Puget Sound Recovery Implementation Technical Team (RITT)

Agenda and Notes from Meeting (in italics)

Minutes by Kit Rawson, and accepted as written at April 28, 2009, RITT meeting

Thirteenth Meeting - Thursday, March 19, 2009, 10am – 3pm

King County DNR Bldg, 2nd & Jackson, Chinook Rm (603)
Meeting was called to order at 10:10 by chair Norma Sands
Kit Rawson is notetaker
RITT members present: Eric Beamer (dep 2:35), Phil Roni (dep 2:35), Kirk Lakey (dep 2:35), Kit Rawson, Norma Sands, Bill Graeber (arr 10:35) 
PSP: Rebecca Ponzio
NOAA Domain Team: Elizabeth Babcoc (arr 10:22)

Others:  Scott Solmac: WRIA 8, King County
10:00 am  Minutes of February meeting and today’s agenda
Next RITT meeting will be April 28 at PSP office, 810 Third Ave., Suite 430

Rebecca had suggested changes to the description of the Report Card discussion.  
Rebecca also suggested changing the last sentence regarding the process we will follow to deemphasize work on report card.
We added names to the workgroup lists.

The RITT approved the minutes as revised.
The agenda was adopted.  Phil has to leave at 2:30.
10:15 am  Updates 
a. Watershed Liaison activities – each liaison was to have contacted their watersheds to see how they are doing on the 3-year project plans and if they want RITT help prior to finalizing the plans.  
Norma has heard from Kitsap that they want help from RITT.
Eric has met with Skagit.  They want to be one of the pilot watersheds for the long-term AM plan. They would like the framework available sooner rather than later.

Eric has also met with Island Co.  They have restructured their TAG and want to work with the RITT on the 3-year plan.

Kirk has been working with LW, Green, and Puyallup-White.  Been working with the 3-year lists to be sure that all projects that are still active.  Green no longer has a technical committee and Kirk is trying to help get that going again.
Kit met with Stillaguamish and Snohomish TAGs.  They want to work with the RITT on revising the 3-year plan.

Kit also met with the San Juan TAG as a member of that TAG and reported that they are working on their three-year plan and planning to follow the Interim Guidance.  They will likely need consultation with the RITT.

b. PSP – Joe Ryan  

Rebecca gave the PSP report.  PSP is coordinating the Puget Sound piece of the state package for NOAA salmon recovery projects under the Stimulus Plan.  Individual project sponsors will submit grants, but they will have to have a certification letter from the PSP.  A draft final list will be available for public review tomorrow (3/20).

Bill asked how this is being coordinated with the salmon project lists.  Rebecca said that these projects only need to meet the NOAA criteria.  Elizabeth said that NOAA will also be accepting applications outside of the list being coordinated by PSP on behalf of the state.  Phil said that the money will be broken out by region and that the NOAA restoration center will rank these within regions.  

We didn’t hear the answer to Bill’s question, so he asked it again.  What does this have to do with the RITT and salmon recovery?  How are these consistent with the recovery plan?   Kit asked this a different way – are we or are we not implementing the recovery plan.  Rebecca said that the PSP’s screen includes checking whether or not these are on the three-year lists.  Phil said 1) that screen seems to be sufficient for these to be part of the plan and have received RITT review and 2) this is not exclusively a salmon recovery program.  Elizabeth verified that this is not exclusively a salmon recovery program.
Eric said that we need to check for key aspects of the plans, especially activities that aren’t just restoration projects, that may the most important gaps that need to be filled. If this is not part of the current call for proposals, Eric suggested that this gap be addressed when future funding opportunities are developed.  Bill pointed out that the RITT needs to provide feedback to PSP and NOAA regarding aspects of the plan that aren’t being adequately addressed.  Elizabeth said that this review is legitimate and Rebecca said that it would be welcome.  Bill pointed out that this review will be important when the recovery plan is reviewed in the future.  
Rebecca asked if this is an action item for the RITT.  We decided, after the PSP list is made available to us, Eric will coordinate drafting of a RITT statement regarding how these projects fit in to a larger context of recovery plan implementation.  This will be drafted before the next meeting and discussed there.

c. RIST (Ken and Mary)

No report as neither Ken nor Mary were present.

