
Attachment 3 

Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan 
 

Issues Raised, Clarification of Conservation Plan Content, 
and Proposed Changes to the Public Draft of the Conservation Plan 

 
 
Numerous comments were received on various aspects of the Draft Conservation Plan for 
Oregon Coast Coho (Public Draft dated 10/6/2006).  ODFW has prepared this series of 
ten Issue Summary papers that respond to key topics critiqued by reviewers.  The intent 
of this document is to: 

1. clarify Oregon’s scientific conclusions and/or policy choices represented in the 
Draft Plan, and  

2. note changes to the Conservation Plan in response to comments on the Public 
draft.  

 
The following topics are addressed.  
 

1. Hatcheries and harvest opportunities 
2. Predators 
3. Regulatory programs  
4. High-quality over winter rearing habitat 
5. Water quality as a limiting factor 
6. Adaptive Management 
7. Implementation Plan 
8. Ocean Conditions 
9. Increasing State Agency staff 
10. Desired status goal and measurable criteria  
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Issue 1. 
Role of Hatcheries and Harvest in the Conservation Plan 

 
 
Q:  Why does the Conservation Plan appear to overlook or dismiss the potential to 
rebuild coastal coho through use of hatcheries, for example, employing  increased 
smolt production at hatcheries, the Salmon and Trout Enhancement Program, 
hatch-boxes, and conservation hatchery principles). 
 
A: As the Agency responsible for fish management, ODFW remains committed to the 
responsible use of hatcheries to achieve a variety of objectives in specific locations, 
consistent with the Native Fish Conservation and Fish Hatchery Management policies.  
These objectives may range from augmenting fisheries to supporting recovery of listed 
species. 
 
The role of hatcheries in supplementing naturally-produced fish populations is still poorly 
understood.  The State of Oregon, through the Oregon Hatchery Research Center and 
other activities, is demonstrating its commitment to gaining a better understanding of the 
role of hatcheries in the conservation of native fish.  As new information develops, 
ODFW will adjust its hatchery programs accordingly.  Until that time, the Coast Coho 
Conservation Plan does not call for significant use of the hatchery tool to rebuild 
populations.  Also, additional hatchery production is unlikely to address or compensate 
for the primary factors currently limiting coho numbers.  These population “bottlenecks” 
generally occur during the over-winter stage of development prior to ocean entry of 
juveniles in the spring.  Stocking adult or juvenile hatchery coho into coastal streams 
without addressing the quality and quantity of over-winter rearing habitat (see Issue 
Summary #4) is unlikely to produce the sustained increase in natural production needed 
to achieve Oregon’s Desired Status goal for the ESU.  The use of the hatchery tool as a 
conservation “safety net” to avoid extinction is also inappropriate because the ESU is 
currently viable and not currently at risk of extinction.   
 
Salmon River is the one exception to this generalization, and is the one location where 
use of a conservation hatchery approach may be appropriate to restore natural production 
in the basin.  Oregon has identified research to evaluate restoration of a viable coho 
population at Salmon River as a high priority research topic; conservation hatchery 
technologies and the role of the Oregon Hatchery Research Center in such an evaluation 
will be explored.  The State’s current approach to recovering the Salmon River 
population is to focus efforts on the primary and secondary limiting factors that currently 
constrain natural production.  This will be accomplished by re-programming the hatchery 
production to Youngs Bay and restoring stream complexity.  If after 3-4 generations, 
natural production has not improved and the number of spawners or juveniles is limiting 
re-building, the use of a conservation hatchery program will be considered.  Recent 
experience with lower Columbia coho and coastal coho has demonstrated that when 
limiting factors are eased, these populations are quite capable of rebounding to some 
degree on their own. 
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Q:  Will reductions in coastal releases of hatchery coho affect ocean fisheries?   
A:  Essentially, no.  Reductions of coho smolt releases in coastal rivers represent 
approximately two percent of the total hatchery coho smolt production from Oregon, 
Washington, and federal hatcheries – virtually all are produced in the Columbia River.  
Adding 200,000 smolts to the existing smolt production at Youngs Bay will produce a 
small increase in terminal commercial fishery harvest and slightly better ocean fisheries 
because of better survival of fish released in the lower Columbia River. 
 
