


Minutes of the 22 February, 2006 meeting of the Oregon Coast Work Group (OCWF) of the Oregon and Northern California Coast (ONCC) Technical Recovery Team (TRT), Corvallis, Oregon
Attendance.  OCWG Members:  Tom Nickelson (by phone), Pete Lawson, Laurie Weitkamp, Kelly Moore, Gordie Reeves, and Chuck Huntington (by phone); Staff: Heather Stout, Justin Mills, Rosemary Furfey; Visitors: Jeff Lockwood (NMFS), Jay Nicholas, Jeff Rogers and Bruce McIntosh (all ODFW), Wayne Hoffman (Mid Coast Watersheds Council), and Les Helgeson (Native Fish Society).
The meeting convened at 10:30 am.

1.  Agenda revisions.  The agenda was accepted with minor revision.
2.  Minutes.  Minutes of January 18th meeting was approved with minor changes and clarifications.
3. Presentation of the State’s plan (Bruce, Jay, Jeff, Kelly).  Bruce described the State’s vision for how the TRT can help draft Oregon coast coho conservation plan and Jay presented details of the approach, which focuses on primary and secondary limiting factors within each basin, legacy and current threats, and existing and needed actions by various agencies to address them.  This generated considerable discussion about the State’s plan and the TRT’s role in drafting it.  It was concluded that the TRT would immediately help by:
· Reviewing the outline of the plan

· Help develop hypotheses of how OC coho populations function

· Develop framework based on conservation principles

· Model scenarios of management actions to determine their impact on coho status (Tom N).

· Write up meeting discussion for State staff (Laurie & Justin)

· Further work as needed
· Limiting Factors Input/Threats

4. Public comments.  Wayne provided comments on the above discussion and the State’s plan.  His primary concerns were that:
· Wild Salmon River coho are effectively extinct and may need to be “jump started” with transfers or supplementation if the hatchery closes.
· The State’s approach addresses primary and secondary limiting factors in each basin, but other factors may be more important at smaller scales and be easy to address.
· High IP habitat needs more ground truthing.

· The State’s plan should tell other agencies what they should do, rather than asking them what they can do.

· In some situations, putting “sticks in cricks” is the most cost effective way to achieve recovery goals even if treatment has to be repeated periodically.

5.  2005/2006 Coho return.  Kelly provided the work group with details of the 2005/2006 coho return (estimated at ~138,000 fish).  He also described problems with the spawner estimates (due to missing surveys during expected peak spawning and differences between visual and mark-recapture estimates), with the intention that the group could provide guidance on how to deal with these errors.  One suggestion was to write a white paper on the topic as a starting point for discussion.
6.  Spawners and smolts vs. marine survival.  In response to questions of numerical abundance estimates for Oregon coast coho recovery, Pete provided a table of numbers of spawners and smolts from the Lawson-Nickelson model under different marine survival scenarios.   There was some discussion of whether the numbers were reasonable, and how they might be applied to “desired conditions.”
7.  MidCoast ocean tributary surveys.  Wayne provided preliminary results of MidCoast’s juvenile surveys for coho salmon in dependent populations.  Coho were found in 23 basins of 43 basins surveyed.  Wayne suggested the data should inform the process distinguishing between dependent and independent populations.
8.  What to tell Stakeholders.  Heather and Rosemary were going to report to the Stakeholders about the TRT’s role in the conservation plan.  They identified the actions listed above, plus 
· finishing the viability document

· identifying data gaps

· evaluating the adequacy of research, monitoring and evaluation 

A process was also discussed to review the outline.

9.  Comments on draft viability report.  Heather reported that the most substantive comments on the comanager’s draft are to have all results in one section.  It was suggested that a new appendix might serve the purpose, given the constraints of the Tech. memo. format.

10.  Public comment.  The public made numerous comments during various discussions.
· Jeff encouraged the workgroup to include a section in the viability report on which populations are important to recovery and those that are essential to recovery.
· Les encouraged the State to start another life cycle monitoring basin at the Three Rivers site.  Les was also concerned about potentially unrealistic variability (or lack thereof) in habitat conditions that are used in models to assess desired conditions, and whether productivity from lowlands was adequately captured in models.

· Wayne also suggested that desired conditions should reflect morphological constraints/opportunities for coho production, with more ambitious goals for basins with high potential than those which contain little coho habitat.

11.  Schedule future meetings.  The next workgroup meetings will be March 16 (in Corvallis), and the full TRT will meet on April 27 in Arcata.  Another workgroup meeting was tentatively scheduled for May 23 (in Corvallis).  The full TRT meeting in April will include determining how our workgroup can help the SONCC workgroup.
The meeting adjourned at 4:10 pm.