d. Domain Team  – Elizabeth Babcock
Meeting on Skokomish plan review will be on the 30th at Sand Point 1-4 PM.  Eric asked and Elizabeth reiterated that the purpose of this meeting is for the RITT, the Domain Team, and the PSP to review consolidate and each others’ comments.  This is patterned after the TRT-policy group reviews we completed for the other watershed plans in 2004-04.  The meeting will be open but the main discussion will be among these three groups.  NOAA met with Steve Fransen, their lead FERC negotiator, to be sure the different sections of NOAA are coordinated on Skokomish issues.
Elizabeth requested that the RITT look at the population matrix sent by Matt Longenbaugh regarding the classification of population s and we will discuss it in detail at the next RITT meeting.  Members gave Elizabeth some verbal feedback.  To make the discussion at the next meeting more productive Elizabeth asked that RITT members send her comments ahead of time.  Also, the RITT will be updated on the PPA (Population Prioritization Approach) at the April meeting. .  RITT members should review the PPA documents when they are received ahead of the next meeting along with Ken’s “bubble diagram” writeup from his previous population classification effort.  

We discussed work load issues and decided that we will defer this to the May meeting.  However, RITT members should discuss specific comments with Matt (by responding to his email) and get clarification on the population approach from Ken before the April meeting.
[At this point we deviated from the sequence in the agenda.  Items below show the time that we started discussing it.]

11:00 am  Puget Sound implementation issues
1. Adaptive Management 1.5 hrs
a. Status of the "mama" (regional) adaptive management plan - Ken.
b. Near-term Guidance – review attachment from Phil, Ken, and Rebecca
(12:46) Rebecca handed out the revised near term guidance document (March 5).  General feedback from watershed leads was that they welcomed the guidance, although they may not have the resources to use it and don’t know how to use it.  Rebecca would like any feedback from the RITT since this so far has been prepared by a subgroup.  Kit mentioned that the document should state that this task is necessary since adaptive management was called for in the recovery plan supplement.  Rebecca mentioned that we are trying to avoid a top-down approach.  Several members discussed the balance between the top down and bottom up aspects, and we agreed that the mandate to do this in the recovery plan, although top-down is still a mandate.  Eric brought up the need to clarify and correct several details and Rebecca pointed out that the RITT members will have to work with the watersheds individually on these details.  
We discussed the tradeoff between the burden of completing this work and its benefits.  Bill suggested that it might be helpful to present watersheds with the history of how SRF Board projects have been awarded and how the requirement for accountability will increase making the importance of an adaptive management plan much greater than in the past.

Eric made some comments on the spreadsheet.  The long-term AM group will work on improving this.
Rebecca summed up the conversation by saying that it’s her sense that the RITT think the memo is good as written and that the RITT liaisons will be expected to work with their watersheds on the details.  The updated three-year plans are due by May 15.

We discussed exactly what the watersheds are expected to have completed as part of the next 3-year work plan.  The answer is that they need to do at least the items in number 3) of the interim guidance memo by May 15.  The rest of it establishes the context for all their work, and RITT members should plan to continue to work on adaptive management with their groups beyond the May 15 date.

Eric asked about how to get the inputs for the matrix when each watershed and each lead entity is structured differently.  We discussed different situations for different watershed and realize that this is definitely a problem closely related to the h-integration issue.  Bill asked whether the 6 questions about h-integration need to be part of this guidance.  Eric stated that working through adaptive management will force this to happen. And Kirk agreed.  We discussed whether to include the 6 steps in the interim guidance.  We decided to wait for the long-term guidance to include those. 

c. Long-term workgroup (Ken Kit and Eric) will have a meeting March 30th – working on Logic Model and working from San Juan template.  The full report of this workgroup will be in April.  
This group will meet the morning of March 30th.  Current location is PSP Seattle office, but that may be changed.

d. Deciding on which watersheds for a full adaptive management case study
The AM workgroup will choose three watersheds for the pilot.  If anyone has input for that they should send it to Norma ahead of their March 30 meeting.
2. 3-year work plan.  
a. New Template incorporates recommendations from Milly and Carol – how is it working for the watersheds? 
b. How is the 3-yr plan connected to the habitat work schedule?  (database by WDFW)

c. Are the watersheds including what has been done and how successful completed projects have been?  

3. PSP request of RITT – They have a grant to develop a shared database on juvenile Chinook. – What types of information is needed or should be placed in the database, e.g., how raw should data be?  

4. Sokomish recovery plan  - Meeting with comanagers set for March 25 – do we remember our concerns?  Quick review.   
12:30 Lunch break
(12:20)
1:00 pm 
5.   Update from Steelhead TRT on Population Identification – Jeff Hard
(1:43)  Jeff presented the PS steelhead TRT’s approach to steelhead population delineation.  They looked at approaches used by past TRTs and tried to systematically go through all of them.  They have less genetic data for steelhead, so will rely less on genetic data that the PSTRT did for Chinook and more on other approaches.
Questions:

· Is pop large enough to be self-sustaining and was it historically

· How well do pops capture historical structure

· What are the risks of getting it wrong – need to adopt risk-averse strategy
Current status

· Current data biased to west side of sound

· New data, more to east side, will be presented by WDFW next week.