Q:  Is ODFW closing any fish hatcheries because of the Conservation Plan? 
A:  No hatcheries are being closed.    
 
Q:  What change in coastal hatchery coho smolt releases are reported in the Plan? 
A:  Table 1 summarizes hatchery coho coastal release changes reported in the Plan.  
Changes to hatchery coho releases into the ESU amount to a total reduction of about 500 
thousand smolts, off-set by an increase of 200 thousand coho smolts into Youngs Bay.  
The net change in hatchery production is therefore a reduction of about 300 thousand 
smolts compared to total coho smolt production from Oregon, Washington and federal 
hatcheries of about 14 million south migrating coho stocks.  The vast majority of 
Oregon’s hatchery coho smolt production is from Columbia River hatcheries.  
 
Q:  Will opportunities exist for in-river coho recreational fisheries without hatchery 
coho releases?  
A:  Yes.  ODFW will be assessing the potential to open the estuary areas of certain 
Coastal basins to a harvest of wild coho.  Any such changes will be consistent with 
PFMC Amendment 13 and the conservation and rebuilding needs of individual 
populations.  Limited terminal harvest opportunities will be evaluated as they have been 
in similar Coastal-Lakes coho fisheries in recent years.  The possibility of permitting 
limited harvest of naturally produced coho will be constrained to populations that are 
relatively healthy (e.g., the Coos and Coquille populations).  If this fishery is 
implemented in the Coos and Coquille, ODFW expects that a similar or greater harvest of 
coho will occur, as compared to what was seen with the hatchery programs.  If wild 
harvest is implemented in other rivers with no hatchery coho programs, they will provide 
an opportunity that has not been available since the early 1990’s. 
 
Does the Plan preclude increasing hatchery coho in coastal river basins? 
A:  No.  This Conservation Plan, along with the Native Fish Conservation and Fish 
Hatchery Management policies, provides guidelines for considering the potential benefits 
and risks associated with hatchery programs.  Future decisions regarding whether or not 
to increase production of coho salmon for release into coastal basins would be based on 
factors including population status, limiting factor analysis, objective of the hatchery 
program, management goals for the population, alternate uses of hatchery rearing space, 
potential fishery and/or conservation benefits of the program. 
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Table 1.   Changes associated with Oregon coastal hatcheries: 1) coastal releases eliminated for reasons other 
than the Plan; 2) coastal releases maintained or increased; 3) coastal releases eliminated to address limiting 
factors; and 4) releases shifted from coastal rivers to Youngs Bay on the Columbia River. 

1) Coastal hatchery coho releases eliminated –  program change not related to Conservation Plan 
Location-  Recent  Proposed  Rationale  

Coquille  50,000 
smolts 

0 Last release in spring 2006.  Program review by Watershed District and Fish Division noted poor 
fishery contribution, fish health issues, and other needs for hatchery space. Strong natural 
production expected to provide opportunity for freshwater harvest in near future. 

Coos  120,000 
smolts 

0 Last release in spring 2006.  Program review by Watershed District and Fish Division noted poor 
fishery contribution, fish health issues, and other needs for hatchery space. Strong natural 
production expected to provide opportunity for freshwater harvest in near future. 

Calapooya  
(Umpqua) 

20,000 
smolts 

0 Last release in spring 2006.  This release was conducted for three years as part of a research 
project.  Research design now specifies ceasing hatchery releases and tracking the genetic heritage 
of future returns. 

Rock Cr. 
(Siletz) 

50,000 
smolts 

0 Suspended in 2005.  Program change initiated by Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians (CTSI).  
Hatchery smolt releases are suspended pending evaluation of natural rearing by coho fry in 
hatchery ponds. Program subject to future revision. 

2) Coastal hatchery coho smolt releases maintained or increased  
Location-  Recent  Proposed  Rationale  
Cow Creek 
S. Umpqua 

15,000 
smolts 

60,000 
smolts 

This proposed program increase meets mitigation agreement for Galesville Reservoir.  

