFW), Steve Denney (ODFW), Rosemary Furfey (NOAA), Kevin Goodson (ODFW), Les Helgeson (Native Fish Society, alternate For Bill Bakke), Diane Kightlinger (ODFW), Lance Kruzic (NOAA), Pete Lawson (TRT-NOAA), Jeff Lockwood (NOAA), Bruce McIntosh (ODFW), Kelly Moore  (ODFW), Jim Muck (ODFW), Jay Nicholas (OWEB), Ray Wilkeson (OFIC, alternate for Blake Rowe), Terry Witt (alternate for Bill Moshofsky, Oregonians for Food and Shelter), Bronwen Wright (Pacific Rivers Council)
Other Interested Parties: Walt Morgan (public)
Facilitation Team: Donna Silverberg and Robin Harkless (DS Consulting)

Action Items

	Action
	Who
	By When

	Incorporate suggested changes to 9/27 notes, finalize
	Facilitation team
	December 15

	Comments on public outreach materials, including press release, talking points, executive summary of presentations on web
	Stakeholder team to Diane Kightlinger
	December 1

	Draft Assessment Report to IMST and Stakeholder Team
	ODFW
	Mid-December

	Comments on draft report due
	IMST, Stakeholder Team
	February 1

	CD with slides from Nov. 15-16 presentations
	ODFW
	Mid-December

	Information/estimate of jobs created through restoration efforts
	Paul Englemeyer
	January 10 meeting


DAY ONE—November 15, 2004
Welcome/Introductions/Housekeeping:

Comments and Follow-up from Last Meeting:
9/27 Summary Notes
· Page 5: Hatchery Effects: It was clarified that STEP programs are included in Mark Lewis’s assessment.

· Page 6: Hatchery Listing Policy, bullet 2: NOAA clarified for team members that the statement was true, that divergence is an element of the policy – it was further clarified at the break. 

· Page 7: Fish Passage Improvements Projects and Habitat Access Conditions: Add the question: ‘What percentage was passing fish?’.   
· Page 9, Other habitat issues: Add a bullet ‘Presentation on sufficiency analysis for water quality’.
· General comment: Questions were raised about how Measure 37 will affect the Oregon Plan and this process. The State was not in a position today to address this, but agreed that it was important to flag now and will address it at a future meeting.
Information for Constituents and Website
Diane Kightlinger, ODFW, provided handouts of a number of documents to help communicate with constituents, as well as for inclusion on the website. The docusments included stakeholder team talking points, FAQs, ‘press release light’, stakeholder team member list, and an acronyms list. Team members offered comments to the materials:
· In the FAQ, historical numbers of fish are sited; include current numbers as well.
· Language that landowners’ contributions are a potential ‘offset’ implies there has already been harm to fish. Clarify the objectives of the state to be  an  ‘opportunity to find ESU take liability protections where appropriate and allowed by NOAA Fisheries’.
· FAQ page 1-2, bullet 4): Change to ‘NOAA will identify mechanisms under ESA for potential use…’.

· General comment: Note that those in the timber industry are very interested in stopping those that are violating laws.  Everyone is encouraged to report violations if/when they see them happening.
· ACTION: The stakeholder team will provide any additional comments on the documents to Diane by Wednesday, December 1.  The final documents will be available close to December 3rd.
Introduction and Overview of Coast Coho Project Assessment:
Bruce McIntosh, ODFW, gave an overview of the schedule for the Oregon Plan assessment relative to coastal coho. Currently, he said, the state is in the process of addressing one question out of the PECE policy, which is the “certainty that the conservation effort will be effective”. The draft assessment of the Oregon Plan as it pertains to coho will go to the IMST and the stakeholder group for review in mid-December. IMST will submit comments in February, and then it will be submitted to the Governor’s office. The stakeholder team will meet with project lead Louise Solliday to discuss the second question in the PECE policy, the certainty that the conservation effort will be implemented, in January 2005. The final assessment will be submitted to NOAA to be included in their decision on the listing, in June 2005. The public will have two months to comment on Oregon’s proposal prior to the state sending it to NOAA; it is unclear at this point what the public review process will be once it is turned over to NOAA. 
Biological Criteria:
A handout ‘road map’ was provided to the group of the integration of biological status and factors for decline into the coastal coho assessment. Bruce emphasized that today’s presentation and discussion would be focused on the right side of the map, ‘biological criteria’. Day two would focus on the left side of the map, ‘factors for decline’. He also noted that the assessment team is near the bottom of the road map: at the ‘evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of Oregon Plan measures that have been implemented to address the primary limiting factors’ point. 
Stakeholders raised comments and questions:
· Limiting factors implies current status, factors for decline suggest an historical perspective, and the PECE policy describes ‘threats’, implying future action. It seems NOAA and the state will need to match this language up eventually.

