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	SUBJECT:
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Anadromous Fish Committee Meeting

April 7, 2005

CBFWA Office, Portland, Oregon

Action Notes

	Attendees:
	Dave Statler (Chair, NPT), Paul Ward (YN), Dick Stone (WDFW), John Palensky (NOAA-FS), Nicole Cordan and Andrew Englander (SOS), and Tom Iverson (CBFWA)  

	By Phone:
	Chris Fisher (CCT)

	Time Allocation:
	Objective 1. Committee Participation

Objective 2. Technical Review

Objective 3. Presentation
	100%

0%

0%



	ITEM 1:
	Review and Approve Agenda 

	Discussion:
	Nicole Cordan from Save Our Wild Salmon requested time on the agenda to provide an overview of the plaintiffs request for injunctive relief in the 2004 Hydrosystem Biological Opinion court case.  Agenda item 2 was moved to later in the agenda.  Agenda items were taken out of order to meet schedule constraints by participants. 

	ACTION:
	The agenda was modified to add an update by Save Our Wild Salmon and reordered to meet participants’ schedules.

	ITEM 2:
	All-H Project

	Discussion:
	Tom I made a presentation at the April 6, 2005 MMG proposing CBFWA support an effort to develop population objectives and actions across the basin.  The NPCC’s goal has been defined as 5 million salmon by 2025.  The goals in the subbasin plans have not been added up to determine if they support that goal.  The AFC had a lengthy discussion the scale and scope of this effort – to prevent defining objectives too low (reach level – can we measure consistently across the basin at this scale) or too high (ESU level – can we refine management with information at this scale).

	Item 2 Discussion Continued:
	The AFC needs to develop regional guidelines and templates for extracting information from the subbasin plans and technical recovery teams in a consistent manner in order to build a regional plan.  The timeline/timeframe of this effort is still unclear.  The primary driver would be the Council’s All-H Analyzer project and a potential Program amendment process.

The AFC discussed the threat of process fatigue.  The technical level folks that worked on the subbasin plans (and continue to work on assessment and planning activities) may be leery of another effort that appears to be redundant to subbasin planning.  These people need to be included in the planning effort to develop the work plan for an All-H project.
In regards to the All-H Analyzer project proposed by NPCC, the AFC questioned what data was necessary to implement the model.  What are the data inputs, units of measure, and does this data exist or will it require developing additional analysis?  Has Council staff performed a reality check on their expectations?

The AFC concluded that a workshop should be organized in May to include a diverse representation of AFC members including technical experts from each of the H’s (hatchery, habitat, hydro and harvest).  The workshop would provide a presentation on the All-H Analyzer project, the Technical Recovery Team products, and a group discussion and development of a strategy to develop consistent population level objectives and actions across the basin.  If this effort is to be successful, CBFWA members must own the products and be willing to create an open and transparent presentation of management intentions.

	ACTION:
	No action was taken for this item.

	ITEM 3:
	BiOp Litigation Update

	Discussion:
	Nicole Cordan and Andrew Englander provided an update on the 2004 Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Power System.  The intent of their presentation was to explain why the plaintiffs filed for injunctive relief and what was requested of the judge.  There have been numerous misrepresentations of the plaintiffs request and SOS felt it important to clarify with the fish and wildlife managers their intentions.  

The plaintiffs have requested that the 2004 BiOp be ruled invalid.  If this occurs, there will be no protection for salmon and steelhead in place while the federal agencies repair or replace the BiOp.  The plaintiffs requested for FY 2005 only, if the BiOp is remanded, that the action agencies operate the river to provide a minimal level of assistance to outmigrating salmon and steelhead.  The plaintiffs requested three actions:  1) improve water travel time to insure quick passage for outmigrants, 2) improve passage survival through the dams by more aggressive spill actions, and 3) continue the positive off site actions identified in the 2000 BiOp (RPAs) that are consistent with the first two actions.  
The main point of the injunctive relief was to allow the action agencies the opportunity to develop the operating strategy to meet the proposed objectives.  It is not the intention of the plaintiffs to have a judge prescribing specific river operations.  Also, the plaintiffs seek to “spread the risk” in the operations.  The current action agency strategy is to maximize transported fish (in a draught year).  The plaintiffs do not believe the science supports transportation as the best strategy and would like to see a more conservative approach for river operations.  Finally, the action agencies are not currently meeting the RPAs identified in the 2000 BiOp and need to more aggressively pursue many of those actions.

The tentative schedule for the BiOp litigation follows (these dates are best estimates):

April 13 – Federal response to legality of 2004 BiOp

April 22 – Federal response to injunctive relief

April 27 – Hearing on merits of plaintiffs case against 2004 BiOp

May 6 – Final brief in support of injunctive relief

Week of May 23 – Final brief on injunctive relief

Week of May 27 – Judge’s opinion on merits of 2004 BiOp case

Mid-June – Judge’s opinion on injunctive relief

	ACTION:
	No action was taken for this item.

	ITEM 4:
	Salmon Migration Updates for NPCC

	Discussion:
	Pete Hassemer has been providing updates at the monthly Council meetings related to the 2005 fish migrations.  The AFC discussed the next update for April, but also suggested that members need to prepare for May and June updates.  Dick Stone confirmed that he would work with WDFW staff to provide assistance to Pete in the future.  A table was provided with the agenda outlining future topics for presentations. 

	ACTION:
	No action was taken for this item.

	ITEM 5:
	Next Meeting

	Discussion:
	The AFC agreed that scheduling the meeting in association with other meetings would help.  Also, if the group will be working on a presentation to Council on migration and harvest, we should meet prior to the next Council meeting.  

	ACTION:
	Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for May 4, 2005 in Portland, Or from 9:00 am to 2:30 pm.  Potential agenda items include:

1) All-H Project; and
2) ISAB Harvest Report
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