Trask 100,000 
smolts 

100,000 
smolts 

No production or release change. 

Nehalem 
 

100,000 
smolts 

100,000 
smolts 

No production or release change. 

3) Coastal hatchery coho smolt releases eliminated to address population limiting factors 
Location- Recent  Proposed  Rationale  

N. Umpqua 107,500 
smolts 

0 High number of stray hatchery coho in natural spawning areas was identified as the key limiting 
factor for the North Umpqua population.  Eliminating this release is intended to improve the status 
of this population from non-viable to viable – a key element of the desired status goal.  Some of 
this release would be shifted to Cow Creek on the South Umpqua, increasing the release there  

Salmon 
River - 

 
Siletz stock 

200,000 
smolts 

0 High number of stray hatchery coho in natural spawning areas was identified as the key limiting 
factor for the Salmon River population.  Eliminating this release is a first-step required to improve 
status of population from non-viable to viable – a key element of the desired status goal.  The 
entire 200,000 production will be shifted to Columbia River stock for release at Youngs Bay. 

4) Columbia  River hatchery coho smolt releases increased – production at Salmon River shifted for acclimation and release in Youngs Bay 
Location- Recent  Proposed  Rationale  

Youngs 
Bay – 

 
Columbia 

stock 

1,225,000 
smolts 

1,425,000 
smolts 

Salmon River Hatchery will continue to rear 200,000 coho (Columbia River stock) and transfer 
these fish for acclimation and release in Youngs Bay, a well established terminal area fishery.  
Production of these fish at Salmon River will be in addition to the current releases into Youngs 
Bay.  Hatchery fish released in Youngs Bay have consistently shown a higher contribution to 
fisheries than coastal hatchery coho.  ODFW expects this change to provide the same, or increased, 
contribution to the recreational ocean coho fishery and an increase to commercial fisheries. 

 
 
Q:  When will opportunities exist for commercial coho harvest in ocean fisheries? 
A:  Harvest regulations for ocean fisheries, under the Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council’s Fisheries Management Plan for Salmon consider impacts to all stocks impacted 
by those fisheries.  Coho in the ocean off the Oregon Coast originate in many areas from 
the Columbia River to the California coast.  Coho from all but the Oregon coast are 
currently listed under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  Current ocean harvest 
restrictions are designed to protect these stocks. 
 
Achieving the desired status goal for Coast coho under the Conservation Plan will result 
in more naturally produced coho in the ocean off the Oregon coast.  However, future 
access to these fish in ocean recreational or commercial fisheries may continue to be 
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restricted to protect other listed fish species (for example, Klamath chinook).  Future 
management of mixed-stock ocean fisheries may allow for near-shore terminal (i.e., 
bubble fisheries) and estuary fisheries in Oregon waters.  The potential for such terminal-
type fisheries is examined each year during the PFMC deliberations. 
 
 
Q: Should the Plan propose actions to conserve hatchery stocks? 
A:  NFCP recognizes that natural production is the foundation both of sustainable 
salmonid populations and hatchery programs.  The potential need to conserve existing 
hatchery coho stocks as future contributors to achieving the desired status goal for the 
ESU was considered.    Naturally produced coho are sufficiently abundant, diverse, and 
distributed across populations in the ESU that they offer far greater genetic value to 
achieving the desired status than any of the current hatchery coho stocks do.  The only 
coho hatchery stock that is being removed from the ESU in order to achieve the desired 
status goal for the Coast coho ESU is the stock released at Salmon River Hatchery, 
derived from a domesticated stock that has included Alsea, Siletz, and a variety of Puget 
Sound (WA) stocks.  This hatchery stock has generally demonstrated poor survival to 
adult and poor ocean fishery contribution.  Given the current abundance and broad 
distribution of naturally produced coho in coho populations across the ESU, Salmon 
River stock does not represent an important genetic group that merits conservation.     
 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 1 as follows. 
 

1. Table1 in this Issue Paper will replace the ODFW table currently in Appendix 3 
of the 10/6/2006 Public Draft. 

2. The discussion of hatchery coho releases in coastal basins in the Plan will be 
expanded to note the relative magnitude of these releases in comparison with 
Columbia River hatchery coho releases. 

