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• The lack of stylistic consistency among MPG sections presents a negative 
distraction, especially given the repetition of objectives and methods among 
MPGs and populations (pg. 12-1). Critical uncertainties are presented for some 
MPGs but not for others, the distinction between critical uncertainties and 
objectives is not always clear, and the apparent definition of critical uncertainties 
(e.g., # spawners vs. functional relationships) seemed to differ across MPGs and 
populations. For example, there are a number of differences among and within the 
John Day MPG, Umatilla/Walla Walla MPG, and Cascades East MPG with 
respect to the way in which critical uncertainties are presented (or not), the 
relationship between critical uncertainties and objectives, and the detail with 
which specific objectives are presented and discussed. These inconsistencies were 
more distracting than were the redundancies.  

• Objectives throughout Section 12 would be more clear if terms like ‘long-term’ 
were defined and if the section included discussion of the evidence supporting the 
assumption that these time frames are sufficient to capture the variation in 
abundance, population growth, or recruit to spawner ratios.  

• Pg. 12-6: If only known sites are sampled, how will ODFW be able to determine 
the locations of new spawning and rearing areas or when a population’s 
distribution has expanded? Do juveniles populate areas where spawning has not 
occurred? How will this sampling design document the potential movement of 
juveniles among habitats? What are the implications of this sampling framework 
for assessing structure and diversity viability criteria?  

• Pg. 12-20: In addition to EDT and AHA model revisions and updates, will the 
adaptive management program developed for the Mid-Columbia Steelhead DPS 
include a sensitivity analysis of these models aimed at determining limiting 
factors that have disproportionately large effects on population viability?  

• Pg. 12-35 & 12-41: It is clear from the discussions on these pages that validation 
of EDT results is limited. If it is clear that significant uncertainty exists in how 
well existing data represent habitat and fish assemblage condition, of what utility 
are the EDT analyses presented in Section 10? The four data needs identified (pg. 
12-35) would better represent ODFWs confidence in EDT results if they were 
also presented in Section 10. What are the potential consequences of using an 
unvalidated model to select the attributes identified as primary limiting factors? 

 

Appendix B 

• Pg. B-8: Given data limitations, how confident is ODFW that ‘current spawning 
distributions mirror the historic distribution’ or that ‘there have been little change 
in gaps between current and historical distributions’ or that changes have not 
likely influenced major life history strategies? This question applies to all 
populations for which statements similar to this are made and data are limited.  

• Pg. B-53: Is the population productivity analysis for the Lower Mainstem John 
Day realistic? The estimated proportion of naturally spawning hatchery fish used 
in this analysis (2–18% hatchery) is much lower than observations reported (e.g., 
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pg.8-127; 38–46% hatchery). Evidence suggests a high proportion of naturally 
spawning fish in the Lower Mainstem John Day streams are strays (possibly 
including wild strays, in addition to known hatchery strays). Given the high stray 
rates, are spawner-recruit curves (based solely off expanded redd counts) an 
appropriate measure of the productivity of this habitat? This is a concern, because 
the high estimate of productivity (recruits per spawner) for the Lower Mainstem 
(highest of all the John Day populations) pulls the viability ranking of this 
population up. 

• Pg. B-120: The following statement is applied to each population despite the 
number of dams fish have to migrate through. This seems to suggest that the 
selective constraints imposed by passage through the Columbia River hydropower 
system are the same regardless of the number of hydroprojects fish must migrate 
through. How confident is ODFW that this is the case, especially given that the 
rate of iteroparity is not well understood for steelhead? ‘Hydropower system:  The 
hydropower system and associated reservoirs impose some selective mortality on 
smolt outmigrants and upstream migrating adults.  The magnitude of selective 
mortality and the proportion of population that is affected is unknown.  The 
selective mortality is not likely to remove more than 25% of the affected 
individuals, thus this metric rated at low risk.’ 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS BY SECTION: 

Section 1: 

• Figure 1-1: Are resident fish present in populations marked extirpated? This 
figure would impart more detailed information if areas where only anadromous 
runs of O. mykiss have been extirpated were differentiated from areas where all O. 
mykiss have been extirpated. 

• Pg. 1-11: Under ‘Delisting Goals’, the term ‘ecological function’ is vague. What 
does this mean exactly? What criteria are used to ascertain that ‘function is 
sufficient’? 

• Pg. 1-12: In the section titled ‘Broad Sense Recovery Goals’, the Plan states that 
‘Recovery of Mid-Columbia steelhead populations will require actions that 
preserve, enhance and restore healthy watershed conditions where ecosystem 
functions, processes and dynamics are intact’. What criteria are used to identify 
ecosystems with intact functions, processes, and dynamics and how were these 
criteria quantified?  

• Pg. 1-17: What exactly is meant by the term ‘proper functioning’ in the following 
sentence ‘All extant MPGs and any extirpated MPGs critical for proper 
functioning of the ESU or DPS should be at low risk’. 

 

Section 3: 

• Pg. 3-8: In the following sentence, it is unclear what is meant by ‘exclusive’. The 
Mid-Columbia River steelhead ESU included all natural populations of steelhead 
in streams within the Columbia River basin from above the Wind River in 
Washington and the Hood River in Oregon (exclusive), upstream to, and 
including, the Yakima River in Washington, excluding steelhead from the Snake 
River Basin.   

• Pg. 3-12: Defining the term ‘vacated’ as used in the first sentence of Section 3.5 
would be useful.  

 

Section 4: 

• Pg. 4-4: Does the structure of Figure 4-3 have any particular meaning? Is this a 
phenogram or a cladogram? If so, what is the data source? Do the lengths of the 
lines mean anything? 

• Pg. 4-6: Are fish in the Deschutes River Westside Tributaries summer or winter 
runs?  