· Looking at age structure and run timing data from ‘70s and ‘80s – this will greatly improve viability analyses

· Intrinsic potential data from NWFSC modeling (Kit provided Jeff with Gibbons et al. report from 1985, which determined spawner-recruit functions for winter steelhead in PS and coastal rivers based on habitat quantity translated into potential parr produciton.)
· Also using expert opinion to pop delineation

· “Fuzzy logic” decision support system.  Model developed by Jeff

Viability progress

· Developing age-structured model combining resident and anadromous life history and repeat spawning.

· Poor information for PS steelhead

Approach to PS pop ID

· 3-tiered checklist
· Gower habitat characteristics

· Spawn timing data
· Abundance correlations

· Queried regional management biologists regarding their opinion of SASSI populations

Decision Support System (DSS)

· “fuzzy logic” framework

· Hierarchy of types of information

· Analyze populations pairwise

· Truth membership functions

6.  Mission statement – Phil   -disscussion postponed
7.   Prioritization matrix workup – Phil
(11:32 AM)  Phil handed out a summary worksheet covering all PS WRIA and Chinook populations.  This uses information developed for the draft PSP document by the Domain Team and others to rank watersheds.  Apparently this was requested by the NOAA restoration center for the purpose of putting proposed projects in priority order based on the likelihood of success of projects in terms of advancing the recovery of listed species (Chinook, Hood Canal summer chum, and bull trout].

The purpose and origin of this was not clear.  We discussed various details in a scattershot fashion.  This was apparently a first try to see if a ranking system could be developed. Several Northwest Science Center people are working on which sources of data should be included.  
Phil stated that the goal was to come up with a scheme for prioritizing how the NOAA Restoration Center is going to allocate money.

Phil asked is this something the RITT wants to participate in reviewing.  Eric says the RITT shouldn’t figure out the prioritization of populations but should be involved in evaluating the consequences of those schemes.  Elizabeth reminded us that previously we had discussed the RITT working with others on developing and evaluating integrated recovery scenarios.  Rebecca reminded us that we had previously said that adaptive management was a higher priority for RITT efforts.  We agreed that this has to be done first, and it a part of the other work.  

Elizabeth said that it would be valuable for the RITT to evaluate recovery scenarios and also to review Phil’s matrix.  Bill said that this is an opportunity to provide technical input on a policy decision that’s going to happen anyway.
Elizabeth discussed the relationship between the effectiveness of restoration dollars and the need to protect what remains.  This morphed into a discussion of the need for integrated analysis of all Hs.
8. Ken - clarify the important info needed to reevaluate pops in our pop id response document to DT – short update.  
9. Delisting criteria - Mary & Ken or Regional Office to propose to RIST they take over this task?  Summer Chum may be needing this first.  
2:50 pm  Other business

3 pm  Adjourn

Meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM
Next Meetings – 

Next RITT meeting will be April 28 at PSP office, Seattle, 810 Third Ave., Suite 430


Thursday May 21st   and third Thursday of each month

Outstanding Ideas/Task/Issues/Agenda Items
	RITT
	TRT

	Ken’s cross watershed comparison of TRT reviews

Hatcheries and integration – do we want a discussion of this; what is RIST doing?

Symposium/Book for TRT products
Adaptive management and Monitoring at the watershed level  - set up a procedure following Jan discussion on topic

Delisting Criteria – RITTs role in defining.
DT presentation of PPA to RITT- soon?

Steelhead TRT presentation of pop id and viability to RITT - Mar?

	Ozette Viability document (submitted to NWFSC technical memo publication Feb 2009)

Summer Chum document

Chinook Viability document

DONE

Ozette Pop Id document (finalized March 2009)




Watershed Liaisons
	Straits 
Phil Roni

Hood Canal 
Ken Currens & Bill Graeber

Nooksack
Ken Currens

San Juan
Mary Ruckelshaus

Skagit
Eric Beamer 

Island
Eric Beamer

Stillaguamish
Kit Rawson

Snohomish
Kit Rawson


	Lake Wash.
Kirk Lakey

Green
Kirk Lakey

West Sound/Kitsap
Norma Sands

Puyallup/White  
Kirk Lakey

Nisqually
Ken Currens

South Puget Sound  
Norma Sands

Nearshore
Bill Graeber

Ozette
Norma Sands
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