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Oregon Wild Coho Are Recovering

Oregon Coast Wild Coho Spawners
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Sources: 1950s-2000s (ODFW 2013, roughly interpreted from printed graph), 2010s (Sounhein, B., E. Brown, M. Lewis and M. Weeber. 2018. WegtermQregon adult

Coho Salmon, 2017 spawning survey data report. Monitoring Program Report Number OPSW-ODFW-2018-3, Oregon Department of Fish and WilpH'g‘eszer?m, Oregon).



-~

<@

YA
-t L,P
: ., »

o . Y /A
o !

. ;
»

[
] \
N

N

=

P 4

™

i

\

4

‘;;;‘;‘ - N
e Hinkle
: \?’- e {&‘.‘: vz
4 Okl
a0 * Alsea
.’1"‘_» ; | 2 / o
A T * Trask

P
s % ‘,I.I}{, (.
TN S o
A SR, R
" SAT > - \\\‘“9
" Y ; V=
A % £ " : 40057
It N y . \ SN
WY
) ~ FL&R e ~ 5 Py
L 5 -~ > C
Y ; L2 P
e o \ . " ~ -
e Fi T LRI oS 5
Sk VRN (R
- 2 ¢ 4y
e - Ihe Z
o 1 = G i -
- W 1B
A > e » £
vﬂ\" i # 3 <558
‘: y: -'/.I g .
y o A
) 0 v
\ ¢ > pre
P Sp) 3 W TN
(% = - o 4
e A e - e . o
i e AR T 1
- w v » - »
» = N : Py '»__A _\’-,,/ ;
iy ¢ y A -
- > "‘, lf’
SN e & e
2 /;4,.4 e ‘ T

K P"hoto cdurﬁésy of OFRI ™4 o . B s

~

aired Watershed Studies

. "{K

Legend
£ Downstream Sites
/. Upstream Sites
—— NHD Streams

h’ [ | HarvestArea

-
“ Monitored Catchment

L 4
¥ [:] Watershed Boundary
123°31'0"W

Alsea Watershed

N\

44°33'0"N  44°33'30"N

44°32'30"N

44°32'0"N

44°31'0"N  44°31'30"N

z

- o

§ 2

e ©

- " o
- s
T

a, 4 <

44°30'0"N

123°53'0"W 123°52'0"W 125‘51 '0"W

- e c \

123°50'0"W

B S - CPSICI .

123°30'0"W 123°29'0"W 123°28'0"W

Hinkle Watershed

123°27'0"W

43°24'0"N 43°24'30"N 43°25'0"N 43°25'30"N 43°26'0"N 43°26'30"N 43°27'0"N

43°23'30"N

45°22'30"N  45°23'0"N 45°23'30"N

45°21'0"N_45°21'30"N_ 45°22'0"N

45°20'0"N 45°20'30"N




Fish Response to Current Rules

 Clearcut or thinning of fishless

headwaters (with and without
buffers)

* Hinkle (Phase 1)
e Significant increases in late-summer
biomass of age 1+ cutthroat trout

* No other detectable effects on
downstream fish or their habitat

e Trask

* No effect of harvest on growth of
trout or sculpins downstream



Fish Response to Current Rules

 Clearcut adjacent to fish-bearing streams
with buffers

* Alsea (phase 1)
* % pool habitat increased
* Density and Biomass of Age 1+ cutthroat increased

* Juvenile coho showed no significant changes “in any
of the biotic parameters measured”

e SW British Columbia

* No detectable logging effects on relative abundance
or condition of cutthroat trout
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New Research On Forestry-Fisheries Interactions

Should Be Informing Rule Changes

From Steel et al. (2017)
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Oregon’s Forests Provide Productive Coho Habitat
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Oregon’s Forests Provide Productive Coho Habitat
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PI>30% PNI>30% USFS>50% BLM >50% PI>30% PNI>30% USFS>50%

Little difference across ownerships

BT

Pool surface area: Public > Private Industrial > Private Non-Industrial

Pl status from historic practices (esp. log drives)
PNI had more intense land use (only 54% forested)

o | From Steel et al. (2017)
I 1
BLM > 50% PI>30% PNI>30% USFS>50% BLM >50%
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Coho Density (fish/m?)

Oregon’s Forests Provide Productive Coho Habitat

Juvenile Coho Abundance
From K. Burnett
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t it

* More stringent rules #+ more
coho
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Habitat and Water Quality Response to Current Rules

e Sediment

* Roads
* No effect (Alsea)
* Minimal Increases (Hinkle, Trask)

* Landslides
* Temperature

* Habitat Quality/Complexity
e Buffers provide bulk of LWD
* Active placement for priority reaches !

e Fish Access
e Summer Low Flows

Post-Harvest
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