· “Not viable” means…? In this context, relative to current conditions, viable = sustainable or will persist over time.

· How are PECE and recovery planning intersecting? 
· Oregon is committed to a conservation plan for coho, regardless of the listing. NOAA is committed to a partnership with Oregon on a recovery plan and will use the state’s coho assessment in its listing determination process.

· Is the PECE policy inclusive enough to capture all that we need to be addressing relative to future recovery, e.g., limitations from extending to private lands? 
· For now, the State is viewing the PECE policy as a framework for a recovery plan. Ed noted that the state does not feel constrained by the policy. Instead, it is being used in the interest of simultaneously assessing the Oregon Plan and developing NOAA’s recovery plan. Still, there are concerns from one stakeholder that PECE is a questionable track to be on, that we should be on the recovery plan track. One member suggested it be called a ‘rebuilding’ plan instead of a recovery or conservation plan.

Details of the Development and Application of Biological Criteria:

Ed Bowles, ODFW, extended appreciation to all who have worked on the biological assessment of the Oregon Plan, saying that a tremendous amount of thought, energy and expertise has been brought into it.  He noted that it is still a work in progress and, as such, the conclusions are still preliminary.  This presentation was the first roll out to the public.
Before moving into the details of the criteria, Ed offered an overview of background concepts of each of the criteria. 

· Productivity: One operating assumption is that productivity, the ability to produce offspring, is a key element in recovery because survivability of the fish is critical to biologists. As in all systems, productivity is dynamic.  So, to rely on static data or to view productivity as a straight line when other things in the system are changing does not tell the whole story.  As the numbers of recruits per spawner increases, the numbers of returning recruits decreases. Eventually, productivity will reach ‘carrying capacity’, when only enough offspring return to replace their parents (no increase in population size) or maybe even less than replacement return. What we know about capacity could change with new information; still, the concept of ‘carrying capacity’ remains the same. The question to be answered is: At low spawner densities, do parents produce enough adult progeny to replace themselves? During the record downturn of the 1990’s, did populations average above replacement?

· Another concept he touched on is ‘quasi-extinction threshold’ (QET), which is a population size somewhere greater than 0 fish, where a population will begin to decline to extinction. The concept was incorporated due to demographics and other ‘unknowns’, causing a great risk to not act at these levels.
· Abundance: Abundance is defined as ‘naturally produced potentially available to spawn’ viable salmonid populations. ODFW has committed to providing these criteria, but is not prepared to do so yet due to lack of better understanding of related issues (e.g. marine survival). Questions that ODFW is considering include: How many fish are needed at the front end of a bad ocean cycle to avoid getting close to extinction levels during the downturn? If standardized to poor ocean conditions, how high should abundance be at any point in time? How high should abundance be during good ocean cycles? 
· Persistence: Considering possible combinations of habitat capacity, intrinsic potential, and ocean variability, what is the probability that populations will persist for the next 100 years? 
· Distribution and Diversity: Are coho distributed throughout their natural range and occupying a variety of habitats? How resilient are coho populations in filling available habitats when ocean conditions become favorable? Is long term genetic diversity and adaptability at risk? 

Next, Ed moved into the details of the biological criteria. The following summarizes how each of the criteria was defined in the assessment. NOTE: These criteria were applied at the population level, consistent with the TRT:

· Abundance: This will be addressed as mile posts rather than criteria
· Productivity: Pro1: during poor ocean conditions, average recruits per spawner (r/s) is above replacement when spawner density is <5 per mile. Pro2: during poor ocean conditions, average r/s is above replacement for all years below full seeding (Smax), or below 50% full seeding.