 

Section 5: 

• Pg. 5-3: What is meant by the term ‘population segment’ in the following 
sentence? Current populations and population segments must be preserved. 
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• Pg. 5-3: In the section titled ‘safety factors’: How many more and which 
populations must be recovered in order for recovery efforts to be successful? 

• Table 5-2: How is information on Chinook salmon related to the recovery of 
steelhead?  

• Table 5-3: What is the actual definition for ‘Threshold Abundance’?  

• Pg. 5-9: The first two paragraphs on this page are difficult to follow. For 
productivity calculations, were hatchery parents weighted the same as wild 
parents? Do parents spawning in low abundance have higher productivity because 
density dependence patterns/pressures are lower? How were recruit-per-spawner 
values adjusted for smolt-to-adult return rates? In the second paragraph, how was 
the multiplicative factor used to establish CIs derived?  

• Pg. 5-10: Is there evidence from research on salmonids to back up the following 
statement, ‘Populations exhibiting greater diversity are generally more resilient 
to short-term and long-term environmental changes’? 

• Table 5-4: What exactly is meant by use of the header ‘mechanism’ in Table 5-4? 
The text in boxes beneath this header indicate patterns, not mechanisms. 

• Table 5-4: It is difficult to determine the baseline against which several metrics in 
this table will be compared. For example, what is the baseline for metrics that 
measure change in occupancy of MaSAs or ecoregions? 

• Table 5-4: For mechanism B3 shouldn’t the metric measure occupancy across 
habitat types rather than ecoregions? Is this a typo? For factor B4a, what exactly 
is meant by use of the term ‘selective’? 

 

Section 7: 

• Pg. 7-1: In the following sentence what exactly is meant by ‘alternative climate 
regimes’? We only present observed gaps in this section.  The influence of 
alternative climate regimes, hydrosystem scenarios, and other management 
actions on observed gaps is presented in Section 10 “Management Action 
Effectiveness.”   

• Pg. 7-3: In the gap calculation example, what does the term ‘model capacity’ 
mean?  

• Pg. 7-3: In the following sentence, what does the term ‘effective capacity’ mean? 
The calculated gaps are expressed as the proportional increase in productivity, 
but can also be considered the proportional increases needed in effective capacity 
of the population. 

• Pg. 7-3: In the following sentence, what is meant by the term ‘Zone C’? Because 
the threshold abundance levels are equal at the 5% and 1% risk levels, 
populations that reside in Zone C have the same point estimate gaps at these two 
risk levels. 
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• Pg. 7-3: In the following sentence, what exactly is meant by the phrase ‘an 
intrinsic moderate risk for the metric’? For the metrics rated moderate, determine 
if the rating is a result of changed status from intrinsic conditions or if the rating 
is a result of an intrinsic moderate risk for the metric. 

 

Section 8: 

• What exactly is meant by the phrase ‘considerably improved over historic 
practices’ in the following sentence? What degree of improvement does 
considerably imply? Panelists noted that current land use practices are 
considerably improved over historic practices. 

• Pg. 8-3: What is meant by the phrase ‘historically available nutrients’ in the 
following sentence? Available where and from what source? Specific viability 
concerns identified by the Mid-C Expert Panel related primarily to effects of 
delayed upstream passage (adults), direct and indirect mortality on downstream 
migrants (juveniles), alteration of the hydrograph (mainstem and estuary flow 
regime), depletion of historically available nutrients, and degraded rearing and 
food resources for both presmolts and smolts in the Columbia. 

• Pg. 8-15: With reference to the following sentence, land use conversion from and 
to what? Nevertheless, two emerging threats ― forest health and land use 
conversion ― need to be acknowledged. 

• Table 8-12: Questions regarding this and all similar tables constructed for other 
populations include: 

o What do open versus closed circles mean? 

o What do the numbers in geographic area priority names mean? 

o To what do column headers refer?  

o A note at the bottom of Table 8-14 indicates that some factors apply only 
to freshwater. Does any of this information apply to salt water?  

o A note at the bottom of Table 8-22 indicates that channel landscape 
applies to estuary areas. How can one discern from these tables where the 
problem is or which habitat to fix? If estuarine areas are limiting for the 
north fork John day population then why is this not identified similarly for 
all populations since they all use the same estuary?  

• Pg. 8-23: With regard to the following sentence, what exactly is meant by the 
phrase ‘high drainage densities’? The eastside streams are very flashy due to their 
high average slope, high drainage densities, and occasional severe thunderstorms.   

• Table 8-14: Predation is identified as a low to medium threat but this mechanism 
is not discussed in the text preceding this table. Why is this topic omitted? If it is 
covered elsewhere in the Plan it would be useful to make some reference here. 

• Pg. 8-59: Could excess ammonia in the Umatilla River also be caused by nitrogen 
input, as opposed to excessive temperatures, or a combination of the two?  
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• Pg. 8-74: Is there a citation or other evidence to back up ODFW’s contention that 
‘is likely due to additional mortality incurred from passage at three mainstem 
dams (John Day, The Dalles, and Bonneville) for Umatilla steelhead vs only one 
dam (Bonneville) for Hood River steelhead’. 

• Pg. 8-88: Is there a citation to support the following sentence? There is some 
evidence that survival consequences of high temperature exposure may be greater 
for obligatory migrants like Chinook salmon than for steelhead, which migrate 
many months in advance of spawning. Adult spring Chinook can migrate in 
freshwater for as many months as steelhead (Quinn 2005), although it is true that 
egg yolk formation, final egg maturation, and ovulation can take place in Chinook 
salmon recently exposed to warm summer temperatures. 

• Pg. 8-88: The discussion under ‘Effects of Dams and Operations’ would be 
strengthened if it were better supported by literature citations. For example, the 
following sentence: Research found that fish that took a relatively long time to 
pass individual dams were less likely to migrate successfully to spawning 
tributaries. Several sections (e.g., juvenile barging; flow and survival) contain 
information for Chinook. It is difficult to determine how this information relates 
to the Mid-Columbia Steelhead DPS and requires additional context. There may 
be some useful information in the recent publication by Keefer et al. (2008) on 
survival of steelhead holding and migrating in the Columbia hydropower system, 
including Mid-Columbia stocks. 

