OREGON COASTAL COHO RECOVERY PROJECT
Stakeholder Team--Fifth Meeting
South Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve
Charleston
Facilitator’s Meeting Summary

September 27th, 2004

Attendees for all or part of the meeting: 
Stakeholder Team Members: Bill Bakke (Native Fish Society), 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), Bill Moshofsky (Save the Salmon Coalition), Richard Oba (Oregon Coast Sport Fishing), John Phelan (LTM Inc.), Shawn Reiersgaard (Tillamook Co. Soil and Water Conservation District), Blake Rowe (Longview Fibre Co/OFIC), Johnny Sundstrom (Oregon Assoc. of Conservation Districts), Terry Thompson (OR Counties), Stan van de Wetering (Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians), Bronwen Wright (Pacific Rivers Council—alternate for Kaitlin Lovell)
Resource Advisors: Ed Bowles (ODFW), Tom Byler (GNRO), Rosemary Furfey(NOAA)
Alternates and Technical Resources: Liz Dent (ODF), Ryan French (Confederated Tribe of the Siletz Indians), Kevin Goodson (ODFW), Diane Kightlinger (ODFW), Mark Lewis (ODFW), Jeff Lochwood (NOAA)
Other Interested Parties: John Bragg (DSL/Sough Slough NERR), David Gifford (Oregon State Police), Mike Graybill (South Slough NERR), Louise Solliday (OWEB/Gov’s Office)
Facilitation Team: Donna Silverberg and Robin Harkless (DS Consulting)

Action Items

	Action
	Who
	By When

	Incorporate suggested changes to 9/8 notes, finalize
	Facilitation team
	October 15

	Public outreach materials, including press release, talking points, executive summary of presentations on web
	Diane Kightlinger
	On-going

	Viability criteria to Stakeholder Team
	ODFW
	ASAP


Welcome/Introductions:

After a round of introductions of the stakeholders, resource advisors, and other interested parties in attendance, Mike Graybill from the South Slough National Estuarine Research Reserve (NERR) welcomed everyone to the facility and talked to the group briefly about NERR’s focus on science, education and stewardship of estuaries, and its overall mission of improving understanding of estuaries. He briefly described some of the habitat restoration and fisheries management work that the organization is working on. He also noted that the NERR is celebrating its 30th anniversary this year, and encouraged the Coastal Coho Stakeholder Team to visit again and tour the research grounds to see first hand what is happening in the estuary. Mike and his colleague, John Bragg, provided materials to the Stakeholder Team, and said they will continue to track the important work of this group, offering assistance if needed on estuary information.
Comments and Follow-up from Last Meeting:
Team members offered comments to the draft summary notes from the September 8th Stakeholder Team meeting, as well as general comments about the meeting. Comments and subsequent actions are summarized in bullets below:
9/8 Summary Notes
Estuaries and Wetlands Presentation:

· Page 5: It should be noted that the analysis did not include historic wetlands, which can be located through soils maps.
· Add to notes: Mitigation efforts relative to wetlands has been ‘marginally successful’, around 50%.

· Further explain in the notes Gordie Reeves’ work on coho intrinsic analysis.
· ACTION: The facilitation team will work with Paul Englemeyer to add language in the notes that explains the connection to Gordie Reeves.

· Note that the analysis on wetlands focused on just a narrow strip along the coast. A suggestion was made that the final report should include inland analyses as well.
· More discussion is needed on the important roles of beavers and beaver trappings and the complexity of the issue and its relationship with important elements of coho habitat (e.g. temperature, pools, and water quality issues).
Riparian Areas Presentation:

· Members would like to see the final riparian analysis have more than an assumption about coho habitat miles.  Clarification of what metric is used will be important also (miles and percentages, if appropriate).

· Page 7: Change the third bullet “Lower shade…” to “The greatest departures were observed in the Umpqua.” Move this bullet to just below the first bullet, and change the first bullet to read: “There are a greater percentage of streams that have lower (less) shade than is observed at reference sites.” Change the fourth bullet to: “If we assume that all restoration projects took place for coho, restoration treatments equal about 14% of total coho miles.”
· Comment on page 7 on ‘large’ conifers: 20” dbh is not considered ‘large’ for this area – note this in the analysis.
· There are additional studies done on riparian areas – including the ‘Golder study’ on the effects of ocean waters on water levels. Fresh water upwellings exist and should be noted in the assessment as their uses do not affect upriver water levels. A suggestion was made to pass this study on to the Water Resources Department.

