Minutes of the 22 November 2004 meeting of the Oregon Coast Work Group (OCWG) of the Oregon and Northern California Coast (ONCC) Technical Recovery Team (TRT),  Corvallis, Oregon

Attendance.  OCWG Members:  Mark Chilcote, Chuck Huntington, Pete Lawson, Kelly Moore, Tom Nickelson, Gordie Reeves, Tom Wainwright, Laurie Weitkamp; Staff:  Heather Stout, Justin Mills, Rosemary Furfey; Visitors:  Kaitlin Lovell (Trout Unlimited), Wayne Hoffman (MidCoast Watershed Council).

The meeting convened at 10:00 am.

 1  Announcements.  Laurie Weitkamp was welcomed as a new member of the workgroup.

The next IMST meeting (14-15 December) will focus on the state coastal coho assessment.

 2  Minutes.  Minutes of the 29 October meeting were approved.  Action items from that meeting were reviewed.

 3  Viability I--Distribution and Diversity Criteria.  Heather presented a new proposal for distribution and diversity criteria intended to include all important life-history stages.  Proposed criteria were:

PV-Dist 1:  For independent populations that historically occupied multiple subbasins (defined as 5th-field Hydrographic Units [HUCs]), “high quality summer and winter rearing” habitat must be located and occupied in all subbasins with at least 10% of the historic habitat for that population, as indexed by the quantity of stream miles with coho IP > 0.8.

PV-Dist 2: Coho Population spawner distribution- Each Independent population must meet or exceed the watershed-scale spawner distribution and diversity index in four of the last six years and never fail in 3 consecutive years.

PV-Dist 3: For independent populations that historically occupied estuarine subbasins, age 0 and age 1 rearing in estuarine habitats must be located and occupied  in an area indexed to the quantity of acres of historical tidal riverine sourced marsh/swamp. Smolt rearing and migration in estuarine habitats must be located and occupied in an area indexed by the quantity of acres of historical tidal marine sourced marsh.

PV- Dist 4: Connectivity. For those Independent populations in systems that do not directly discharge to the ocean, the population viability also depends on habitat downstream. This would include meeting the criteria for PV Dist 3, and a criterion for migration corridors.

PV-Dist 5:  Connectivity.  For those subbasins identified in PV Dist 1, summer and winter rearing, and spawning habitat with conditions better than unacceptable per OWEB benchmarks, must be located and occupied within each 5th field HUC.

Discussion focused on several issues:  1) Are habitat criteria always important, or just when we don't have fish data?  2)  How do we define amount and quality of habitat required?  3) Should we also consider diversity at larger spatial scales (e.g. geographic stratum scale)?   Further discussion was postponed until after the rest of the criteria were reviewed.

 4  Public Comment.  Wayne Hoffman expressed three concerns:  1) The tension between "high-tech" landscape indices and fish-based measures; he suggests that fish-based grounding would be preferable because measures of good habitat in one stream might not apply throughout the landscape.  2) In Dist 1, instead of the problematic 10% rule for including subbasins, could make this a function of the number of subbasins in the system, e.g. include all basins with more than 1/(2*n) of the total historical habitat, where n is number of subbasins.  3)  He noted that bad ocean conditions are often correlated with flood events, and that the best-performing populations in the 1990s were those with flood-resistant winter habitat.

Kaitlin Lovell suggested that it would help if we broke out the criteria by life-history stage, in that some stages may need habitat metrics, while others don't.

 5  Viability II--Overall Structure.  Tom Wainwright presented an overall framework for the criteria, illustrating how the various criteria link together to lead to delisting and broad-sense recovery/restoration.  Criteria were divided into a number of categories:

Restoration (RST):  Including overall abundance as a proportion of historical abundance (RST-1), fishery rebuilding targets (RST-2), and broad-scale diversity (RST-3) goals.  Discussion focused on three issues.  First, what proportion of historical abundance is sufficient to meet state restoration goals.  Second, should the first and second goals be combined into a single abundance goal.  Third, should dependent populations be included in the diversity goals.