• Pg. 8-88: Of what relevance to the Mid-Columbia Steelhead DPS is the section on 
juvenile barging?  

• Pg. 8-91: The statement that ‘reintroduction of steelhead to historical habitats 
upstream of Round Butte Dam in the Deschutes River subbasin may expose 
existing resident populations to diseases’ is vague – what is the probability that 
this will occur? 

• Pg. 8-91: How much upstream habitat do insufficient flows in the Umatilla and 
Walla Walla Rivers block? 

• Pg. 8-97: On what basis has ODFW determined that a 2% impact limit for the 
mainstem fishery could be ‘reasonably anticipated’?  

• Table 8-47: Are the ‘estimated impacts’ equivalent to the percent of the run 
taken?  

• Table 8-49: What aspect of selectivity (e.g., size?) does this table refer to? 

• Pg. 8-112: With regard to the section titled ‘CTUIR Tribal Steelhead Harvest’, 
how did ODFW determine that harvest is not a significant threat?  

• Pg. 8-125: The following sentence reports a mean that would be more informative 
if it were accompanied by some measure of variation (e.g., 95% CI or standard 
deviation). Also, Carmichael (2006) is not included in the literature cited. 
Carmichael (2006) reports that the proportion of hatchery spawners in the Lower 
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Mainstem population ranged from 0.01 in the early 1990’s to 0.18 in 2004, with a 
mean of 0.07. 

• Pg. 8-132: The presentation of results from Chess et al. (2003) is difficult to 
interpret as written. Is the intended meaning that 69.3% of wild summer steelhead 
were females and 57% of hatchery fish were females? Revision of this paragraph 
to increase clarity would be helpful.  

• Pg. 8-134: A more explicit description of what a ‘small-grade’ steelhead is would 
increase clarity in the first paragraph.  

• Pg. 8-138: Regarding the section titled ‘Predation by Avian Predators’, citing the 
actual percent of salmonid smolts consumed that were steelhead would be more 
informative. 

 

Section 9: 

• Pg. 9-2: In reference to the 6th key principle identified by Meffe & Carrol (2002), 
management must be minimally intrusive to what exactly?  

• Pg. 9-2: What exactly is meant by the phrase ‘normative natural ecological 
processes’? 

• Pg. 9-2: What is a ‘primary life history strategy’ versus a secondary or tertiary life 
history strategy? 

• Pg. 9-2 and 9-3: Is there any explicit connection between the 6 key principles 
identified by Meffe & Carrol (2002) and the guidance and criteria outlined under 
‘Prioritization Considerations’? 

• Pg. 9-3: How exactly does ODFW envision accomplishing the following goal? 
We strive to ensure that all recovery actions effectively complement and support 
each other in achieving the broad sense recovery goals. 

• Pg. 9-7: What percentage of the total Mid-Columbia stream miles do 1,760 miles 
represent? What proportion of average Mid-Columbia stream flow does 85 cubic 
feet per second represent?  

• Regarding Tables 9.3.1 through 9.3.10: 

o What types of actions fall under the category of ‘protection’? How will 
protection be achieved and with what guarantee over the implementation 
time of the Plan? 

o How does protecting high quality habitat reverse degraded flood plain 
connectivity and function, degraded channel structure and complexity, 
degraded riparian areas, altered hydrology, degraded water quality, or 
altered sediment routing? 

o How were the ranks in the ‘certainty of outcome’ column determined? 

o Exactly what time frames are indicated by implementation time ranks of 
‘long-term’, ‘intermediate’, etc? 
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o Is the information reported in the ‘expected biophysical response time’ 
supported by monitoring data? 

o Can information in referenced appendices be summarized and included in 
this table? 

o What types of actions will be taken to ‘promote the maintenance and 
creation of beaver dams’? This action descriptor is not very specific.  

o Many action descriptors are specific (e.g., increase instream habitat 
through manual placement of structures), while others are vague (e.g., 
stabilize streambanks). The table would be easily followed if the 
specificity of action descriptors were consistent throughout.  

o What types of actions will be used to ‘eradicate invasive plants’ and what 
is the biological justification for ranking the certainty of outcome as high 
for this notoriously difficult action (GAO 2005)? 

o Why is the certainty of outcome for ‘implementing urban conservation 
measures’ ranked as high when the certainty of outcome for assessing 
existing and future water needs (upon which this would seem to depend) is 
ranked as moderate?  

o Who is monitoring or going to be able to reduce chemical inputs to 
streams in 0-5 year? Is the moderate certainty of outcome for this action 
realistic?  

• Pg. 9-180: As written, the first management action listed under strategy 2 is 
vague. Can an explicit list of actions be included somewhere in the Plan? The 
additional action under strategy 2 reads such that the needs of fish can be 
overridden by barge transport and irrigation needs. Is this the case? What actions 
will occur if high total dissolved gas saturation levels and adult fallback problems 
cannot be remedied?  

• Pg. 9-182: ‘Should’ or ‘will’ bypass reach flows and fish passage facilities for the 
Boyd Hydro Project be modified?  

• Pg. 9-183: ‘Should’ or ‘will’ the strategy identified under ‘Mainstem Harvest’ be 
considered after new harvest biological opinions come into effect?  

• Pg. 9-184: How does regulation of the fishery in the Lower John Day impair the 
ability to remove hatchery strays from this population?  

• Pg. 9-192: What evidence is there that volitional migrants do not stray as much as 
those that do not leave?  

• Pg. 9-195 and 9-196: What is the evidence that any of the management actions 
listed under ‘Predation by Pinnipeds’ actually work? 