· Include the number of miles of riparian area that was studied in the analysis.

· ACTION: Liz Dent will add to her presentation that, of roughly 6,000 miles of coho streams, what percent have received restoration treatment.

· Page 5, Stakeholder Comments, second bullet: There is a problem with “reflecting a range” and then setting targets within that range. Also, disturbance and succession are not built into the criteria. To clarify this point change second bullet ‘range of vegetative succession and disturbance’. 
In-Stream Habitat Presentation:
· It is important to note that there is no indication that things are getting worse or better.  As such, clarify on Page 6, first bullet: add (i.e. implies stable conditions) to ‘No detectable trends in parameters from random samples’.
Consumptive Use Presentation:

· There are some who have concerns about water withdrawals. On page 3: add sentence that captures the bigger issue: it does appear to many on the ground that there may be a problem with consumptive use.

· Page 4: Water use could be better measured. The analysis focuses mostly on water rights, not monitoring stations.

Other Comments:

· Re: Wood placement in streams: Wood does move, but usually not very far: more often it stays within the reach where it was placed. Still, to be most successful with placement for a longer duration, it may be necessary to use bigger, longer pieces of wood. Some stakeholder team members felt that the current guidelines for wood placement seem to be working well. Others noted that the actual delivery of a 70’ log (for example) is often very difficult in some areas that would benefit from larger debris because the available roads can’t carry such pieces.  Delivery would have to be made by helicopter.

· At the last meeting, strong concerns were expressed about characterization and land-use categories. How will changes to the presentations, based on feedback from this group, be shared with the stakeholder team? Ed Bowles answered that some presentations will be changed (particularly the slides from the last meeting on land use categories that some members had concerns about) prior to being put on the web. The web page will highlight that all presentations are preliminary. Because of the tight timeframe, the assessment report will be the place for stakeholder team members to make certain that comments made were adequately incorporated.
Seals and Sea Lions
Ed Bowles reported on the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission meeting in Seattle, at which the management of growing pinniped populations was discussed. Currently, there is little flexibility for effective management pinnipeds within the Marine Mammal Protection Act, which is up for re-authorization by Congress. The states, led by Senator Stephens from Alaska, are working to move forward amendments to the bill that would provide authority to the states to effectively manage seals and sea lions, both at the population and troublesome individual animal levels. Ed shared Oregon’s data sets with the PSMF group to support site/animal specific actions. They have three months to get information to the appropriate federal bodies.  Ed will keep the stakeholder team group informed as things move forward. ODFW is also hopeful to get a congressionally funded comprehensive research and monitoring program put into place for a broader scale understanding of the issues and implications for coho (and other species). The Stakeholder Team will have a chance to review draft legislative proposals around May 2005. 
Stakeholder Team Comments: 

· There are native cultures that have historically hunted seals. If they are interested, perhaps they could be encouraged to have a more active harvest as they are allowed to “take” seals through treaty rights. This may be a source for ‘management’ of particular rogue pinnipeds for the state—and for coho.

· Who initiates the change in management? It is a joint state/federal effort, on a case by case basis. Clarify in the notes that the state is asking for the authority to effectively manage the mammals.
· What is the balance, historically, of pinnipeds to coho? Robin Brown’s analysis briefly addresses this and it will be in the assessment report.

· What about starry flounder if they are listed? ODFW has an interest in looking at this problem as well. Balance of the whole system is necessary to recover and maintain a healthy ecosystem.

· A strong argument could be made that by not managing, we (society) are making decisions to allow starvation and disease to manage the pinniped populations. ODFW is encouraged to move away from this type of policy and forward with getting a better management authority so better policy can be implemented. ODFW recognizes this need and is moving forward and also noted that this is a highly controversial issue.
Information for Constituents
Diane Kightlinger was introduced as ODFW’s new Oregon Plan Outreach Coordinator. Coming from a successful history as a science writer that can be understood in popular reading materials, she will help ODFW and the stakeholder team members translate Coastal Coho Project science and policy into understandable products. In the short term, she will develop materials for Stakeholder Team members to pass on to their constituents.  This information will include a press release, talking points, and an executive summary of what this process involves and of the presentations for the website, as requested by team members. 
A question was asked about the point at which materials will be ready to be released to constituents. It is important for this process to be open and accurate--and it is tricky because much of the analyses, presentations and other materials are preliminary at this point. ODFW and the other agencies, as well as many stakeholders, want to be certain that what is released to the public does not create unnecessary controversy because of its preliminary (and therefore not as clear) nature.  The Oregon Plan data sets can be accessed by the public.  However, the group should be aware (and communicate this to their constituents) that, because there is not enough staff to organize all the information, it is not necessarily user-friendly. OWEB and the OSU’s Institute for Natural Resources are developing a web-based data base with information on the Oregon Plan. Jay Nicholas, OWEB, is the lead on this.  The next step is to combine data sets from other agencies, such as ODEQ, and make the data base accessible. A Team member commented that a better use of the Stakeholder Team’s time is for members to comment on where they see problems with the assessment, and not do public outreach on the science – other teams may be better suited to do this.
Response to 9/8 Question:

Stream Flows as a Limiting Factor: NOAA’s Perspective
Rosemary Furfey described NOAA’s process for determining limiting factors for listed species. The “Biological Review Team” (BRT) looked at a body of science during its 1995 review of coho for the original listing in 1997.  Part of this included information from states, private entities and others to analyze and make a determination of limiting factors. They looked at the best available information and cited this in the Federal Register. She noted that, at that time, Oregon had named stream flows as a factor for decline in its assessment of coho. She clarified that water withdrawals will continue to be considered as a potential limiting factor during drought conditions and with the increase of municipal water use. Rosemary noted that references for making the limiting factors determinations are available to anyone who is interested.

Hatchery Effects in the Context of the Oregon Plan Assessment

Mark Lewis, ODFW, presented information along with a handout on the effects of hatcheries as a potential factor for decline. His preliminary assessment of hatcheries relative to coastal coho, is:

· Hatcheries are likely to no longer be a significant limit on sustainability of the ESU, due to:
· Changes in hatchery management,
· Reduced release numbers, and

· Reduced proportion of hatchery adults spawning in the wild

· Effects are limited to a few populations and localized reaches.

The analysis looks at four risk categories: genetic, ecological, operational and management. The genetic impact category showed that the ESU has shifted from a period of high hatchery percentages and low abundance to a period of lower hatchery percentages and higher abundance—except that the percentage of hatchery fish has remained high in the North Umpqua. The ‘ecological risk’ category shows a dramatic decline of all (juvenile, smolt and adult) hatchery coho releases due to implementation of strategies found in the Wild Fish Management Policy since 1994, implementation of the Oregon Plan, budget cuts, and prioritization of hatchery programs. Looking at operational impacts, researchers found past water quality violations, but none in the last year, and coho habitat impacted by hatchery barriers in the ESU. Finally, management effects include the Native Fish Conservation Policy, the Fish Hatchery Management Policy, and Hatchery and Genetic Management Plans.
Stakeholder Team Comments: 
· Change the # of Smolts to # of Adults on the Freshwater Escapement graph.

· Include additional information on smolts released relative to catch numbers and allotments. Share with the stakeholder team a cost/benefit analysis (Mark’s analysis looks just at wild fish impacts. There is a cost/benefit analysis, which ODFW is taking into consideration.)

· Include life-cycle monitoring data for stray rates.

· Add ‘zero wild coho’ to the assessment.
· It was clarified that reductions in juvenile coho releases were not the same for each program, but that some reduction occurred in almost all hatchery programs.
· “High quality habitat” information is still needed.

· What impact do Columbia River smolt releases have on the coastal ESU? This should be evaluated.

· Provide the scientific basis for stray rate percentages and criteria (Oregon 10%, NOAA 5%)

· The impact of transporting fish on stray rates should be clarified: as written, refinement is needed to speak to the management practice and improvements needed.

· Re-think how to display the data so brood years and other factors might be seen more clearly.
· Include in the final report: 
· The mechanisms of ecological impacts (i.e. predators, estuary, etc.); 
· Incidental catch in the ocean and justifications for the mortalities that result; and 
· An inter-system analysis for steelhead and other species.

· Explain on the graph the line regarding the Oregon Plan start date relative to adult returns (or, change the graph to reflect the actual Oregon Plan start date!)

· Budget numbers for coastal hatcheries: include the size of the facility, not just dollars per fish

· Develop a productivity metric to see differences between hatchery and wild fish for freshwater and ocean survival. The Oregon Plan should include a long term monitoring and evaluation of salt/freshwater survival of mixed/wild fish.
· What contribution and effect do hatchery fish have on recreational fisheries?

