Puget Sound Recovery Implementation Technical Team (RITT)

Agenda and Notes from Meeting (in italics) 
Minutes by Kit Rawson; accepted at September 21, 2010, RITT meeting

Twenty-seventh Meeting - Thursday, July 15th, 2010, 10 am – 3:00 pm

Seattle Yacht Club - Heritage Room 

Attendance

Present:

RITT Members: Norma Sands, Krista Bartz, Kit Rawson, Kirk Lakey, Mindy Rowse, Mike Parton

Puget Sound Partnership: John Meyer
Domain Team: Tom Sibley

Others:  Abby Hook, Tulalip Tribe; Jeff Hard and Jim Meyer, NWFSC and PS Steelhead TRT. 

Absent:

RITT Members:  Bill Graeber, Ken Currens, Eric Beamer
10:00 am  Approve minutes of last month’s meeting and today’s agenda
                 Choose notetaker.

Notetaker is Kit.

Today’s agenda:

Kit asked to add a discussion of the RITT meeting schedule to the agenda.  Our current schedule is resulting in too many conflicts with Partnership meetings (Ecosystem Coordination Board, Salmon Recovery Council, Watershed Leads Meetings, etc.) and consequently too many absences.  
Krista will poll for people’s preferences for a new day for the regular meeting date.  The RITT members, Partnership staff, and Elizabeth Babcock will be included in the poll. 
Norma, at the agreement of RITT, will institute a 2 PM discussion slot on our agenda at every meeting, to discuss important topics such as the protection discussion we are having today. 

Minutes of last meeting:  These were accepted with some modifications as discussed.  Norma will check with Elizabeth regarding some of her input to the last meeting and then post them on the web site.
10:15 am  Review Liaison Roles/assignments – follow-up and tentative assignments from last meeting – RITT members review the tentative list (attached) from last meeting as to your willingness to work with designated watershed.  Rebecca was also going to give us any feedback from watersheds on whom they might want or not want (conflict of interest or want the knowledge of particular RITT member).  

Partnership concerns:  With new members taking over watershed liaison roles we need to be sure that former members help with the transition.  One way to do the handoff would be for both the “new” and the “old” RITT liaison to go to the upcoming discussion of the three-year workplan review.
Mary Ruckelshaus will be leaving the RITT due to her new job as director of the Natural Capital Project.  This leaves the San Juan liaison position open.
We discussed watershed liaison assignments and came up with the following suggested assignments by the RITT members present at this meeting.  Final assignments are pending final review by all RITT members affected.  Bill G has not been given a liaison assignment at this time as he is on extended service to the Gulf work and his participation in RITT is uncertain.  
Nooksack

Mindy or Eric
San Juan

Mindy
Skagit


Eric/ Kit
Stillaguamish  
Kit

Island


Eric or Mindy
Snohomish

Krista
Lake Washington  
Kirk

Green River
      
Kirk

Puyallup/White
Mike
Nisqually        

Ken

South Sound

Krista
West Sound

Norma
Hood Canal

Ken
Straits


Mike
Ozette


Norma
10:45 am   Follow up on 3-yr Plan Reviews – Rebecca 
 - Potential meetings between watersheds and liaisons
 - Surf board review process late summer

Aug 13th  is deadline for SRF Board project lists to Partnership.  Aug 16-20 RITT consistency review.  Aug 25th all applications are submitted on Prism to SRF Board.

It is recommended that, when possible, both the “old” and “new” RITT liaisons will attend the next meeting of the individual watersheds.  Partnership liaisons are currently working on setting up these meetings.  Kit will act as the “old” RITT liaison for San Juan in place of Mary.
11:30 am  Adaptive Management Review – not ready with template yet (August meeting) but need to discuss schedule into future and liaison roles.  Also, we need to get a picture of where watersheds are on this – well into it, waiting for RITT, not ready. 
Update from the workgroup: Template is in rough draft form at the moment.  Ken and Rebecca are pulling together the written pieces into full documentation.  Tentatively the presentation to the RITT is scheduled for the August RITT meeting.  Rebecca is also planning a review of the template at the September watershed leads meeting – September 9th. 
Mike and Mindy are continuing to work on the freshwater ecosystem component and will complete it by the end of this week.  