• Pg. 9-196: What effect does the relocation of Caspian tern colonies have on stocks 
of marine species? What is the timeline for developing a plan to address 
cormorant predation?  
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• Pg. 9-197: What is the evidence that after more than a decade of implementation 
the Northern Pikeminnow Management Program (NPMP) has been successful? 
What is the evidence that any of the management actions listed under strategy two 
can be achieved or will be successful at reducing salmonid predation by nonnative 
fishes?  

 

Section 10: 

• Pg. 10-8: The following sentence is rather vague. This section would be 
strengthened if an explicit description of ‘considerations’ used to address various 
issues was provided. (Aspects of some actions overlapped with others, which 
required some consideration in assigning effectiveness values to reduce 
redundancy and overestimation of action benefits.)   

• Pg. 10-8: Part 1 of the EDT analysis seems like a valuable tool for detecting 
locations where tributary habitat actions might be overly redundant or insufficient.  

• Pgs. 10-8 through 10-21: These sections contain many vague descriptors 
including, reasonably expected, fully as feasible, and maximum yet reasonable. 
Can methods on the EDT parameterization process by clarified by using more 
explicit language.  

• Pg. 10-15: It would be helpful if a list of attributes were provided along with the 
description of the attribute scalar.  

• Pg. 10-17: Are there any data or modeling results to support the passage 
effectiveness values supplied by Portland General Electric (PGE)?  

• Pg. 10-18: What are the Hatchery Scientific Review Group (HSRG) default 
parameter settings?  

• Pg. 10-18: What is an explicit definition for ‘optimal trait value’? 

• Table 10-9: The number of priority 1 and priority 1+2 actions is equal for each 
population. One would expect that priority 2 actions differ from priority 1 and that 
adding priority 2 actions should increase the total number of actions. If this is not 
the case (e.g., priority 2 actions are the same set but applied in lower priority 
locations within a population) it has not been made clear in the text of this section.  

• Pg. 10-62: Are ratios truly ‘relative’ measures of risk? For example, is a ratio of 
3.0 really three times better than a ratio of 1.0?  

• Table 10-37: Estuary and harvest actions always yield identical results. Why 
report both? 

 

Section 11: 

• Table 11-1: It might be more informative if this table reported a range of potential 
costs including average values, upper potential cost estimates and lower potential 
cost estimates.  
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• What are the relative costs of sampling targeted and random sites? 

 

Section 12: 

• It would be useful if the Research, Monitoring and Evaluation section considered 
other diseases in addition to whirling disease and also considered the use of 
Before-After Control Impact (BACI) designs for some rehabilitation actions. 

• Figure 12-1: The concept of ‘decision-questions’ is not clear from Fig 12-1 and 
text alone. It was necessary to refer to the source document to understand how 
this concept relates to research, monitoring, and evaluation. 

• Pg. 12-4: Is the heading ‘Critical Uncertainties’ correct? The items listed appear 
to be objectives rather than critical uncertainties. What are the critical 
uncertainties? The first sentence of the paragraph mentions six critical 
uncertainties but the list of nine items below seem to be very broad, and often 
mixed, statement of objectives. The last five ‘Critical Uncertainties’ 
(Objectives?) appear to be a restatement of Statutory Listing Factors (Figure 12-
1). Seven of nine objectives involve long-term status and trends monitoring. The 
seventh objective addresses short-term disease research (Critical Uncertainty?) 
and long term predation monitoring while the ninth involves monitoring 
implementation and compliance, long term effectiveness, and long term status and 
trends. The relationship of the objectives to cause-and-effect models (AHA and 
EDT; Figs 10-1 & 10-2) and the ESU/DPS listing decision framework is implied 
but not explicitly stated.  

• Pg. 12-8: How are smolts distinguished from other migratory O. mykiss that are 
not headed out to sea?  

• Pg. 12-11: With regard to the paragraph beginning, ‘ODFW currently conducts 
annual collections of smallmouth bass’ how can this objective be accomplished if 
the distribution or population size of steelhead is poorly understood?  

• Pg. 12-15: Unlike the John Day MPG, critical uncertainties are provided for the 
Umatilla River population but not for the Walla Walla population. Does this mean 
that there are no critical uncertainties in the Walla Walla Research, Monitoring 
and Evaluation plan? In addition, the links between the 7 critical uncertainties and 
the 14 objectives for the Umatilla River population are not always clear. In some 
cases, the connection is fuzzy while in other cases it is non-existent. For example, 
does Objective 14 address any of the Critical Uncertainties?  

• Pg. 12-18: Objective 3 is an example of very broad, mixed objective that will be 
difficult to accomplish. A larger number of specific focused objectives covering 
the same areas would be preferable. 

• Pg. 12-20: With regard to the statement ‘The revised EDT model will be updated 
in the future as habitat actions begin to improve conditions and additional data 
are available’ are limiting factor analysis and model revision dependent upon 
habitat actions that improve conditions? If not, this statement might be overly 
optimistic. 
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• Pg. 12-21: Objectives differ markedly in detail (e.g., compare objective # 6 with 
objective #7. 

• 12-38: What is a ‘geostatistical estimator of population variance’? Is this a valid 
technique? Further explanation might increase clarity. 

 

Appendix B 

• Figure 2: Does ODFW understand the cause of the precipitous declines in the late 
1980’s and 2004/05? Is this due to variable ocean conditions? Some discussion of 
these patterns would be useful in the figure title.  

• Pg. B-6: What is an explicit definition for ‘moderately variable’ with reference to 
steelhead abundance in recent years?  

• Table 2: Does the footnote for this table explain why only a subset of years is 
selected to calculate viability curves? If so, this deserves some treatment in the 
main text related to current status (Section 6).  

• Pg. B-7: How was ‘historic major production’ determined and over what time 
frame?  

• Pg. B-10: How much is a ‘substantial’ reduction?  

• Pg. B-11: Does the statement implying that habitat changes ‘do not impact a 
substantial component of the population’ contradict modeling results that identify 
tributary habitat actions as an important? This question applies to all populations 
for which similar statements are made.  