3. Discussion in the Public Draft will be expanded to note that use of conservation 
hatchery approaches were considered but are not needed because they would not 
address key limiting factors, except perhaps in Salmon River. 

4. The ODFW discussion of coastal hatchery programs in Appendix 3 will be 
expanded to provide perspective of Coastal and Columbia /river releases and to 
discuss the opportunity to consider future increases in coastal releases of hatchery 
coho. 

5. The ODFW discussion of harvest management will be expanded to note the 
expected impact of hatchery changes reported in the Draft Plan on ocean selective 
and terminal area fisheries. 

6. The final Plan will include a discussion of factors related to future ocean 
commercial fisheries for coho salmon. 

7. ODFW’s general commitment to employ hatchery technology in a responsible 
manner and at appropriate locations to augment fisheries or support species 
recovery will be better described in the Plan.  This will include the State’s 
commitment to gaining a better understanding of the role and techniques of 
conservation hatcheries developed through the Oregon Hatchery Research Center. 
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Issue 2.   
Predator Control 

 
 
Why doesn’t ODFW propose predator control in the Coho Conservation Plan? 
A:  Public comment at every public meeting challenged the failure of the Conservation 
Plan to propose some form of predator control.  ODFW acknowledges that there is some 
uncertainty about how much of a threat predation poses to coastal coho populations, but 
Oregon’s 2005 Assessment of the Coast Coho ESU, based on the best available scientific 
information, did not rank predation as a key limiting factor for any coastal coho 
populations.  Scientific evaluations currently available do not confirm or refute the 
possibility that predation by marine mammals and/or birds is a significant limiting factor 
for coastal salmon populations.   
 
The exception to this generalization is that coho populations in the Lakes basins 
(Tahkenitch, Siltcoos, and Tenmile) are primarily limited by interactions (including 
predation) with exotic (warmwater) fish species.  Current ODFW fish management for 
these Lake basins recognizes 1) that coho populations are currently highly viable, 2) 
negative effects of warm water fish species on coho salmon, 3) ecological difficulties of 
removing warmwater species, and 3) various social and economic entities that support 
continuing fisheries associated with the warmwater species. 
 
At present, Oregon’s legal authority does not permit lethal action against marine 
mammals or birds, nor does the currently available scientific evidence document that 
such predation effects are the primary factors limiting coastal salmon species.  
 
Q:  How will ODFW resolve the scientific uncertainty regarding predation impacts 
on coastal salmon populations? 
A:  Research on the causes and effects of predation on coastal salmon populations is 
identified as a high priority research need in the Plan. Such research will be conducted 
when funding is identified. 
 
Q:  Will Oregon ever have legal authority to take lethal action to control predation 
impacts on salmon in coastal basins? 
A:  Possibly.  As more information becomes available, and on a case-by-case basis, 
Oregon will seek authority to employ appropriate means of controlling predators that 
significantly impact coastal salmon populations, perhaps including lethal removal.  
Obtaining State management authority from federal authorities may require conducting 
extensive research and time. 
 
Q: Is ODFW proposing any action to control predation in any State waters? 
A:  As permitted under the federal law, Oregon and Washington fish and wildlife 
agencies, NOAA Fisheries, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Columbia River 
Indian tribes have attempted to control marine mammal predation in the Columbia River 
through non-lethal measures. Although used aggressively over the last two years, the 
hazing techniques have been largely ineffective.  
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As a result, Oregon, Washington and Idaho fish and wildlife agencies are seeking federal 
approval to employ lethal methods against individual sea lions to protect wild fish 
populations, many of which are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
The agencies have submitted an application under Section 120 of the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act, which allows lethal removal of individual California sea lions that 
negatively impact federally protected salmonid stocks. 

The Section 120 Application is subject to a review process that includes consideration by 
a task force composed of state and federal agencies, scientists, representatives of animal 
protection groups, fishing groups and other organizations. The process could take several 
years. 

The affected fish include upper Columbia River spring chinook, which are listed as 
endangered under the federal ESA, lower Columbia River chinook and steelhead, middle 
Columbia River steelhead, Snake River spring/summer chinook, and Snake River Basin 
steelhead, which are all listed as threatened under the ESA. 

