Puget Sound Recovery Implementation Technical Team (RITT)

Agenda and Notes from Meeting (in italics) 
Minutes by Kit Rawson; accepted at April 16, 2010 RITT meeting

Twenty-third Meeting - Monday, March 15th, 2010, 10 am – 3 pm

Seattle Aquarium Conference Room
Attendance

RITT members:  Kit Rawson, Kirk Lakey, Norma Jean Sands, Mary Ruckelshaus, Ken Currens, Bill Graeber 

PSP:  Rebecca Ponzio
Domain Team:  Elizabeth Babcock 
Others:  Mindy Rowse, Mike Parton, Bruce Crawford (on the phone in the afternoon)
10:00 am  Approve minutes of January’s and February’s meetings and today’s agenda
                 Choose notetaker.

Kit Rawson will be notetaker

January and February minutes were approved with no changes.
10:15 am  Updates 
a. Membership status – 
Letters of thanks and requests to continue were mailed to current RITT members Friday of last week.  Norma distributed the solicitation letter for new members.  Nominations for new members are due by April 9.  Between continuing and new members, NOAA is targeting a committee size of 10-12.  A number of current members may not be planning to continue due to work load and/or funding issues.

b. Liaisons – 

Several watersheds will be submitting early 3-year work plans by April 1, which the RITT will review at the April meeting. Liaisons for those watersheds need to be ready to review these when they come in.
c. NMFS RO – Elizabeth 
Elizabeth brought up the idea of a workshop for NOAA staff (e.g. Elizabeth and Bruce Crawford) to coordinate with the Partnership on open standards and performance management as applied to the Action Agenda and to get up to speed on what the RITT is doing with adaptive management.   All RITT members should attend the second of these workshops.  Elizabeth will schedule this workshop.

Federal Register notices on the upcoming status reviews of west coast salmon will go out this Thursday.  All currently listed salmon ESUs and steelhead DPSs will be reviewed for their current status.  No new BRTs will be convened.  The reviews will be done by the Science Centers.
d. PSP – Rebecca
The Partnership had been discussing climate change with the watersheds with the idea of bringing back a question(s) to the RITT regarding how they can better take climate change into account in implementing their plans.  They need to discuss this more before bringing the discussion to the RITT.  Watershed groups are very busy now.  We discussed that direction from NOAA will be important in determining the priority that this gets.  We also discuss that much of the guidance we have already provided, for example the focus on the processes that form and maintain habitat, should lead to a precautionary approach regarding the future effects of climate change on recovery plan implementation.
e. RIST – Ken
We had a general discussion about the role and function of the RIST.
11:00 am   Soliciting new members
We looked at the draft letter.  It will be distributed electronically.  We also discussed having the Partnership publicize this by including it on their website.  

We noted that former TRT and RITT member Bob Fuerstenberg recently retired from King County.  Hopefully we will get him to an upcoming RITT meeting so we can express appreciation for his work with us over the years.
11:15 am   Tackling the 3-yr plan reviews under current RITT membership

The next three months involve reviewing the 3-yr plans.  At the April meeting we review San Juan, WRIA 8, WRIA 9, Hood Canal (provided we receive them by April 1) and at the May meeting we review the rest.  
Rebecca distributed the format and questions for the 2010 3-year workplan, which is unchanged from last year.  The RITT will complete technical reviews and the Partnership ecosystem recovery coordinators will do a policy review of each watershed plan.  We will also complete regional technical and policy reviews after all three-year workplans are submitted.  Kirk asked about how broader issues, such as conflicts between river users and large woody debris and conflicts between salmon recovery and agriculture issues and the King County model floodplain ordinance will be handled.  Rebecca replied that the content of the review will depend somewhat on what issues the watersheds flag.  Some issues will have a direct effect on the likely success of a watershed’s recovery plan, which we should comment on.  But it is also likely that a number of issues will be of common concern for many watersheds, in which case the RITT and policy reviewers should flag these for discussion in the regional review.   Elizabeth said that a technical review of the implications of these regional issues for salmon recovery would help advise NOAA regarding how to proceed.
We also discussed whether we should bring up climate change effects as an issue that all watersheds should be addressing in their implementation.  Previously, we discussed that the RITT should be providing some climate change guidance in these reviews, at the watershed or regional scales.  This is the way we will continue to proceed.

