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	DATE: 
	March 2, 2005

	TO:
	AFC

	FROM:
	Dave Statler, Chair 

	SUBJECT:
	February 25, 2005 Anadromous Fish Committee Action Notes


Note from the chair:  The high level of attendance and participation at the February meeting is greatly appreciated.
Anadromous Fish Committee Meeting

CBFWA Office, Portland, Oregon

February 25, 2005

Action Notes

	Attendees:
	Dave Statler (Chair, NPT), Gary James (CTUIR), Pete Hassemer (IDFG), Dick Stone and Andy Appleby (WDFW), Phil Roger (CRITFC), Howard Schaller (USFWS), John Palensky and Rob Walton (NOAA-FS), Bruce Suzumoto (NWPPC staff), Bob Rose, Chris Frederiksen, Jeanette Burkhardt, and Jeff Spencer (YN), Chip McConnaha (Jones and Stokes), and Tom Iverson (CBFWA)  

	By Phone:
	Rob Lothrup (CRITFC)

	Time Allocation:
	Objective 1. Project/Budget Recommendations
Objective 2. Fish & Wildlife Regional Issues
Objective 3. Annual Report 

Objective 4. RM&E

Objective 5. Other Business
	100%



	ITEM 1:
	Review and Approve Agenda 

No modifications were suggested for today’s meeting agenda.  This is Dave Statler’s first meeting as chair.  He graciously accepted his role for the next year and awarded Pete Hassemer a plaque acknowledging Pete’s hard work as chair for the past two years.  

	ITEM 2:
	Update on Regional Issues

	Discussion:
	Tom Iverson provided an update on several key regional issues currently under way.

	
	1) FY 2005 Budget – The FY 2005 budget is currently available on the CBFWA website.  A webpage has been constructed to facilitate within-year budget modification requests for BPA funded projects.  On that webpage, the current status of each project can be viewed, as well as total Program spending.  The webpage is located at http://www.cbfwa.org/mods/intro.cfm.
2) FY 2006 Start of Year Budget – Council staff and BPA staff are currently developing the FY 2006 SOY budgets for each project.  This table will be sent out for public comment during the last week of March for a one month review.  That will be the project sponsors opportunity to provide confirmation or suggestions for their FY 2006 budget levels.  The table will be presented to the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Committee in June and to full Council for approval in July.

3) Decision Framework – Tom reviewed the history of the development of the CBFWA Decision Framework Workgroup.  The Workgroup developed comments for the Council regarding implementation of subbasin planning.  The comments suggested that the Council needs to design the organizational structure of the Program and identify the decision making framework they will use to implement subbasin plans (what decisions will be made and what information will guide those decisions).  The Workgroup is currently working on a white paper outline for organizing the Program structure in case a Program Amendment process is initiated.

4) All-H Analyzer – The Council is currently investigating the use of a new spreadsheet analysis methodology for developing provincial level goals and objectives for the Fish and Wildlife Program.  Bruce Suzumoto is leading an effort to test the All-H Analyzer process throughout the Columbia basin for salmon and steelhead stocks.  This tool was used in Puget Sound for evaluating hatchery practices and developing habitat objectives.  If adaptable to the Columbia River Basin, this technique could be used to analyze goals and objectives for each ESU, strategies for accomplishing those goals, and actions necessary to address those strategies.  

	ACTION:
	No action was taken for this item.

	ITEM 3:
	Approve Lamprey Technical Workgroup Document

	Discussion:
	The Lamprey Technical Workgroup (LTWG) has developed a prioritized list of critical uncertainties for lamprey in the Columbia River Basin.  The report includes a section for anadromous fish and a section for resident fish.  The report is titled “Critical Uncertainties for Lamprey in the Columbia River Basin:  Results from a strategic planning retreat of the Columbia River Lamprey Technical Workgroup” and dated January 31, 2005.  

The AFC reviewed the draft of the report and had several comments.
1) Howard Schaller requested further clarification on why Lamprey Status was given a higher priority than Population Delineation.  Given that the reason for not listing lamprey in the Columbia River Basin (CRB) was primarily based on not knowing the population structure; shouldn’t this be given a higher ranking?  How do you evaluate population status with the lack of population delineation?  Howard suggested that further clarification could be provided under Lamprey Status to explain how these two categories are different and why one is of higher priority than the other.  One point was made asking whether Lamprey Status should be renamed Lamprey Abundance and Distribution.

2) Under Passage, the report needs to make a clear separation between juvenile and adult strategies.  The strategies should be separated into two groups.
3) Under Population Delineation, the first bullet calls for development of a library for genetic markers.  A library currently exists in Canada and any future collections should be added to the existing library rather than creating a new library strictly for the CRB.  The document should acknowledge the existence of the library in Canada.

4) The table on page 8 describes a scoring process for evaluating critical uncertainties.  The definition discussion column in the table explains ranking as it relates to critical uncertainties but the scoring is actually applied to biological benefit and knowledge gaps later in the document.  It should be made clear how the scoring was applied to biological benefit and knowledge gaps (add to existing table or create an additional one).  As a side note, the knowledge gap score for implementing and monitoring lamprey restoration seems low.  There is very little going on or known in this area (CTUIR has one of the only projects doing this and the "jury is still out").