For more information: 
Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) of 1972  
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/laws/mmpa/  

 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 2 as follows. 
 

1. The issue discussion provided on the topic of predation effects (related to coastal 
coho) – presented in this document – will be used to expand discussion of 
predation in the final draft of the Plan. 

 
2. The description of predation research needs will be amended to include exotic fish 

species. 
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Issue 3. 
Oregon Regulatory Programs 

 
 
Q:  Are any new regulatory programs established in the Conservation Plan? 
A:  No.  The Plan reiterates Oregon’s existing commitment to enforce current regulatory 
programs, related to all aspects of natural resource management, including landuse and 
fishery harvest.  These regulatory programs are intended to continue to protect coho and 
habitat that supports the species.  The Plan notes that an increased, more effective level of 
voluntary habitat protection and restoration will be necessary to achieve the desired 
status, or goal, of the Conservation Plan. 
 
Q:  Does the Conservation Plan represent a legal requirement to establish future 
changes to landuse or other regulatory programs? 
A:  No.  The Conservation Plan explicitly describes Oregon’s existing adaptive 
management strategy.  Existing statutory authorities of Oregon agencies require strategic 
evaluation of program effectiveness and consideration of regulatory program changes that 
may be needed to achieve each agency’s statutory mission.  The Conservation Plan notes 
these current deliberations of regulatory programs by several state agencies, e.g., ODF, 
DSL, and ODFW.  The Conservation Plan does not change any of the existing 
responsibilities of any state agency. 
 
Q:  Why are no new regulations proposed in the Plan? 
A:  One key principle of the Oregon Plan is that Oregonians will strive to obey existing 
laws that protect water quality, watershed health, and salmon.  This commitment was 
noted in Executive Order 99-01:  “agencies with regulatory programs that are included in 
the Oregon Plan will determine levels of compliance with regulatory standards and 
identify and act on opportunities to improve compliance levels.”  Oregon agencies remain 
committed to evaluate compliance with environmental protection laws and seek 
constructive means of improving compliance with these laws as may be warranted. 
 
Oregon’s existing regulatory structure was not designed to support achieving the desired 
status goal for this ESU.  Oregon’s management philosophy regarding regulation and 
enforcement of laws on private lands is clear:  that, given Oregon’s extensive natural-
resources regulatory programs, additional cooperative conservation stewardship action on 
private lands will be most effectively achieved by willing participation of private 
landowners in non-regulatory settings.  This management philosophy is a conscious 
decision by executive leadership, based on the current realities of public values; state 
agency board and commission actions; legislative direction; and funding priorities.   
 
Oregon is relying therefore on a combination of Oregon’s current regulatory programs 
plus long-term participation in non-regulatory cooperative conservation work to achieve 
the desired status goal for the Coast coho ESU.  The Oregon Plan habitat strategy is 
designed to support effective work by the existing conservation network across the ESU.  
This effort is expected to increase participation in non-regulatory cooperative 
conservation work by private landowners, especially landowners in areas with the 
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greatest potential to create high quality coho habitat and support achievement of the 
desired status goal for the ESU.  A partnership of private forest and agricultural 
landowners represents a powerful means of increasing the level of investment in effective 
voluntary habitat-improvement.  
 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 3 as follows. 
 
 

1. None.  
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Issue 4. 
High Quality Over-winter Rearing Habitat 

 
Q:  What is stream complexity, what is high quality over-winter rearing habitat, 
and what do these habitats look like? 
A:  In the context of factors most limiting coho in this ESU, stream complexity and high 
quality over-winter rearing habitat refer to the same thing:  habitat of sufficient quality to 
produce over-winter survival at rates high enough to allow coho spawners to replace 
themselves at full-seeding during periods of poor ocean conditions (3%).  Both terms 
refer to a variety of habitat conditions that create shelter for juvenile coho salmon during 
the over-winter rearing period.  During this critical period, high stream flows can flush 
juvenile coho out of streams into saltwater where they perish.  Based on several years of 
studying coho streams and determining how many smolts are produced out of each type 
of habitat (Nicholson et al. 1992a, 1992b), habitat capable of producing 2,800 coho 
smolts per mile is classified as high quality over winter habitat.   
 