• Pg. B-14: It is difficult to determine how the curves presented are fit with any 
confidence. Can additional explanation of the methods used be provided?  

• Pg. B-134: With regard to habitat, how was the 25% mortality estimate 
determined? ‘Although any single one of these mortality factors may not result in 
greater than 25% mortality of an individual population component, there are 
multiple life stages which are affected and the affects have occurred for many 
generations, thus the rating is moderate risk for this metric’ 
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS: 
A major strength of the Plan is the quality of writing and the logical ordering in which 
information is presented. However, there are numerous figures and tables where the 
legends are not clear or labeling is insufficient.  The following are examples: 

Entire Document: 

• The word ‘data’ is plural. There are numerous places where it is used in the 
singular. 

• The words historic and historical are used interchangeably throughout. These 
words do not impart the same meaning to readers. The adjective historic is 
typically used to describe an event of historical significance, while historical is 
typically used to denote preceding events. Where the word historic is used within 
the Plan, the word historical would be the correct term in most situations.  

• Most of the color figures are excellent and easy to read in the electronic format – 
however if hard copies of the Plan will be distributed it would be useful if 
alternative colors were selected that print well as shades of grey. 

• The terms ‘out-of-DPS strays’ and ‘out-of-DPS-hatchery strays’ appear in some 
cases to be used interchangeably although it is not clear if they are always 
intended to mean the same thing. For example, it is not always clear if out-of-DPS 
strays might also include wild fish from populations outside of the DPS (e.g., pg. 
7-5 under genetic and spawner composition headings). Clarity of the Plan would 
be enhanced if these phrases were explicitly defined early in the Plan and checked 
for usage consistency throughout. 

• Throughout the document, figure titles and table legends relay insufficient 
information for these items to stand on their own. The Plan would greatly benefit 
if all figures and tables were reviewed to ensure that 

o All titles and legends adequately describe the information figures or tables 
are intended to relay, 

o Typographical and formatting errors are corrected, 

o All abbreviations or acronyms are clearly defined.  

 

Section 1: 

• Figure 1-1: White Salmon and Fifteen-mile river systems are not shown but they 
are listed in the text referencing this figure. The Naches River is marked on 
Figure 1-1 but not mentioned in the text – although it is mentioned in subsequent 
figures. 

• Table 1-1: The minimum productivity for the U. Main John Day River is 1.19. All 
other intermediate populations with abundance thresholds of 1000 have minimum 
productivities of 1.35. Is this a typo? 
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Section 2: 

• Pg. 2-3: Are management units, ESUs, and DPSs defined or determined? 

 

Section 5: 

• Pg. 5-2: A citation for the ISAB review of ICTRT viability criteria would be 
useful. 

• Table 5-2: It is not clear what the header ‘ABOVE to 25 m’ means. Abbreviations 
used in the table (e.g., BF) should be defined in the table header or legend. The 
units associated with width measurement are not identified consistently 
throughout the table. 

• Table 5-4: Why is the abbreviation ESU used as opposed to DPS? 

 

Section 6: 

• Pg. 6-2: Should the definition for CI be included in the list of abbreviations? 

• Pg. 6-4 (Figure 6-3): Is the legend for this figure complete? Why is there no 99% 
CI for this population? Why is 95% CI, if that is what is shown in this figure, not 
in the legend?  

 

Section 8: 

• In general Section 8 contains more typographical errors (e.g., repeated phrases, 
missing words) and misused words (data = plural; less dams vs. fewer dams) than 
other sections. Consequently, the clarity and readability of this section would 
greatly benefit from some editorial attention. In addition, this section contains 
several large tables (e.g., 8-36, 8-51, 8-53, 8-54, 8-61, and 8-62) that would be 
more effectively presented as figures.  

• Pg. 8-2: The numbered list of concerns in the second paragraph skips from 
number 1 to number 3, i.e., there is no number 2.  

• Table 8-17: Why are there so many empty cells in this table? 

• Table 8-32: Reference to the narrative in the sediment portion of this table is not 
very useful. Can additional information be provided? 

• Table 8-33: The ‘degree’ header in this table is vague. What is the baseline to by 
which partial or complete degrees are assessed? Letter codes under the priority 
header require definition.  

• Table 8-35: Under life stages affected, how does ‘all life stages’ differ from ‘egg 
incubation, juvenile, rearing, spawning’? 

• Table 8-36: This table would be difficult to interpret by anyone not intimately 
familiar with the Walla Walla subbasin. Since spatial coordinates are included it 
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might be more effective to present this information as a map with a numeric key 
to passage barriers.  

• Pg. 8-78: The following sentence does not appear to be complete. Currently, there 
are inadequate data to estimate juvenile survival of Mid-C steelhead because very 
few of these fish have been PIT-tagged, and only steelhead from the Umatilla and 
John Day rivers. 

• Table 8-46: What does the header ‘Final S*P’ stand for and to which columns 
does it refer? The second table footnote refers to fish being separated because of 
the potential for overwintering mortality. What were these fish separated from? 

• Figures 8-6 through 8-10: Comparison of these figures is extremely difficult.  

o Reducing the graph heights such that all graphs can be fit on one page 
would relay additional information.   

o Reporting these data with consistent x and y-axis scales would facilitate 
among year comparisons.  

o Important details that should be included in figure titles include whether 
data collection extended for the same periods in 2001 and 2002 but fish 
migration timing was different or if the period for data collection differed 
among years.  

o An excellent example of how these figures could be more effectively 
presented is figure 8-19 on page 8-133.  

• Figure 8-11: What type of error bar is shown (e.g., 95% CI or standard 
deviation)? Also it appears there is statistically significant inter-annual variation. 
Discussing the source of this variation in the text or in the figure title would 
enhance the presentation of this information.  