A list of some watersheds “ready to go” includes: San Juan, Skagit, Hood Canal, Stillaguamish, Snohomish, Lake Washington, Green River, Nisqually.  We need to get these sessions with the watersheds as soon as feasible given the other limitations of our process.  After the template is presented to the RITT in August it will be rolled out to the watershed leads at their September 9 meeting.  After that scheduling watersheds to apply the template to their adaptive management plans will depend on RITT capacity (AMM workgroup and liaisons).
The watershed leads are supporting our process and most are anxious to get working with us.

Presentation of the template will be at the next RITT meeting led by Ken and Rebecca.  RITT members will need the written documentation at least one week before the next meeting.
The Lake Ozette group is also working on an adaptive management plan, and they will be seeking RITT review once they have a draft. 

12:30 Lunch break
1:00 pm  Steelhead TRT review – Jeff Hard and/or Jim Myers
Both Jeff Hard and Jim Myers attended and Jeff gave the presentation.  The Steelhead TRT’s charge is to identify demographic independent populations (DIPs) and major population groups (MPGs) and develop viability criteria.

Demographic Independent Population (DIP) is the biological and geographic unit for recovery actions.  They are looking for historical population structure, but only have current stocks and data to go on.  All 4 VSPs are being examined.  They think that spatial structure may be more fine-grained than for Chinook.  Harvest has been < 10% annually for several decades, < 5% for a decade or more.  

Abundance estimates rely on available redd count data, most data are from larger systems, fewer data for small tributaries.  Life history information is mostly from examination of scales.  Little straying data are available due to few tagged hatchery groups and fewer recoveries.  Some genetic baseline data are available now.

They have three tiers of evidence for determining DIPs.  They have a decision support system (DSS) fuzzy logic model for identifying DIPs, based on Ken Currens’s concept for PS Chinook.  They start with SASSI stocks and use demographic, phenotypic, geographic separation, and genetic data to do pairwise comparisons to determine DIPs.
Second, they did a cluster analysis on habitat characteristics.  Based on intrinsic potential analysis they developed a stream habitat rating matrix that showed that habitats with gradients < 4% and with 3-50m width have the highest rearing capacity and those with gradients 0-4% and > 50m width, moderate rearing capacity.  Small streams (0-3m width) and all streams with > 4% gradient had low rearing capacity.  They have a map of high, moderate, and low potential steelhead habitat throughout Puget Sound.
And thirdly, they used the 7.17 parr/100 sq m parr capacity and 0.0265 spawners/parr assumed ratios to develop potential spawner capacity, based on total currently accessible anadromous habitat for each river system.  This can be assumed to be a maximum estimate.  Then they looked at the correlation between currently accessible anadromous stream length and “historic” run size (data source not clear). 
They are looking at summer vs. winter runs as an aspect of within MPG (multiple population group) diversity.  Because of the paucity of data it is difficult to measure the current diversity and to assess the historic template. 
For viability each of the three MPGs must be viable for the DPS to be viable.  The question is how many populations are needed per MPG.  They have a map of the three MPGs with about 35 DIPs (compared with 56 SASSI stocks to begin with). They have a matrix of truth value functions, which is the output of the fuzzy logic model and the basis for the map.
They are using a DSS model from Oregon to develop viability criteria for DIPs; results PVA are part of the input to the Oregon DSS model to analyze viability for the DPS.  Work  on viability criteria for DIPs and MPGs is ongoing.  

2:00 pm  Salmon Habitat Protection Discussion 
We hope to get some input from PSP, NMFS Regional Office, and Domain Team on this topic.  It is a topic that crosses technical/scientific input with policy decisions.  
Protection of salmon habitat is determined by local and federal regulations and implementation is dependent on enforcement.  Habitat protection is not working well in Puget Sound – do you agree or disagree?  It is not, how can the RITT provide scientific input on impacts of regulations to the appropriate governing bodies – or should we be doing that?  If not us, who?  