High-quality over-wintering habitat for juvenile coho is usually recognizable by one or 
more of the following features: large wood, a lot of wood, pools, connected off-channel 
alcoves, beaver ponds, lakes, reservoirs, connected floodplains and wetlands, and other 
conditions:  therefore, more than one set of habitat conditions is capable of providing 
high over-winter survival.  High quality over-wintering habitat is almost always present 
only in areas where the stream is fairly low gradient and there are broad valley areas 
alongside the stream. 
 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 4 as follows. 
 

1. The issue discussion provided here on the topic of high quality over-winter habitat 
will be used to expand discussion of limiting factors in the final draft of the Plan.  
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Issue 5. 
Water Quality 

 
Q:  Given the fact that water quality was identified as the second-most prevalent 
limiting factor (i.e., as the secondary limiting factor for 15 of 21 independent 
populations), why was so little discussion provided in the plan regarding actions to 
improve water quality? 
 
A:  The Coast Coho Assessment noted that a close linkage exists between water quality 
and stream complexity; water quality is an essential component of habitat to support coho 
salmon.  All of the protection and restoration actions proposed in the Conservation Plan 
are expected to support maintenance or improvement of water quality suitable to native 
aquatic species, including coho salmon. 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 5 as follows. 

 
1. The issue discussion provided here on the topic of water quality will be used to 

expand discussion of limiting factors in the final draft of the Plan.  
2. The section of the plan described as “Oregon’s Vision for ESU Desired Status” 

will be expanded to mention improving water quality across the ESU. 
3. The Prioritizing Conservation Investments section will be expanded to recognize 

the value of work to protect or improve water quality and support beneficial uses. 
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Issue 6. 
Adaptive Management 

 
Q:  Should the Conservation Plan provide more specificity regarding adaptive 
management and the actions the State will take in response to future monitoring 
data and implementation evaluations? 
A:  It is not appropriate to identify specific adaptive management actions that will be 
taken in the future.  Many elements in the Plan require assessment and re-evaluation of 
the ESU and Plan implementation based on information collected during research, 
monitoring and evaluation (RM&E) activities.  At present, there is uncertainty as to what 
the research, monitoring or evaluation information will tell us.  As a result, it is difficult 
at this time to identify specific actions that will be taken based on the yet-to-be-collected 
information.  Decisions about what changes need to be made in the Conservation Plan 
will be based on what the RM&E information is telling us and how that affects the intent 
of the Conservation Plan. 
 
The Oregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan is intended to describe key elements for 
immediate implementation and also provide a strategic means of improving management 
decisions in the future – in essence, to be a living document.  This will be done through 
an adaptive management process that will allow for the continual assessment of the 
effectiveness of management strategies and actions to improve the status of coho in the 
ESU.  Through the analysis of research monitoring and evaluation (RM&E) data, the 
Oregon Plan Core Team will be able to determine if the premise of the plan - that the 
management strategy will be able to help the ESU achieve desired status – is accurate.  If 
not, the adaptive management process will allow for the state to consider a different 
premise. 
 
The adaptive management process will play out on different levels as the Conservation 
Plan is implemented.  Annual research, monitoring and evaluation information collected 
will be reviewed to determine the effectiveness of site-specific actions (e.g., enhancing an 
area to promote the development of beaver dams).  Those actions found to be ineffective 
will be discouraged.  New actions based on the results of research may be proposed to 
more effectively implement a strategy.  The state will make these responsive adjustments 
as more information is collected.  Considering changes to strategies will be a more 
deliberative process. 
 
Assessing the effectiveness of the Conservation Plan, including its strategies, will be 
conducted in 2019, and every 12 years thereafter.  An assessment will also be considered 
if the ESU becomes ESA listed, or information suggests there has been a significant 
decline in the health of the ESU (the annual report will serve as an early warning system).  
Assessments of the Conservation Plan will be conducted by the Oregon Plan Core Team 
and will include public participation. 
 