· Persistence: Probability is <5% of hitting extinction threshold over 100 years.
· Distribution/diversity: (50% of sample reaches within (50% of watersheds have (4 spawners/mile. Harmonic mean of forecasted abundance exceeds >550 spawners to avoid loss of 5% genetic diversity over 100 years. (Diversity is a product of local adaptations, so it is assumed for other species).
Next, Ed and Kelly Moore (ODFW) described how the measurements were done for each of the criteria, including assumptions that went into them. Details can be found on slides attached to the Oregon Plan/Coastal Coho Project website: http://www.oregon-plan.org/cohoproject/index.html. The following bullets highlight some major points made during the presentation:
· Resilience, relative to distribution and abundance, is a major factor. Kelly Moore pointed out that even during ‘bad’ years, there were areas of good abundance, and much improvement (resilience) occurred from 1998-2003.

· Populations that met the distribution threshold had a high capacity to re-establish threshold levels in previously unoccupied sample reaches and watersheds during periods of improved ocean conditions.

· Watersheds that do not meet distribution criteria should be evaluated.

· There was much investment in the Oregon monitoring program that allowed scientists to gather good data and apply it to this assessment.

· Shifts in run timing will be considered but are not currently built into the criteria.

Stakeholder Team Questions and Comments:

· There are concerns with using 5% probability of nearing extinction (QET) in 100 years – this is the definition of ‘endangered’. It was clarified that the graph presented is relative to population levels, not at the ESU level.

· Who will review this? NOAA, TRT and other fisheries scientists will review the assessment.

· How has the monitoring strategy changed? Since 1997, the State went from straight random samples, to partnering up with statisticians to do more accurate modeling, resulting in tightened confidence intervals.
· It is difficult to reconcile data sets/numbers and what is seen on the ground with regards to habitat. How can we reconcile these assumptions with the criteria? This is a task for the TRT and ODFW to look at in the future.

· A concern was raised with changing habitat miles each year. One way to ground truth data is to do snorkel surveys, when there are discrepancies between on the ground and modeling data. ODFW recognizes the importance of working toward linking up with local knowledge. This coastal coho project has actually led different projects and agency staffs to talk to each other and coordinate for the first time in memory.
· Re: confidence limits: scales have been switched from population to larger scale levels -- caution against confusing the two when viewing this presentation. It will be a challenge to use the criteria on a larger scale model, like ESU, and mixing data on small/large scales. ODFW has an interest in looking at the full life cycle, and then looking at specific parts of the life cycle.
Application of the Biological Criteria:
1) At least 10 independent populations pass all population criteria.
2) For each strata, either 50% or 2 independent populations pass all population criteria (1 population must be classified as functionally independent, except in the Lakes strata). 

3) Preliminary application of criteria to Oregon coast coho populations shows a rating for each criteria for each population, then a combined rating for each population.

4) The PRELIMINARY strata and ESU assessment is as follows: 12 populations pass; all strata pass; ESU passes.

Question: How is harvest built into the assessment? ODFW uses the Hatchery Fish Management Policy and Amendment 13 as guidance. They looked at persistence under different fish management scenarios – base, base with hatchery improvements, and outcome if historical 70% rate had not been changed. While there may be some controversy over whether hatcheries can be used to improve persistence, ODFW believes that improvements to hatcheries lessen the risk to fish with respect to viability. Factoring in historical harvest rates shows what would occur if harvest practices had not changed, showing that changes in harvest and hatchery programs show great impacts/improvements to productivity. 

Additional Stakeholder Comments and Questions:

· When will the slides be available for distribution and/or on the web? 

· ACTION: The presentation will be burned on a CD for members who wish one, as well as available on the web, by mid-December.

· Can the numbers be tweaked? For example, extinction threshold at 1 fish/mile makes the conservation groups very nervous. The group was reminded that they are not being asked to provide a scientific peer review of the assessment, but are being asked to provide feedback based on their experience and knowledge.
· When did the criteria for groupings of populations get put together? ODFW tried to be consistent with the TRT’s approach, and are still working on requirements for ‘failed’ populations within the strata, as well as criteria or a description for abundance.

· What about habitat?  Habitat is included in the distribution analysis.  Suggestions: better measures and clarity could be added to draw this out more clearly.

· Suggestion: Include a commitment of resources or actions for those individual populations that are ‘red’.

· Was there any consideration of changing habitat in relation to viability? It is a slow changing factor which poses a challenge, but ODFW can look at it long term, with a future focus, through the recovery plan process – this will be NOAA’s decision.