For this discussion we were joined by Tom Sibley NOAA, Matt Longenbaugh NOAA (on the phone), Rebecca Ponzio (Puget Sound Partnership), and Abby Hook (Tulalip Tribes).
Kirk said that one reason he is interested in this is that the DFW watershed stewards that work for him have new responsibilities regarding technical assistance to local governments regarding shoreline master program (SMP) updates.  This puts emphasis for him on the need for better coordination of habitat regulation with salmon recovery.  Local jurisdictions are looking for scientific support for this work.  

Rebecca added that this topic came up through the 3-year workplan updates and reviews.  The question is what  role can the RITT play in providing scientific advice to local governments and NOAA when making policy choices affecting to salmon recovery?  Is there a gap that the RITT could fill providing appropriate science advice related to habitat protection measures?  The Recovery Council has focused on habitat protection for 1 ½ years, working first with shoreline management and now with floodplain protection.  Our interest is focused on salmon recovery; the ECB is looking at protection in the larger context for Puget Sound. 

How do the watersheds fit habitat protection into their salmon recovery work?  This differs among watersheds depending on a number of factors including composition of the folks involved in the planning.  

Tom discussed some of NOAA’s perspective focusing on the FEMA BiOp and levees. There is a lot known about the relationship of salmon to its environment/habitat and it is important to implement what we know at this time, instead of just calling for new information.

Some of the key points from this discussion include: 1) habitat protection programs need to be linked directly to measurable salmon recovery and 2) tradeoffs between restoration and protections actions should be evaluated when choosing projects.  Rebecca suggested that we meet with Ecology and have them explain their approaches, no net loss, etc.  Abby pointed out that the current discussion over the FEMA BiOp opens the door to a productive discussion over the nexus between the local governments, FEMA, NOAA, and salmon recovery.    

Abby suggested some ways that the RITT could get involved.  One example is forecasting changes based on climate change, land use changes, and other factors.  Mike said that we should evaluate SMPs like we evaluate restoration projects.  Rebecca pointed out that our current salmon recovery information is the best current science available for the SMP updates, which is legally required.  Tom pointed out that the SMP is the best vehicle for the local jurisdictions to use to comply with the FEMA BiOp.  Rebecca suggested that the RITT could help with technical support for the local jurisdictions in sorting through the information that is relevant to salmon recovery and SMP updates. 
Abby distributed an excerpt from the Tulalip/Sno Co proposal for a Snohomish basin protection plan that also focuses on preservation and restoration of ecosystem services.  This plan will result in different mixes of acquisition, incentives, education, outreach, and regulation for different parts of the watershed.  Evaluation of regulations is not in the grant due to legal restrictions on what Snohomish County, which is the lead proponent, can do.  The hope is to have the protection strategy be adopted as a chapter in the Snohomish recovery plan.  

Suggested next steps. The RITT could work with the watersheds groups and the local jurisdictions to translate current salmon information into information that could inform SMP updates relative to the FEMA BiOp. This could be done by the RITT liaisons similar to their work on h-integration, for example.  Tom said that FEMA has committed to providing technical assistance (in the form of NOAA staff).  Another idea is forecasting similar to what Abby (who is Abby – she is not listed in attendance) suggested.  Krista and Mary are working on a similar project in the Green River that could be extended to other watersheds, habitat protection, and applied specifically to salmon, possibly.  This involves modeling climate and alternate future scenarios.
Next steps.  Rebecca will lead getting together a panel discussion to educate the RITT on habitat protection with focus on SMP, CAO, FEMA BiOp, etc.  

Topics for next meetings: RITT review of the AMM template (Aug).  Habitat protection panel (Sep).
3:00 pm  Adjourn

Next Meetings – 


Thursday, August 19, 2010 – location PSP Tacoma?

September – need to change date


A poll will be conducted to determine the regular scheduled day for RITT meetings into the future.
Outstanding Ideas/Task/Issues/Agenda Items
	RITT
	TRT

	· Adaptive Management Plans for each watershed

· Climate Change Guidance for recovery implementation 
· Skokomish Recovery Plan review (when we receive next draft)

· Population Sequencing in dealing with jeopardy reviews

	· Chinook Viability document

· Flow document

Back Burner

Symposium for TRT products at AFS 2011 meeting in Seattle


	Watershed Liaisons - RITT and PSP 

(RITT liaisons to revised at August 2010 meeting)


