Minutes of the 21 November 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, Visitors: Tyler McKesky (OSU)
The meeting convened at 10:15 am.

1.  Agenda revisions.  The agenda was accepted with minor revision.
2.  Minutes.  Minutes of September 8th and October 18th meetings were approved with minor changes.
3. Work products.  The TRT is expecting to complete four reports for Oregon Coast coho: identification of historical populations, viability analysis, limiting factors, and monitoring and evaluation (M & E).   For the two nearest completion (populations, viability), some minor changes were suggested.  For the remaining two, Gordie has models that should be included in limiting factors, while Kelly thought the M& E document was valuable.  Schedules for these documents depends primarily on people’s availability to work on them.  Tentative publication dates are:
Report




Completion date

Historical populations


Spring 2006

Viability analysis


Summer 2006 (?)

Limiting factors


February 2007

Monitoring & evaluation

June 2007

4.  Gordie’s bear encounter.  Gordie described his very close encounter with a very agitated brown bear in Prince William Sound.  
5.  Ashland update.  The key discussion points from the Ashland TRT meeting were briefly discussed.  Tommy Williams has the SONCC historical population document ready for review.
6. Guest Speaker: Aimee Fullerton. Aimee (NWFSC) discussed her work using a decision support system to evaluate restoration options in the Lewis River watershed (Lower Columbia).  The project modeled three processes in the basin (riparian function, sediment, and hydrology), how fish respond to those conditions, and then how six different restoration strategies would affect habitat conditions and fish.  It provided considerable food for thought.
7.  Viability report.  Lively discussion was devoted to the viability report as the comanagers draft nears completion.  Among the suggested changes:
· The population functionality criteria (formerly PD-5) will be repositioned in the support system and will be renamed something like “genetic habitat capacity”
· Greater emphasis will be given to assumptions made about “future conditions” with a new section in the conclusions (to be completed by Dec. 1)
· Greater emphasis will also be given to what the decision support system is and is not

· There will be greater emphasis on the distinction between “viable” and “healthy”
 
8.  Limiting factors analysis.  A subgroup of the workgroup will meet at 9 am on Dec. 6 in Newport to discuss limiting factors analysis.  
9.  Task reports.  Rosemary couldn’t attend in person but provided notes.  She continues to work with the stakeholders group, the federal register notice announcing Oregon coast status will be out next month, and she provided regional guidance on limiting factors analysis. 
10.  Schedule future meetings.  The next workgroup meetings are December 12 and January 18 in Corvallis.  
11.  Public comment.  No public was present to comment.

The meeting adjourned at 16:00 pm.

6.  Public comments.  Kaitlin mentioned that while the viability criteria are designed so that a single weak population will not keep the entire ESU from failing the persistence or sustainability criteria, the criteria should be equally immune to the influences of a particularly strong population, which might otherwise overshadow a number of weak populations.
7.   Sensitively analysis.  Justin described the sensitivity analysis he has conducted on the viability criteria, which examined the effects of altering the inputs by 10% and removing the viability model results.  His conclusion was the ESU-level scores are generally robust to this level of change.

8.  Progress report to the Region.  Considerable discussion was given to how to describe the preliminary viability results in the progress report so that they will not be misinterpreted.  Tom N. suggested that values above zero should be considered in support of the statement, while those below zero are not in support.  The distance from zero reflects the uncertainty in the support—the further from zero, the less uncertainty.  The memo will be transmitted on Friday (Aug. 19).
9.  Review tasks/identify work products
The current plan is to have the viability report to the entire TRT by October 3.  To achieve this, the following items still need completing:
· revise DSS network (Justin) and run

· revise criteria (Tom W)

· revise sensitivity analysis (Justin)

· revise document body before and after editor (Tom W)

· revise appendices to reflect editor’s comments

The Oct 18 full TRT meeting will be devoted to the report.  Under a worst-case scenario (i.e., full TRT requests many changes), a co-manager’s draft should be available in early January.

10.  Future meetings.  The next two OCWG meetings will be Sep. 8 (begin limiting factors) and Nov. 21 (to discuss the full TRT’s comments on the viability report and analysis).  The full TRT meeting is scheduled for Oct 18 in Ashland to discuss the viability report and analysis.
11.  Public Comments.   Several useful comments were provided regarding possible misinterpretation of wording on the progress report.  Otherwise, no public comments were given.
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm.