· If Measure 37 is implemented by June 2005, it may affect the listing decision and affect future actions. Some felt that we should not focus on these unknowns when planning.  Instead the group should wait to discuss the implications of Measure 37 after all legal processes are completed.
· What about dependent populations? They are not part of viability criteria, because they are dependent.  The TRT should be looking at them. Pete Lawson, NOAA-TRT, offered that they are looking at some percentage of dependent populations, although the details are not yet worked out.

· ODFW: Those factors for decline with certainty of occurrence will (should) be looked at. ODFW would like feedback on any gaps that are seen with the criteria.

· Is the PECE policy being implemented anywhere else in the U.S.? There are many areas where it is in some stage of use.

· Human population growth on the coast is a certainty, and should included in the threats category. No analysis on population growth as criteria has been included for any ESU at this point. Some feel that land-use in general is a factor for decline, other perspectives say there is no trend in habitat so use caution when calling it a ‘factor for decline’. The assessment does include habitat within distribution criteria; this fact needs to be made more explicit in the discussion and a comment should be included about land-use as an issue.
· 10 Mile Lake and others have extreme population growth (both human and fish) now and projected in the future, which will impact water quality. The State’s water quality model does not go to that small of a scale and there are not enough samples to be able to characterize trends at these specific locales. 
· ODFW’s sampling and methodologies are impressive, and productivity is up; still, they were urged to take a more precautionary effort with threshold numbers.

· Stakeholders thought the state should consider opportunities for future jobs that may be available (or negatively impacted) as a result of this assessment.  The goal is to strike a balance between people, jobs and fisheries. 

· There are examples where human and fish populations have increased and there does not seem to be a problem (such as 10 Mile Lake). Such growth can be positive for all if there is an intention to provide clean water and adherence to effective standards.

Wrap-Up Day One:

Tom Byler, Oregon Gov’s Office, thanked the ODFW and other folks for putting the assessment together.  He noted that this is groundbreaking information that has made significant steps forward and is an unprecedented effort by the state. This will be the foundation for recovery planning on the Oregon coast. Tom also noted that collective decision-making is desired as we move forward with this process.

Next Steps for Peer Review:

The IMST will receive the draft assessment in mid-December. The stakeholder team and TRT will also be asked to review the assessment. Ed Bowles and Tom Byler noted that they gave a briefing of this project to the Legislative Water Committee, who supported the work that is being done. The Stakeholder Team will be involved in an economic analysis during the recovery phase of the project, as recovery scenarios are brought to the group for feedback. It was noted that the Oregon Plan should include an economic component, as it is difficult to assess the plan without it.

DAY TWO—November 16, 2004
Welcome, Introductions and Housekeeping:

After a round of introductions, Ed Bowles gave a brief summary of yesterday’s presentation of the preliminary population strata and ESU assessment. The (preliminary) biological assessment found that the coastal coho ESU “passed” based on the State’s biological criteria and as guided by the PECE policy. Bruce McIntosh introduced today’s focus on the factors for decline, or ‘threats’, to try to answer the question in the PECE policy about the ‘certainty that the conservation effort will be effective’.

Jay Nicholas, OWEB, displayed a number of updated story boards to visually explain the process and components of the assessment of the Oregon Plan relative to coast coho. He provided an example of ESU, monitoring area and population scale actions. All the materials will become available on the Oregon Plan website, and included as part of the draft report that goes to the IMST in December. 
When the Oregon Plan was first developed in 1997, the Core Team made a list of limiting factors. Jay walked the group through each limiting factor and addressed:

· What we have done

· Observations

· Interpretation

· Rank restoration opportunities (small, medium, large dots)
· Future needs

Jay noted that a significant amount of state funding went into monitoring in this ESU, by DSL, ODF, WRD, DEQ and ODFW. A Stakeholder Team member requested information on budgets: pre-listing, the last 7 years, and current comparisons. Tom Byler offered that this will likely be addressed in Louise Solliday’s presentation to the stakeholder team in January. Restoration funding, including Federal, State and private groups equaled approximately $107 million in this ESU from 1997-2003.
ACTION: Paul Englemeyer, public at large, offered to find an estimate of how many jobs have been created through restoration efforts to address the criticism that jobs are lost by the added regulation. It may be that different jobs are created. It was noted that some jobs put money into government funds while others take from those funds. Another request was to match volunteer efforts to dollars to better tell the story of public involvement in this entire process. 
ACTION: Jay was urged to double check the activity type vs. where money was spent as the numbers do not currently match up.
Jay went on to note that watershed assessments looked at 6,000 coho miles, and showed that the proportion of private forest and agriculture lands to other types of land is higher where coho reside. High coho potential areas show increases in private forest and agriculture, and a slight increase in urban areas. Jay noted that finding intrinsic potential is a step in the right direction; the next step will be to ground truth their findings. (note: this information can be found in the NOAA TRT’s Historical Populations document that was provided at a previous coho stakeholder team meeting.)
Jay showed a map of spawner distribution, which increased in the ESU from 1998-2003. There was interest expressed in seeing marine conditions vs. stream conditions and their impacts on survival, as well as an average across the ESU for spawner numbers to show the ‘common’ case. An additional comment on the slides was that the ranges are not consistent in their comparisons and may be misleading. It would be more convincing a case if the story was told differently in the slides.  One member commented that it was great to see the agricultural lands represented on the story boards.
The following is a summary of the preliminary assessment of the limiting factors, and is organized by numbers.  Stakeholder comments are added in italics:

1) What we have done

2) Observations

3) Interpretation

4) Rank restoration opportunity (small, medium, large dot)

5) Future needs

Marine Habitat:

1. Monitored coho survival at all hatcheries; wild coho survival monitored at five life cycle monitoring sites.

2. Hatchery survival decreased in the 1990’s. Hatchery survival increased with the Oregon Plan, as did wild coho from 1999-2003. Comment: clarify under ‘observations’-smolts out, adults back and catch plus escapement
3. Marine survival rate of hatchery and wild coho increased coincidental with the Oregon Plan.

4. N/A

5. Adjust harvest levels consistent with marine survivals, adult escapement and population needs.

Fishery Harvest:

1. Harvest rates dictated by PFMC Amendment 13 will constrain harvest of wild coho consistent with recovery needs.

2. Harvest rates decreased just before the Oregon Plan (ocean and river), then flattened. 
3. High harvest rates on coho prior to the Oregon Plan have been reduced by management activities. Harvest rates are no longer limiting recovery. small dot

4. Maintain PFMC Amendment 13 to restrain harvest consistent with population productivity
Hatchery Impacts:

1. Hatchery and Genetic management plans have been drafted for all hatcheries, awaiting approval by NOAA. Hatchery practices managed consistent with local population status and recovery needs.

2. Reduced releases and strays since 1980. Note only looking at coastal coho.
3. Not constraining coho recovery. Percentage of hatchery coho in natural spawning areas has declined and is now within policy guidelines. (note: hatchery and ceasing misspelled on slide.)
4. Done (over last 7 years). A larger dot may be appropriate due to unknowns of management changes that may or may not prove to be effective.
5. Continue implementation of the Native Fish Conservation Policy and Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans. Comment: add “enhance management actions” and add “draft” before HGMP. 

Stakeholder Team Comments/Questions: 

· How do you distinguish between hatchery and other impacts? The data comes from productivity measures. If there are productivity problems in the N. Umpqua, whether it is a hatchery or other issue cannot be teased out. What is known about hatchery impacts is at the ESU level, at this point.
· Suggestion: Add to the ‘need’ column – The way humans handle hatchery fish will have an impact, including how long they are handled, the chemicals used, and overall management practices.
· The slides do not tell the whole story, need to show a bigger picture link to Columbia River activities – consider the other releases that are included in the Oregon Population Index.

· There is concern that Oregon Plan activities are taking full credit for improvement in hatchery impacts. Suggest putting the HGMP’s in the ‘need’ column as DRAFT plans.

Stream Complexity:

1. Conduct restoration to reduce sediment, recruit wood and increase complexity. In-stream miles treated = 524; riparian miles planted = 380; riparian miles fenced = 231. Suggestion: add “especially for over wintering” and use “key pieces” language
2. Coho streams have less large wood, more fine sediment and fewer streamside conifers than reference streams. Also add ‘N Coast and S Coast areas tend to be better habitat than the U Umpqua’.
3. Availability of complex stream habitat probably limits coho production. Focus on “key pieces” here too
4. Large dot – great opportunity, high priority for restoration.

5. Focus habitat restoration investments in areas of high intrinsic coho potential (Jay noted that he will change this to ‘consider’ investing in…, look at habitat overall and find areas where restoration could be most effective. Also, prioritize projects that have shorter timelines to increase the returns on investments. )

Stakeholder Team Comments/Questions:

· The observations are misleading based on one ‘bad’ population in the North Umpqua but otherwise good streams – the assessment is coastal oriented so sharpen the language to reflect this.