The adaptive management process can lead to changes in all aspects of the Conservation 
Plan besides strategies or actions.  The review of information may suggest revision of one 
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or more of the desired status measurable criteria, their metrics, or thresholds for passing.  
The population delineations in the Plan could also be revised in the future. 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 6 as follows. 

 
1. The discussion provided here on the topic of adaptive management will be added 

to the final draft of the Plan.  
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Issue 7. 
Implementation Plan 

 
 
Q:  Why doesn’t the Plan provide a more detailed implementation plan? 
A:  Implementation of this Plan will be accomplished at three levels: 1) community-level 
leadership, 2) community-level (watershed-based) action plans, and 3) strategic Oregon 
Plan Core Team oversight. 
 

1) Effective implementation of this Conservation Plan relies on leadership at 
the community level, by individuals with local knowledge and passion for 
salmon, watersheds, and their local communities. 

2) Oregon agencies will support development of local conservation strategies 
at scales within populations. 

3) The plan will receive strategic oversight by the Oregon Plan Core Team.  
The Core Team will be responsible for ensuring that each agency is 
implementing the actions they identified in the Conservation Plan and 
encouraging cooperation between agencies.  The Oregon Plan Core Team 
is a group of all natural resource agency deputy directors that meets 
monthly with the Governor’s Natural Resource Office.  The Team is 
charged with implementing and maintaining the Oregon Plan through 
coordination and agency actions identified under the Oregon Plan. 

 
 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 7 as follows. 
 

1. None. 
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Issue 8. 
Ocean Conditions 

 
Q:  Why wasn’t the ocean identified as a key limiting factor? 
A:  The state identified ocean conditions as being one of two main threats to the 
continued viability of coho populations in the ESU and also noted the inability to directly 
manage ocean conditions, or accurately predict future ocean conditions that may occur.   
The Conservation Plan therefore focuses action on key limiting factors that can be 
influenced by management. 
 
 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 8 as follows. 
 
 

1. The discussion provided here on the topic of ocean conditions will be expanded 
upon and added to the final draft of the Plan. 
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Issue 9. 
Increased Staffing in the Plan 

 
Q:  How many new Oregon agency positions are established by adoption of the 
Conservation Plan? 
A:  None.  Several state agencies have identified proposals that would add staff positions 
to existing programs, or create new programs, that could support implementation of the 
Conservation Plan.  All of these proposals were developed prior to the development of 
the Conservation Plan and were intended to help agencies fulfill their statutory missions.  
During Conservation Plan development, the agencies recognized that these proposed staff 
positions would have benefits in the Oregon Coast ESU, as well as other areas of the 
state. 
 
The Oregon Department of Agriculture has dedicated an existing position to help 
implement the Oregon Plan Habitat Strategy in the Oregon Coast ESU.  This temporary 
dedication of an existing position is the only commitment by a state agency to adjust 
staffing solely to implement the Conservation Plan. 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 9 as follows. 
 
 

1. A paragraph will be added to the introduction of Appendix 3 to the final draft of 
the Plan providing the above clarification. 
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Issue 10. 
Desired Status Goal and Measurable Criteria 

 
Q:  Given a variety of technical questions regarding Oregon’s 1) desired status goal 
and 2) measurable criteria, is Oregon considering revising either of these? 
A:  No.   

1) Oregon’s desired status for the Coast Coho ESU is a science-based, socially 
established goal.  As previously noted, this goal represents a condition of the ESU 
that is significantly higher than a level where it could be considered a potential 
candidate for listing under federal ESA.  Any change in the desired status goal 
would be inappropriate at this time.  Future scientific analysis and public 
discussion may lead to a refinement of the goal. 

2) Measurable criteria to evaluate achievement of desired status are expected to be 
refined as more data and analyses are available.  Immediate implementation of 
actions to achieve the desired status is not dependent on the measurable criteria.  
The assessment of the Conservation Plan in 2019 is the most appropriate time at 
which to re-assess and refine the desired status measurable criteria. 

 
 
Staff proposes changes to the Plan related to Issue 10 as follows. 
 
 

1. None. 
 
 

 17


