March 14th  

CRI applied to 12-ESUs of Columbia Basin

I. SO..what is this CRI ?

II. Standardization, 

standardization, 

     standardization…

III.  Comparing the 12 ESUs in the

 Columbia Basin 

IV.  What would it take to mitigate

 risk?

V.    Updated Snake River results

VI.    Take Home Message

The CRI is NOT a model

It is a chain of logic, that includes simple “small” models for some of the steps

The CRI  only reluctantly ventures beyond the data

The CRI is responsive to new data  -- easy to see the importance of obtaining “better data” or more recent data

Goals of CRI as Applied to Columbia Basin ESUs

1.)  Synthesize and standardize 

  data reporting

2.)  Standard metrics of risk

3.)  Standard metrics of ESU (or 

  stock) performance that will 

  be useful for monitoring and 

  evaluation

4.) Standard approaches to

 analyzing consequences of

      management actions

METRICS

1.)  Annual rate of population 

       change

2.)   Environmental variability

3.)   Risk of extinction

Focus on how management alters annual rate of population change

Technical innovation of analyses: insensitive to sampling error in spawner counts ! (but not to ignorance about whether or not fish are hatchery or wild)

KEYS RESULTS OF 12-ESU COMPARATIVE ANALYSES

1.)  Risks of severe declines are 

       substantial

2.)   Steelhead doing especially 

       poorly

3.)   Upper Columbia looking very 

        bad

Clearly,  need to worry about losing sight of the big picture because of focus on Snake River chinook salmon (subject of most discussion/modeling until last few months)

How much do we have to improve the average annual rate of population growth to get risk of extinction less than 5% in 100 years?

Obviously it varies……

from as little as 1-2 %

to as much as 20 %

(note that a 20% improvement in annual rate of population growth corresponds to a 20% increase in recruits pers spawner ratios)

What do we get for actions in different H’s?

Harvest is easy to analyze (a harvested fish is a dead prospective spawner)

For a few ESUs,  harvest moratoriums could mitigate risks (NOT suggesting this as a policy decision, but this analysis shows where we need to get with analyses of other H’s)

Hatchery and Habitat are subtler and harder to analyze – it may be that CRI innovation regarding observation error may help in this regard

I have made it look a little too simple…….the answer does depend on hatchery influences, which have two components:

1.) what fraction of spawners are from hatchery?

2.) what is the fitness of those hatchery spawners compared to wild fish ?

You have probably all seen CRI Snake River analyses….

1.)  look to survival in first year, and survival in early ocean/estuary 

2.) not much more to be gained from hydropower modifications (but major improvements to date because of past actions)

3.)  add most recent data and it is much worse for spring/summer chinook salmon than we previously thought…..even less likely that dam breaching by itself will mitigate imminent risks faced by spring/summer Snake River chinook salmon

TAKE HOME MESSAGE 

1.)  Snake river spring/summer chinook is NOT ESU at greatest risk

2.)   Required improvements range from 1 to 20% (depends on stock)

3.)   It is easy to find those few ESUs where harvest reduction could reduce risks (Upper Willamette chinook, lower Columbia Chinook, Snake River fall chinook) – need to make sure have methods and data for identifying actions in other H’s that are needed for other ESUs

4.)  Data bases are in TERRIBLE shape with respect to metadata standards, etc;  if we knew sampling error, we could say a lot about monitoring and evaluation

5.)  MUST KNOW HATCHERY CONTRIBUTION 