· Is the statement ‘fewer streamside conifers than reference streams’ relative to just those in the coho area? Yes.  Suggest clarification of this point.
· Suggestion: Show only treated miles that are within coho stream miles – Jay responded that this is difficult to do and most are within coho stream miles.

· Clean up language in the observations on ‘large’ conifers to clearly and truly reflect what the reference sites are. Also keep in mind the timeline of restoration – sharpen the focus to show how long projects would take.

Fish Passage:

1. Improve passage at stream crossings. Crossings counted = 4,413; improved =1,140; mapped = 3,392; assessed = 2,145; unknown = 1,247.  Include a mention of tide gates too.  Expand beyond culverts (e.g. screens etc) 
2. Improved access result to date: non-coho distribution +16%; non high intrinsic potential (HIP) coho distribution +10%; and HIP coho distribution +6%.

3. It is unknown if coho have access to roughly 1/3 of their potential habitat. Access can be improved 10% by correcting documented problems.

4. Small dot (due to progress made to date) May be more appropriate to have a medium dot because many culverts that currently are passable won’t be after the next major weather event.
5. Opportunity to increase access to high quality habitat may exist in local areas. Focus on passage inventory and restoration in areas of current high quality or of high potential. Add “with local input and assistance” to the first sentence.
Stakeholder Team Comments/Questions:

· ‘Fish passage’ includes water diversions, screens, ladders, etc., in some areas. Suggestion: Break culverts out into their own category. Culverts prove technically difficult when putting analyses together. Locals may have better input and can be relied on.

· Some team members felt fish passage should be a medium dot; many culverts passing fish now are severely undersized and will not remain passable with future weather events. Impaired culverts need more work. With new information, the assessment may change and possibly culverts will be included in other areas such as distribution.
· Include tide gates as fish passage or somewhere else in the assessment of limiting factors. Tide gates could be a short term fix, and provide a lot of ‘bang for your buck’.
Water Quality:

1. Conduct restoration to reduce sediment, moderate temperature, SB 1010 plans completed; TMDL’s are being developed. Add DEQ, ODF sufficiency analysis and SB 1010 assessment
2. Most water quality parameters show no significant difference from reference streams in the ESU, and no large river monitoring sites had a declining trend in water quality during 1993-2002. For large sites, 42% had excellent to good; 39% fair and 19% poor water quality. Use the 303 data. Temperature data is not well supported. Qualify by adding “represent point at which temperature was taken”
3. Although not currently a significant constraint on coho recovery, water quality has the potential of limiting coho production at local spatial scales.

4. Small dot

5. Take restoration action at local spatial scales as appropriate to maintain or improve rearing capacity.

Stakeholder Team Comments/Questions:

· Ambient sites are not included and therefore this is a skewed opinion of water quality, e.g. in the Siletz and below the Siletz. Qualify the data. The 303d list will be included in the report (some raised concerns about the credibility of the 303d data). 
· The worst water quality problems are in areas of highest intrinsic potential – so the dot should be a medium.

Water Quantity:

1. 3,700 miles are protected by in-stream water rights; voluntary stream flow.

2. 70% of the ESU in August was <10% of 80% natural exceedance flow. 90% of the ESU had no change.

3. No downward trend in quantity has been seen through the assessment but quantity has the potential of limiting coho production at local spatial scales.

4. Small button see below
5. Take restoration action at local spatial scales as appropriate to maintain or improve rearing capacity. Add conservation plans as a way to assist and funding for sub-surface water.
Stakeholder Team Comments/Questions: 
· Changing water rights in the future (e.g. PUD’s) suggests water quantity will be more of a problem than depicted in the information.  Suggestion: Talk with local water resources folks about coastal needs and expansion – it is a problem.
· Be creative in finding ways to store water – agriculture can provide examples of how this is being done. Put funding into this area of the problem.
· How will future issues be implemented? The document is intended to be big picture and informative, but also recognize that it will be used at a local level so the message being sent is critical.

· Keep the assessment simple and forward looking.

“Other Factors” (including toxics, ph, hydropower, disease, predators, etc.):

1. Assessed data, literature and local observations.

2. Data, analyses
3. Although not currently significant constraint on coho recovery, ‘other’ activities have potential to be limiting factors.