• Pg. 8-87: Under pinniped predation – sea lions vs. seal lions. 

• Pg. 8-98: Use ‘creel census’ vs. ‘creels’ to avoid jargon.  

• Table 8-52: The structure of this table makes it difficult to tell if the results of one 
run or two runs are reported.  

• Figure 8-17: Not all points on this graph are labeled with a year and the figure 
legend does not give a very clear explanation of what the graph actually shows.  

• Pg. 8-125: Carmichael (2006) is not listed in the literature cited section. 

• Pg. 8-131: DeBano et al versus Debano et el. 

 

Section 9: 

• It is difficult to track individual populations and treatment of their limiting factors 
and threats through Sections 9, 10, and 12. IMST realizes that limiting factors and 
threats identified by both the Mid-Columbia recovery planning team and the Mid-
Columbia expert panel were listed early in Section 8 but there are differences in 
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how limiting factors and threats were ranked by these groups. Synthesis by 
ODFW is in the lengthy and dense text of Section 8. A concise summary table 
that includes all populations (column headers) and primary and secondary limiting 
factors and threats (rows) as determined by ODFW would be extremely useful at 
this point in the document. 

• Regarding Tables 9.3.1 through 9.3.10:  

o It would be helpful to have a key to the acronyms of the various agencies 
and organizations associated with these tables.  

o There are many blank spaces in the ‘sufficient’ column. What do these 
blank spaces mean? 

o There is an asterisk in the ‘sufficient’ column heading that does not appear 
to have a footnote associated with it. 

• Pg. 9-179: It would be easier to follow the Plan if the ordering of information in 
the remainder of Section 9 (i.e., pg. 9-179 onward) matched that of Table 9-1. In 
addition, it is difficult to tell if all the actions described in Section 9 were included 
in the AHA analysis presented in Section 10. Some statement or method of 
identifying which actions were included in that analysis would increase 
transparency of the Plan.  

• Pg. 9-189: The url mentioned at the end of the last paragraph appears to be 
missing.  

 

Section 10: 

• Figure 10-1: Additional information in the title for this figure would increase its 
utility. The arrows suggest that the 2 models only address 6 of the 13 factors 
listed. Is this true, or does it only miss the ocean component and within basin 
rearing? What smolt to adult ratio was used to model the ocean?  

• Pg. 10-6: The relevance of the Beverton & Holt (1957) and other references cited 
at the top of the page is unclear. These authors did not modify the AHA platform. 
What aspect of the following sentence does each reference actually refer to? 
Therefore, the AHA platform was modified by first disaggregating output from 
EDT into life stage segments (Beverton and Holt 1957; Moussalli and Hilborn 
1986; Mobrand et al. 1997), then linking AHA inputs to the appropriate segment 
and re-computing end of spawning population parameters by reaggregating 
across the full life cycle. 

• Pg. 10-6: Are the baseline conditions mentioned in the following sentence the 
same as the ICTRT baseline mentioned on the previous page? A set of scenarios 
was modeled using AHA representing baseline conditions, current conditions, and 
combinations of actions aimed at tributary habitat, mainstem Columbia River 
factors, and hatchery fish management. 

• Figure 10-4: This figure would benefit from a more detailed figure title that 
identifies the differences between the solid and dashed lines, a more explicit 
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definition of ‘fitness’ as it is used here, etc. understanding the current figure 
requires several re-reads of the text. 

• Pg. 10-19: The phrase ‘in no way’ is repeated in the paragraph below Figure 10-4. 

• Table 10-5: This table title would be much more informative if it included an 
example of how to calculate and interpret % improvement.  

• Page 10-20: Restating the meaning of the effectiveness value at the beginning of 
Section 10-2 would be helpful. 

• Table 10-7: The titles associated with this and all subsequent figures and tables 
reporting EDT or AHA results would be an excellent place to point out how much 
confidence should be placed in point estimates of population performance.  

 

Section 11: 

• Table 11-1: Do estimates of $0 as a total cost estimate mean no action will be 
taken or that estimates have not yet been determined?  

 

Section 12: 

• Pg. 12-14: With regard to the sentence ‘An IMW is planned for the Middle Fork 
watershed beginning in 2008 and for the Bridge Creek watershed on the Lower 
John Day River beginning in 1997’ – beginning in 1997? Something is 
inconsistent here. 

• Pgs. 12-18 & 12-19: Objectives are not always written in the same voice.  
Compare Objective 3 Determine … with Objective 4 What is … 

• Pg. 12-22: Are recent studies by the Yakima-Klickitat Fisheries Program 
published? If so, the citation or personal communication reference would be 
useful.  

• Pg. 12-48: GSI is not given in the list of acronyms and abbreviations. While this 
might appear trivial, the historical and still currently acceptable use of this 
acronym in fisheries is for gonadosomatic index. 

• Pg. 12-48: Is there a better descriptor for the fifteen-mile creek winter steelhead 
run, perhaps ‘eastern extent of the winter run distribution’ or something similar.  

 

Appendix B 

• Table 5: Codes in table headers for this and other tables in this section are not 
sufficiently defined.  

• Pg. B-18: By expanding redd observations to unsurveyed areas does ODFW 
mean extrapolate? By expanding redds to fish does ODFW mean convert?  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
IMST recommendations are based on our assessment of the best available science as it 
pertains to salmonid and watershed recovery and the management of natural resources. 
Recommendations are directed to one or more agencies or entities that have the ability to 
implement or to affect changes in management or regulation that are needed for 
implementation (see Appendix A for further discussion on development of IMST 
recommendations). The IMST considers each recommendation important to 
accomplishing the mission of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. Under 
Oregon Revised Statute 541.409, state agencies and entities (e.g., Oregon Plan Core 
Team) are required to respond to IMST recommendations (see Appendix A for 
information regarding formal responses, desired format, and evaluation of responses by 
IMST). 