Hatchery Listing Policy
Ed Bowles gave a power point presentation on the proposed Federal Hatchery Listing Policy.  He noted that most of Oregon’s hatchery programs were begun as mitigation projects. The new policy suggests that the primary purpose ought to be for conservation.  ODFW is reviewing hatchery programs and their objectives to determine whether they are still appropriate. If so, are they meeting their stated or other legitimate objectives effectively?  Ed also summarized five key points from and about the policy:
· Genetic resources that represent the ecological and genetic diversity of a salmonid species can be found in hatchery fish as well as fish spawned in the wild.

· Hatchery populations included in an ESU will be based on the degree of genetic divergence between hatchery and wild populations.

· Status determinations are based on the status of the entire ESU, recognizing the necessity of conserving natural populations and their habitat.

· The policy considers abundance, productivity, spatial distribution, and genetic diversity in evaluating viability of natural spawning populations for status determinations.

· The policy recognizes the role of hatcheries in fulfilling trust and treaty obligations with regard to harvest and provides a mechanism for using listed hatchery fish surplus to conservation and recovery needs of the ESU.
NOAA currently is conducting public meetings on the proposed policy. Rosemary encouraged members of the Stakeholder Team to take the opportunity to comment. Coastal coho may undergo a status review when the Oregon Plan assessment is completed. NOAA’s deadline for making listing determinations is June 2005.

Habitat Restoration
Logic Path: Liz Dent, ODF, provided a handout of the ‘Logic Path’ that is used by the Habitat Assessment Team to analyze habitat effects. She noted that the Stakeholder Team thus far has been presented only the first ‘box’ or step on the path, which is a broad assessment based on factors for decline. Next steps include looking at habitat in the context of coho, determining natural and human-caused factors that affect these conditions, looking at what programs are in place to change any negative impacts, and determining whether these programs are effective. 
Ed Bowles noted that ODFW is working closely with the Federal Coho Technical Recovery Team (TRT) and wants to maintain synchronicity between TRT products and the Oregon Plan assessment process. A TRT meeting was held on September 28th in Ashland. ODFW will provide an update to the Stakeholder Team of where the TRT is with its products at the next coho stakeholder team meeting.

Fish Passage Improvement Projects and Habitat Access Conditions: Liz Dent said that handouts and a report are forthcoming on the topic of fish passage. The analysis asks: What percentage of stream miles have improved fish access from passage improvement projects under the Oregon Plan? What type of habitat was accessed? And, what percentage of stream miles have limited access, are accessible, or have unknown access? What percentage was passing fish? Data sources included: OWEB, ODF, ODFW, BLM, US Forest Service, industrial landowners in the coastal coho ESU, and others. They asked: did the barrier pass, not pass, or is it unknown the passage of fish? Over 4,000 crossings and barriers were included in the data set. The data was then overlaid onto one ‘common stream layer’, which came from CLAMS, and predicted intrinsic habitat potential (High or Low) for coho for over-wintering habitat. Intrinsic potential was based on gradient, flow and valley width.

Liz highlighted the strengths and limitations of the model and analysis:

Strengths – it is the only data set of its kind at this scale. The majority of known crossings and barriers are in coho habitat. And, the tool can be used for future prioritization that can be adapted to other species.

Limitations – not all the data is there:  22% of the crossings could not be accurately located and were not included in the analysis. And ‘limited access’ covers crossings that are either partial or complete fish passage barriers, so it is a broad and vague category.

Of all 4,000 crossings (which includes non-coho ESU areas), 43% pass fish, 20% are limited, and 37% have unknown access. Important factors needed for studying the effectiveness of fish passage includes the physical attributes of the crossing and actual fish movement. Very few studies have been done on this, and Liz noted that it is an important piece that remains for the future.

Liz provided preliminary conclusions:

· A relatively small percentage of coho streams (10-11%) remain inaccessible, but 1/3 of coho streams are still ‘unknown’.
· The habitat team suggests focusing efforts more on coho streams could efficiently address existing known blockages in a short amount of time (currently, there appears to be equal distribution of projects and data on coho vs. non-coho streams).
· Oregon Plan activities have improved access by 6-10%.

· ‘Stream simulations’ seem to be the best strategy for fish passage improvements of culverts.

Stakeholder Team Comments:
· Note: a dramatic shift in focus has occurred from just adults to all (including juvenile) passage. Many culverts were not built to pass juveniles, so they need to be considered from this perspective—and maybe retrofitted at a later date.

· Include in the analysis: “Gradient is a significant factor in forested areas.”
· Summarize the projects by source. (Liz noted that this is done in the annual report).

