


Minutes of the 18 January, 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, Tom Wainwright, Pete Lawson, Laurie Weitkamp, Kelly Moore, Gordie Reeves; Staff: Heather Stout, Justin Mills, Rosemary Furfey; Visitors: Jeff Lockwood (NMFS), Kaitlin Lovell (Trout Unlimited), Paul Englemeyer (National Audubon Society), Mary Scurlock (Pacific Rivers Council).
The meeting convened at 10:15 am.

1.  Agenda revisions.  The agenda was accepted with minor revision.
2.  Minutes.  Minutes of December 12th meetings were approved with minor changes and clarifications.
3. Oregon coast coho not listed.  Considerable discussion was devoted to NMFS’ announcement the day before that Oregon Coast did not warrant protection under the federal ESA.  Among the topics discussed was the use of science to inform the decision and the process employed, the role the TRT should play given the delisting, the legalities of future TRT activities, and what laws still apply to protect OC coho (e.g., Magnusson-Stevens Act).   The workgroup is committed to working with the state and stakeholders to develop a restoration plan that is based on the best available science.  
4. Coordination with state, stakeholders.  It was decided that the workgroup can help with developing the restoration plan by working directly with both state staff and stakeholders.  This effort must be timely given the state’s June deadline for a first draft recovery plan.  Several ways this could be accomplished were discussed (but details were generally lacking):
· Tom N. will lead an effort to evaluate the effects of possible management scenarios (approach and tools to be determined).  This analysis will be provided to state and stakeholders to help inform their actions/decisions.
· The workgroup will provide peer review of products produced by state staff, starting with their overall conservation approach.  This may include providing background information and/or needed references, time permitting, 

· The workgroup will work more closely with stakeholders.
5.  Public comments.  The public provided numerous comments; their primary concerns were:
· Jeff was concerned that the recovery plan will be based on limiting factors in the state’s viability analysis, which did not receive sufficient review, something the TRT should do.  He also emphasized that the state’s recovery plan will be based on the “Oregon Plan”, with no new legislation expected.

· Kaitlin expressed concern over the apparent disconnect between stakeholder and state actions and timelines.  She was also concerned that the recovery plan being developed by the state does not follow the original “Oregon Plan” and is missing crucial conservation elements.  

· Paul emphasized that the stakeholders are unlikely to volunteer to do the “hard stuff” that needs to be done to truly protect and restore salmon.  He felt the TRT has a role to enforce actions in the plan that need to be upheld. Note: It was clarified at the next workgroup meeting that the TRT does not have authority to enforce regulations.
· Mary voiced concern that delisting sends the message that current habitat quality is good enough for viability, therefore voluntary actions (let alone further regulation) are not needed.  She encouraged the TRT to use its clout to argue that more needs to be done and help shape the process that will result in further habitat improvements.
7.  Viability report.  The group reviewed the conclusions section and made changes to improve its clarity.  The document will be distributed to comanagers on Friday (January 20th).
8.  Limiting factors analysis.  To help the workgroup proceed with its analysis of limiting factors, Jeff was invited to the meeting to describe how the NWR currently uses limiting factors assessments in its consultations and permits (and will provide examples).  He also pointed to some of the limitations of the state’s current limiting factors for Oregon coast coho for this process.  There was concern within the workgroup about providing input on limiting factors in a timely fashion (i.e., so the state could use it in its recovery plan) and how analysis could be quantitative, rather than qualitative (see AREMP, below).
9.  AREMP.  Justin described the AREMP (Aquatic and Riparian Effectiveness Model) DSS as a possible way to address limiting factors.  There was concern that the fuzzy logic curves used in AREMP don’t apply to larger streams, the lack of criteria for rivers flowing through lowlands or estuarine areas, or whether it provides information that “wasn’t already known”.  The group seemed to think it might be useful approach if it could be expanded to the entire river basin, which will take a considerable effort.  
10.  Review tasks
· Tom W. and Rosemary will talk to NWFSC and NWR legal staff regarding the legalities of continuing as a TRT workgroup.

· Tom N. will start the effort to evaluate possible management scenarios

· Tom N. and Kelly will inform state staff of our intent and provide workgroup with any available recovery-plan products produced by state staff.
10.  Schedule future meetings.  The next workgroup meetings will be either Feb. 21 or 22 (depending on state staff availability) and possibly March 15, both in Corvallis.  
11.  Public comment.  Several public left before the formal comment period.  However, Mary encouraged the group to consider the effects of specific actions (as opposed to general actions) in evaluating recovery action scenarios so that they will be meaningful and actually improve conditions for fish, with clearly defined metric to evaluate them.   She was also concerned about the use of high IP habitat, particularly because it is often at odds with current fish distributions.  She felt a more meaningful starting place is where the fish are now.  Finally, Mary expressed concern that it’s not clear what the AREMP is telling us with respect to salmon habitat quality.
The meeting adjourned at 15:50 pm.