The Native Fish Conservation Policy requires ODFW to solicit scientific review from the 
IMST and other scientists (Oregon Administrative Rule 635-007-0505(8)(b)). 
Recommendations 1, 3, 4, 5a, and 6 are meant to facilitate the scientific review process 
and are pertinent to the draft Conservation and Recovery Plan for Oregon Steelhead 
Populations in the Middle Columbia River Distinct Population Segment and future 
ODFW native fish recovery and conservation plans. 

 

Recommendation 1  

IMST recommends that Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife include in the 
Mid-Columbia Steelhead Recovery Plan and all future recovery and conservation 
plans an explicit analysis or discussion of uncertainty associated with fundamental 
assumptions or conclusions regarding management action effectiveness that are 
likely to have significant consequences to recovery if the assumption or conclusion 
was incorrect.  

Recovery and conservation plans contain many assumptions that are based on 
limited or imprecise information. Uncertainty stemming from incomplete 
knowledge about a species can be just as critical to recovery as the limiting 
factors already identified by ODFW (e.g., tributary habitat condition, commercial 
harvest, hydropower). It is important to consider the compounding effects of 
uncertainties regarding status and trends, limiting factors, and effectiveness of 
recovery measures. Consideration of uncertainty also applies to confidence that 
the criteria used to judge recovery are correct and that models used in recovery 
plans have sufficient precision and accuracy.  

In IMST’s view, presentation of uncertainty includes both quantitative and 
qualitative aspects. For example, multiple data sets were used to determine 
independent population boundaries. What confidence does ODFW have that the 
overall analysis produced population boundaries that represent independent 
demographic units for Mid-Columbia Steelhead? ODFW should address how 
certain it is that any taxonomic divisions within a DPS or ESU (e.g., independent 
populations, MPGs) are correct and the consequences that uncertainty might have 
on the current status and viability assessments applied to these taxonomic 
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divisions. Taxonomy is not an exact science. Tools used in classification change 
through time and hence taxonomic relationships are frequently subject to revision. 
This problem is compounded by the fact that there are no rigorous or standardized 
criteria that actually define a DPS/ESU. By analogy, even the much more widely 
used term ‘species’ has numerous definitions and is the subject of considerable 
scientific literature. Divisions, such as MPGs and populations, are even less 
rigorously or consistently defined, and boundaries between one and the other are 
not based on explicitly stated, objective criteria. Given that decisions relative to 
recovery of a DPS/ESU can hinge on the status of one population that could affect 
the status of one MPG, correct classification of all three levels of organization 
becomes critical. 

Similar discussions of uncertainty and confidence might also apply to finalized 
results from population or habitat modeling analyses, expert opinion processes, or 
other areas identified by ODFW where it would be important for the reader to 
have an understanding of the certainty or uncertainty associated with the issue(s). 
This is similar to the scientific publication process where an editor would ask the 
author(s) to describe their confidence in various conclusions drawn from data 
analyses. 

While the examples provided below pertain specifically to the Mid-Columbia 
Steelhead Plan, they could also apply to future recovery and conservation plans if 
they included similar analyses. However, because recovery and conservation 
plans vary according to species and surrounding circumstances, it would be 
difficult for IMST to identify a complete list of topics where uncertainty should 
be addressed in every forthcoming recovery or conservation plan. Therefore it is 
necessary for ODFW to define a process to identify plan components where 
agency comfort level is not particularly high and the consequences of being 
wrong would significantly hamper recovery and then explicitly address agency 
confidence in any relevant assumptions, analyses, or conclusions.  

Presentation of uncertainty and confidence within a recovery plan could be 
achieved several different ways depending on agency preference. Explanations 
could be provided on a case by case basis, in the form of a short preface to 
relevant sections of the Plan, or as a comprehensive appendix that highlights 
major plan assumptions and conclusions and agency confidence in each. 

Areas where analysis or description of uncertainty is warranted for the Mid-
Columbia Steelhead Plan include, but not limited to:  

• Sufficiency of information used to determine current status and gaps between 
current and desired status including how contributions of resident fish might 
affect estimates of the gap between actual abundance and productivity and 
predicted threshold abundance.  

• The likelihood that proposed monitoring efforts will provide information 
sufficient to determine changes in abundance, productivity, and habitat trends 
over a timeframe sufficient for adaptive management to occur. 
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• Confidence that all limiting factors and interactive relationships among 
limiting factors have been identified and that the magnitude of risk imposed 
by different threats or limiting factors adequately characterized (e.g., Table 8-
1).  

• Confidence that estimates of the direction and magnitude of management 
action effects are correct. In other words, will the high priority management 
actions yield beneficial effects sufficient for recovery of the DPS? 

• Confidence in the precision and accuracy of results generated by any 
modeling efforts (e.g., EDT and AHA) including an explanation of the models 
scientific shortcomings sufficient for readers to judge the confidence that 
should be placed in model results. 

• Confidence that current land use, ocean conditions, and climate patterns will 
persist throughout the period over which the Plan is implemented.  

• Confidence that funding is sufficient for the implementation of actions critical 
to achieving recovery goals.  

 

Recommendation 2  

IMST recommends that the Oregon Plan Core Team further demonstrate how the 
multi-agency monitoring activities proposed in the Mid-Columbia Steelhead 
Recovery Plan will detect change in status and trends of populations and habitat in 
the DPS.  

 

Recommendation 3  

IMST recommends that in all future recovery and conservation plans Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife include a monitoring plan sufficient to 
demonstrate that trends departing from recovery targets could be detected in time 
to allow changes in recovery strategies or tactics intended to respond to such trends. 
This would require clear objectives and milestones for monitored parameters, as 
well as a description of monitoring plan design, implementation, and identification 
of resources required to implement the monitoring plan. 

This recommendation suggests that recovery plans need to demonstrate that their 
monitoring plans are sufficient to detect deviations from predicted trends and 
where possible, their likely causes in time for the State to respond with mitigating 
actions. 