Rebecca will verify which watersheds are on the list for early submittal by April 1st so that RITT liaisons can be ready to begin reviews at that time.  Rebecca also encouraged the RITT liaisons to contact their watershed leads directly regarding the upcoming reviews.
12:30 Lunch break
1:00 pm  Adaptive Management Template review
What are we working on now?  (We actually completed this item before lunch)  Rebecca distributed an outline of the current process with four phases.  We are currently in Phase 1, template development.  The template is essentially the open standards diagram of ecosystem components, threats, indirect threats, and strategies.  The purpose of the template is to have a common framework that can 1) be adapted to each watershed’s plan, 2) is coordinated with NOAA’s listing factors,  and 3) can be coordinated with the Partnership’s performance management diagram for the Action Agenda.  The need to coordinate with what NOAA, the Partnership, and others are doing is the main reason why we are taking longer than previously anticipated.  The current deadline for template completion is June 30.  
This is a change in the process as originally envisioned.  Instead of using three pilot watersheds to develop the template, we are going to develop a general template that can be used by all watersheds.  The new approach will better enhance coordination among watersheds and also be usable both by watersheds that have already done significant work on developing adaptive management plans as well as watersheds that haven’t done any work on this yet.  Phase 2 will involve tailoring the template to each individual watershed.

Phase 3 will be to translate the watershed template into a monitoring plan.  This van be in any format.  Phase 4 will be to use all of the above to develop a watershed adaptive management plan.
New draft guidance for watersheds  Rebecca distributed the latest draft guidance document.  The purpose for this document is to inform the watersheds about what the RITT is doing for AMM. Many watersheds have already allocated money and other resources to developing their own monitoring and adaptive management plans.  This document should help them figure out the best way to use these resources as well as to link AMM with the three-year workplans and the near term guidance they already have.  
We eliminated one sentence on p . 3, agreed that Rebecca would flesh out the questions in the near term guidance (no. 2 on p.1), and otherwise adopted the document as drafted.  The document will go out as modified after Norma’s review and approval.
The next watershed leads meeting is April 8, and Ken will check his calendar to see if he can attend with Rebecca to help present this document as well as an update on the current status of the template.  Rebecca would like at least one member of the RITT AMM subcommittee to attend this with her.  All other RITT members are welcome.
Freshwater portion of the template  Rebecca handed out draft material on freshwater ecosystem components developed so far for the Skagit.  The challenge is how to flesh this out more fully, what should the main ecosystem components and KEAs be and to identify which group should vet the freshwater ecosystem components and KEAs for use across Puget Sound.
Ecosystem components (from Skagit work by the AMM subcommittee):

· Big River floodplain

· FW hydrological processes

·  FW sediment processes

· Vegetation

· Subbasin catchments

· FW hydrological processes

· Sediment processes

· Vegetation

· Tidal and non-tidal

· Hydrological processes

· Sediment processes

· Vegetation

After some discussion we decided to have Ken take a first cut at a revised structure for the freshwater habitat ecosystem components and KEAs.  Then a wider group of RITT members and a few others will review.  
On Thursday at 9 AM there will be a phone call to discuss how we will organize to finish the template by June 30.  All RITT members will be provided 
2:30 pm Addressing spatial structure and diversity when monitoring and assessing pop viability

We had a long discussion about this.  It is important when addressing population viability and status, but is not well defined for our Puget Sound populations.   

3:00 pm  Adjourn

Next Meetings – 


Friday, April 16, 2010


and third Thursday each month thereafter

Outstanding Ideas/Task/Issues/Agenda Items
	RITT
	TRT

	Adaptive Management Plans for each watershed

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

Population Sequencing in dealing with jeopardy reviews
Steelhead update (June?)

Back Burner

Symposium for TRT products at AFS 2011 meeting in Seattle
	Chinook Viability document


Watershed Liaisons first two years
	Straits 
vacant
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