The workgroup agreed that the document was well written and organized.  The modifications requested here are mostly clarifications and further explanation.  Howard explained that there is a meeting on March 22, 2005 with regional leaders to discuss future lamprey actions and it would be productive to have this report finalized by then.  The LTWG is meeting on March 1 and could address these concerns.  If the AFC can meet prior to March 22, at least a firm draft could be available for the regional meeting.

	ACTION:
	Howard Schaller and Gary James will provide specific comments to Jen Stone, LTWG coordinator, on Monday, February 28 for use at the March 1 LTWG meeting.  The AFC will review the updated document at their March 17, 2005 meeting.

	ITEM 4:
	All-H Analyzer

	Discussion:
	Andy Appleby began the discussion by providing background and context for the development of the All-H Analyzer (AHA) tool.  The tool was developed by the Hatchery Science Review Group (HSRG), a blue ribbon panel to look at hatcheries in Puget Sound.  The tool aligns hatchery operations with natural production and habitat to evaluate if hatcheries are well integrated or segregated (isolated).  The main assumption behind the model is that the natural environment should drive adaptation of populations within an integrated hatchery, and that in a segregated hatchery there is minimal impact on natural populations.  The inputs for the tool are derived from other models or planning exercises:
1) Habitat – relies on production and capacity information from watershed plans, subbasin plans, or EDT outputs;
2) Out of Subbasin Effects (OOSE) – Smolt to Adult Return rate (SAR) generated from other models like Simpas, Crisp, or others;
3) Harvest – harvest rates are taken from Fishery Management Evaluation Plans (FMEPs) or other documents; and

4) Hatchery – information is taken from HGMPs or collected directly from hatchery managers.

The tool provides modules for capturing information for each “H” and then allows gaming to determine what strategies are necessary to meet integration (or segregation) goals.  This exercise may help co-managers address goals for populations.  The tool does not provide answers to management questions; it only facilitates scenario building to help modify hatchery operations and evaluate other impacts to populations.  A copy of the tool configured for the Methow Subbasin is provided on the CBFWA website at http://www.cbfwa.org/committees/Meetings.cfm?CommShort=AFC&meeting=all, under the February 25, 2005 AFC meeting documents.

Bruce Suzumoto presented an update on a Council effort to implement the All-H Analyzer in the Columbia River Basin.  Bruce’s presentation is available on the CBFWA website under the February 25, 2005 AFC meeting documents.  Bruce expects to be meeting with the co-managers in the region to complete the AHA exercise, so it is important for the fish and wildlife managers to understand what the model is and how it will be used.  The AFC suggested that CBWFA may be able to assist in facilitating a regional understanding of the AHA tool.  

	ACTION:
	No action was taken on this item.

	ITEM 5:
	Accounting Spreadsheet for Habitat Actions to Support Subbasin Planning and Recovery Planning

	Discussion:
	Bob Rose presented an abbreviated summary of a spreadsheet tool he has been working on for capturing and developing habitat actions necessary to implement subbasin plans or recovery plans.  His presentation is available on the CBFWA website under the February 25, 2005 AFC meeting documents.  The spreadsheet allows for a group of co-managers to quickly define actions necessary to achieve certain habitat or population goals.  The spreadsheet is designed to identify the desired population structure, primary protection and restoration areas, assessment unit population objectives, and general management strategies.  In most cases this information can be transferred from the subbasin planning efforts.  It is anticipated that technical staff and knowledgeable public would identify site specific reasonable actions consistent with the general management strategies.  Senior technical staff would assign cost estimates and estimate affects on population objectives.  The basic premise is that recovery planning needs to start somewhere.  The co-managers and knowledgeable stakeholders do know enough to complete this work in a defensible manner (it is not arbitrary).  The effort can always be refined as time goes by.

The group agreed that this effort should probably precede an All-H exercise for recovery planning.  At least, the two efforts should be done jointly.

	ACTION:
	No action was taken on this item.

	ITEM 6:
	Salmon Migration Updates for NPCC

	Discussion:
	Time ran out for discussion of this agenda item.  Pete Hassemer provided a handout to the group that was distributed at the last Council meeting.  Pete has initiated a process for updating the Council on a monthly basis with real-time status and trends of salmon populations throughout the 2005 migration year.  The vision is to meet with the Council each month to discuss what species are in the river, what the migrations forecasts are (both juvenile and adult), and how harvest is proceeding.  The March update will be brief, but Pete expects a comprehensive update for the April meeting.  He is looking towards the AFC to assist in preparing the presentation.  Please contact Pete if you are interested in participating in this exercise.  The hope is to eventually make this a CBFWA presentation.

	ACTION:
	No action was taken on this item.

	ITEM 7:
	Next Meeting

	Discussion:
	In order to maximize attendance and efficiency, the meeting was schedule to coincide with the Council meeting and other meetings.  Also, it would be advantageous to have a final review of the Lamprey report prior to March 22.

	ACTION:
	Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for March 17, 2005 in Portland, Oregon from 12:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.  Potential agenda items include:
1) Review and approve Lamprey Technical Workgroup Document;

2) Further discussion of regional goals, strategies and actions (All-H Analyzer, Bob Rose spreadsheet, etc.); 

3) Develop April NPCC meeting salmon migration update; and

4) Discuss FY 2006 Start of Year Budget process.
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