· What is the improvement over one year? Where are local dollars going? People want to know if good things are coming out of what they are putting in. A cost/benefit analysis would be useful.
· Metric: instead of ‘miles of habitat’, use high intrinsic potential/low intrinsic potential
· Continued reporting on the status of inventory is strongly encouraged, including dates and condition of culverts
· The amount of ‘unknown’ landscape shown in the model does not mesh with on the ground knowledge—which includes more known areas. Liz agreed that the results from the study were surprising.

· Culvert analysis vs. miles of spawning habitat (not just over-wintering) would be useful information for the assessment.
· Add non-fish bearing stream information.
· How many natural barriers are being addressed with fish passage projects? Ed noted that this is not a ‘high priority’ data base for OWEB funding or restoration projects and therefore little is being done at this time.
· The report should answer: Are the state guidelines working and are they realistic?
· County roads make up many coho passage areas. Counties are suffering to meet the current standards and need funding aid from the Federal government.
Riparian Characteristics: Liz provided follow-up information based on discussions at the last Stakeholder Team meeting on density of large riparian conifers. After summarizing the analysis described at the last meeting, Liz reported on changes that had been made to the analysis:
· Added ‘very large conifers’ – 35” dbh – this revealed a vast difference between percentage of stream miles with large conifer trees at reference vs. random sites.

· Added the density of all conifers per 1,000 feet.

Stakeholder Team Comments: 

· Large woody trees came from debris flows – not all debris was from riparian smaller trees but from further outside the riparian area.

· Big trees come from little trees.  Regeneration is important for riparian ecology.

· What are riparian requirements? A minimum number of trees and size. There is no requirement to leave all large-diameter trees in riparian areas, and no requirement that those trees within a 25’ buffer cannot be cut.

· Are there regulations on non-fish bearing streams? There is a provision in the Oregon Plan about this, but no regulations exist as of yet. A request was made to specifically address this issue.
· Don’t forget the role of uplands and hardwood in the overall ecology of streams and habitats.

· Other habitat issues that ought to be included in the assessment:

· Need more information on TMDL’s

· SB 1010 – how effective has it been on the Oregon landscape?

· How are forest practices doing re: the Oregon Plan?

· What about large trees?

· Goal 5 protections?

· Flood plain zoning fill

· Presentation on sufficiency analysis for water quality

Status Update of the Oregon Plan
Tom Byler, Governor’s Natural Resources Office, provided an updated schedule for the next four months of work on the Oregon Plan:

· December 1: Substantive draft assessment available to stakeholder team and IMST for peer review; feedback and comments will need to be done quickly.
· January 31, 2005: Final assessment completed and to NOAA.
· Early 2005: Stakeholder Team look at policy implications of implementing the Oregon Plan relative to coho
· January 10: Legislature in session; begin talking with legislators about the Oregon Plan and coastal coho project in order to keep the momentum going.
Ed Bowles noted that the State is working with the TRT to get their scientific criteria needed for making the assessment.  Because of their significance, the delivery of these criteria will, in part, control the timeline. A request was made for materials (draft assessment documents) to be sent to the Stakeholder Team as soon as possible and prior to the next meeting. Ed responded that, to avoid unnecessary confusion or controversy, the agency plans to make a presentation of the draft assessment before providing the actual assessment document to the stakeholder team.  He wants to be certain the information and data is clear before the group reacts to numbers or words in a document. 
A concern was raised that consumptive users (specifically ports and fisherman) are not being factored into these issues or analysis, and that science is the only focus. Tom Byler responded that, by design, this first phase was meant to be a scientific assessment.  The next phases will broaden the focus to include social impacts and policy implications—for ports, fisherman and everyone else. 
Another concern raised was that any work done by this group could ultimately be overridden by NOAA. Rosemary Furfey responded that NOAA is relying on this stakeholder team to provide input about societal goals as the recovery plan is developed. The Team and all of its input are very much needed for NOAA’s recovery process.  NOAA is not backing away from its commitment to this entire joint process.
Next Meeting, November 15th and 16th, Roseburg:
The October 19th meeting was canceled to allow the State more time to work on the analysis and compilation of data for the assessment. Stakeholder team members agreed to plan for an extra-long meeting, possibly a two-day meeting on November 15th and 16th . This will allow a full presentation and question and answer session on the draft assessment (relative to coho only). The State’s viability criteria will be sent to the group as soon as possible, which may or may not be by November 15th. An agenda and logistics for the November meeting will be sent when it is developed by the facilitation team, with input from the state and team members.
Thank you all for your continued participation in the Coastal Coho Project.  We appreciate your efforts and 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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