4. Small dot

5. Remain alert to potential.

Stakeholder Team Comments/Questions: 

· Use two buttons in the ranking, one for short term and one for long term restoration potential as they may be quite different. 

· Need to add estuary and wetlands to the list

Biological Status of Populations:

Needs for populations that ‘fail’:

· High: Stream complexity is a high need throughout the populations (except Salmon River)

· Medium: hatchery impacts, water quality, water quantity

· Low: Fishery harvest, fish passage, ‘other’ factors

Suggested change: Nestucca-medium button for passage (at the hatchery)
Opportunities for populations that ‘pass’:

· High: Stream complexity

· Medium: water quality

· Low: Fishery harvest, hatchery impacts, passage, quantity, ‘other’

Clarify buttons to show ‘other/spawning gravel’

Stakeholder Team Comments/Questions:

· Many comments have been made, including from Federal agencies, that fish passage is a major issue and opportunity, and consider it a high priority. After doing the assessment, the State team found that it was not a major issue – surprisingly. This could be included as a caveat or mentioned somewhere to be consistent with others.

· Include wetlands in the ‘other’ category – or show where wetlands are addressed elsewhere. NOAA expressed that this area needs more discussion in the state’s assessment.

· Include in the report the scientific oversight team’s report on lowland and upland issues.

· Tidal areas may become areas of high productivity in the future, and could become an opportunity for restoration. As it sits, the ESU is viable now, but this issue will be considered next.
Conclusion:

The State has not yet made a listing recommendation but has recommended a ‘pass’ for biological criteria status. If the Federal listing is pursued, the State will be looking for areas within the ESU where assurances from take may be granted – areas of good status and/or opportunities for increasing intrinsic potential. 

Stakeholder Team Comments: 

· As of yet, beavers are not a problem and need to be welcomed back into the system to increase complexity.
· Why would we want to de-list if doing so would mean losing funding to continue with the effort? The State is committed to its conservation plan effort and the federal recovery plan effort, regardless of a listing.  Clean Water Act considerations and the energy of lots of people keep the state committed to these efforts. There was additional discussion about the pros and cons of de-listing, and the group decided it was worth setting time aside at a future meeting to continue with this discussion. There was general agreement to move forward with the conservation effort, as has already been done at least since the beginning of the Oregon Plan, even if coast coho are not listed as endangered.

Wrap-Up/Next Steps/Certainty of Implementation:
Tom Byler and Ed Bowles thanked Jay, Bruce and many others for the enormous effort put into assessing the Oregon Plan. They noted that the Stakeholder Team is in a unique position to help the State and NOAA as the project moves forward. The next step for the group will be to review an agency-by-agency review of programs, looking at certainty of implementation relative to budget, FTE, etc. 
As noted before, the draft report will be done in mid-December, at which time it will go to the IMST and Stakeholder Team for review. The State is requesting that comments be submitted by February 1st. Ed Bowles emphasized that, while not all comments will necessarily be included in the report (given the amount of time left to complete it), all input will be considered and feedback from the state will be given. He stated that the Stakeholder Team is the State’s focus group, so your input is particularly valuable. 
A suggestion was made to reference the meeting summaries somewhere in the report, as a link or appendix. It is important to show the work of the Stakeholder Team somewhere so the greater public understands what the process is. One Team member requested that there also be a link back to the Biological Review Team conclusions somewhere in the report. 
Finally, a concern was raised that for some pieces of the assessment, groups not currently involved need to be brought into this process to offer their insight and expertise (e.g. water quality and quantity experts). Tom Byler thanked the group for the suggestions and clarified that the role of the Stakeholder Team is to offer guidance on the on-the-ground policy implications of recovery scenarios that come out of the assessment.  The state will be looking to the IMST for its technical expertise.
Next Meeting, February 24-25th, Newport:

The group agreed that the longer time together allowed for a more in-depth presentation and discussion of the issues.  As such, the next Stakeholder Team will be a two-day meeting to allow time to discuss the following agenda items:

· Draft Assessment Report

· Certainty of Implementation Issues– Louise Solliday, Gov’s Office

· Process for Future – Group roles, protocols, decision making 
An agenda and logistics for the January meeting will be forthcoming.
Thank you all for your continued participation in the Coastal Coho Project.  We appreciate your efforts and your impressive commitment to the collaborative process.

DS Consulting Donna Silverberg and Robin Harkless

E-mail changes or comments on these notes at robin76@cnnw.net
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