DECISION:  We will combine the first two goals into a single ESU abundance goal of a proportion of historical abundance sufficient to meet societal goals, with a minimum abundance (during poor conditions) equal to the Fishery Management Plan rebuilding target (currently 126,700 spawners for this ESU).

DECISION:  We will revise the diversity criteria to require that all independent populations meet population viability standards and dependent populations meet the ESU viability standards.

ESU Delisting (DLS):  Ensuring that the present ESU is viable (DLS-1) and that conditions needed for viability will continue into the foreseeable future (DLS-2).  Discussion focused on the interpretation of DLS-2.  It was suggested that DLS-1 (ESU viability) primarily addresses the "endangered" definition of the ESA, while DLS-2 addresses "threatened" status.  Issues discussed were:  1) Do we need to include biological criteria under DLS-2 (possibly diversity criteria as requirements for long-term sustainability)?  2)  Should DLS-2 address the removal of factors for decline and threats?

ESU Viability (EV):  Including criteria about the number of viable independent populations per geographic stratum (EV-1), occupancy levels of other independent populations (EV-2), and occupancy levels for dependent populations (EV-3).  Discussion focused on ensuring some level of production in sub-viable populations (EV-2 and EV-3).  One issue was what the baseline should be for establishing the percent of habitat to be occupied; alternatives discussed were using all accessible habitat, or using the habitat that was actually occupied during the 1990s.  A second issue was whether it was reasonable to keep the ESU listed if only one (or a few) minor populations failed the occupancy criteria.  A third was whether the dependent-population occupancy criteria might be better measured across the entire ESU rather than by stratum, as some strata have very little habitat in this category.

DECISION:  Independent-population occupancy criterion will be revised as follows:  For sub-viable independent populations, no more than three in the ESU, and no more than one per stratum, can fail to be occupied at an average of four spawners per mile.

Population Viability (PV):  Including population productivity sufficient to survive prolonged periods of adverse environmental conditions (PV-Pro), intra-population distribution and diversity (PV-Dist, see discussion above), abundance sufficient to prevent genetic degradation (PV-Ab), and population persistence as measured by risk of quasi-extinction over 100 years (PV-Per).  Discussion issues for each follow.  PV-Pro:  Need to clarify how this is calculated under varying ocean survival rates.  PV-Ab:  Should we use rules of thumb (1000 or 5000 spawners) or stick with Mark's calculations (550 or 590 spawners?  Should this criterion be moved to "Future conditions" (DLS-2)?  PV-Dist:  Should this be under viability or future conditions/future prognosis?  It is really a long-term survival issue, not short-term viability.  We also should consider something other than HUCs for subdivision--need to ensure ecosystem diversity, not just geographic spread.

ACTION:  Chuck (and Kelly?) will work with Heather and Justin on further developing Distribution/Diversity criteria.

 6  Task Reports.  

State coordination (Rosemary).  Rosemary and Pete attended the last stakeholders meeting.  The state is preparing its coastal coho assessment report for IMST and Stakeholder review, expected out by mid-December, followed by a one-month comment period.  The final report is expected by the end of February.  The NMFS regional office is developing a plan on how to evaluate the state report as part of the PECE process.

Lower Columbia Plan (Rosemary).  The Lower Columbia Fish Recovery Board will present it's recovery plan for salmon on the Washington side of the Lower Columbia.

CLAMS (Gordie).  There is a CLAMS analysis of coho coming out soon in Ecological Applications.  Gordie will get us copies.

Ecological cluster analysis (Justin).  Justin distributed maps of his revised environmental cluster analysis for the Umpqua Basin.  Laurie and others will work with him on the statistical methods and completing the analysis.

Population document (Heather).  We have received only one written comment on the populations report, from Lance Kruzic focused on the Umpqua Basin.  Heather distributed copies of the comments.

 7  Schedule.  Next meetings will be 16 December (200 FSL) and 21 January (location TBD).  We will hear a preliminary report on the new genetic analyses in December.  We will try for a full TRT meeting to review viability criteria in late February or early March.

 8  Public Comment.  Wayne Hoffman commented that the size of spawning and rearing streams varies by an order of magnitude, so density-based criteria for small populations may benefit from stratifying by stream size.

Adjourned.