 

Recommendation 4  

IMST recommends that in each recovery and conservation plan Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife include the specific management actions to be 
taken if the status and trends of populations and habitat diverge significantly from 
recovery goals or predicted trends.  
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The IMST recognizes that ODFW is in the process of developing an adaptive 
management strategy for the Oregon Management Unit of the Mid-Columbia 
Steelhead DPS. However, it is difficult to assess the scientific evidence that a 
recovery plan will result in achievement of its goals if such adaptive management 
strategies are not an integral part of each recovery plan. It is almost a certainty 
that there will be some difficulties encountered over the course of attempting 
recovery. It follows that such eventualities should be anticipated and proactive 
measures taken to ensure a timely response. An explicit adaptive management 
strategy would include a description of how an oversight entity will track status 
and trends of populations and habitat. The adaptive management strategy should 
also specify criteria that an oversight entity might use to determine when 
population trends have significantly diverged from desired status such that a new 
status assessment or suite of actions would be warranted.  

The IMST recognizes that the timelines under which recovery and conservation 
plans must be submitted might be insufficient to accomplish development of 
thorough adaptive management plans. However, recovery and conservation plans 
at a minimum should present the process and timeline under which such plans 
will be developed if the proposed recovery measures are to be judged for 
scientific credibility. 

 

Recommendation 5a  

IMST recommends that in each recovery and conservation plan Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife thoroughly consider projections of future changes 
to landscape or limiting factors, including land use and climate changes, when 
establishing recovery actions and formulating adaptive management strategies. 

 

Recommendation 5b 

IMST recommends that State of Oregon integrate monitoring and evaluation into 
state initiatives in the area of climate change to allow for scientific evaluation of 
recovery and conservation plans. 

Climate change could change the demand for water storage (dams), quality of 
habitat, and the response of habitat and fish populations to recovery actions. 
Projected changes could be used to establish how recovery measures are 
implemented in terms of where limited resources would be most effectively 
expended under those conditions rather than under current conditions. Given the 
semi-arid nature of the landscape occupied by the Mid-Columbia Steelhead DPS, 
this appears particularly relevant to this and other DPS/ESUs in similar habitats. 
Similarly, changes in demographics should be taken into account for DPS/ESUs 
that occupy areas with large changes projected for the human population, such as 
urbanization in the Willamette Valley and Deschutes County. Changes in the 
environment or socioeconomic conditions could affect land use practices across 
certain landscapes, such as which crops are raised and how they are irrigated. 
Where projects or predictions of such change exist, they should be accounted for 
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when formulating recovery actions since they could involve increased water use 
and storage, road development, impervious surface development, chemical 
applications, and alien species introductions. Scientific journals provide multiple 
examples of how climate change can be expected to alter the distribution, 
abundance, and connectivity of cold water fish species and their habitats (e.g., 
Flebbe et al. 2006; Battin et al. 2007; Budy & Schaller 2007; Rieman et al. 2007). 
Similar research has been reported for the effects of urbanization on salmonids 
(e.g., Van Sickle et al. 2004; Stanfield & Kilgour 2006). It seems wise to conduct 
comparable studies for Oregon salmonids to understand how best to allocate 
conservation efforts and resources. 

 

Recommendation 6 

IMST recommends that Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife ensure that time 
and cost estimates of recovery plans include costs for recovery actions listed in the 
plan. 
Because adequacy of a recovery plan is contingent upon the actual ability that it can be 
carried out, IMST believes that analysis of financial feasibility should be an integral part 
of any recovery or conservation plan. Thorough time and cost estimates are useful: 

• for state and federal agencies or stakeholder to conduct a cost-effectiveness 
analysis of the Plan’s proposed recovery actions, 

• to determine future resources required to carry-out proposed monitoring and 
recovery measures, 

• to determine costs relevant to the formulation of an adaptive management plan. 
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APPENDIX A: Recommendation Background 
The IMST creates several types of reports1. The largest reports are created in response to 
the IMST’s continuing evaluation of the State’s science needs necessary to pursue the 
mission and goals of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds (Oregon Plan). These 
reports are generally topic-oriented and often called “landscape-level reports”. An 
example of this type of report is Technical Report 2002-1, Recovery of Wild Salmonids in 
Western Oregon Lowlands. The landscape-level reports present IMST’s independent 
evaluation of the state of the science regarding the resources being considered and 
support the evaluations with a comprehensive scientific literature review. These reports 
also receive extensive peer and technical review2.  

A second type of report the IMST generates is in response to specific requests by the 
Governor’s Office, Legislature, state agency, or other entity to either provide guidance or 
to review draft reports or proposals involving topics related to the Oregon Plan. An 
example of this type of report is our 2005 evaluation of the State of Oregon’s draft 
Viability Criteria and Status Assessment of Oregon Coastal Coho, the draft Policy to 
Evaluate Conservation Efforts (PECE) analysis, and the draft Synthesis of Viability 
Analysis and Evaluation of Conservation Efforts. A third type of report is called a “letter 
report” that may be prepared in response to specific questions, such as IMST’s 2002 
report addressing issues related to instream aggregate (gravel and sand) mining regulated 
by the Oregon Division of State Lands and how operations may affect salmonid habitat.  

In the second and third types of reports, the IMST is often asked whether the scientific 
approach, analyses, and/or interpretations are credible and consistent with accepted 
scientific standards, and whether the assumptions and uncertainties are reasonable and 
accurately characterized. In both of these two types of reports, the IMST generally 
evaluates the scientific literature being used to support the agency’s or State of Oregon’s 
draft report or proposed actions, rather than produce a comprehensive review of available 
scientific literature. 

Depending on the nature of the report being generated (more commonly contained in the 
landscape-level reports), the IMST may develop a series of scientific questions and 
answers that help to organize the report and to aid a reader’s understanding of the topic. 
The scientific questions are created by the IMST and are judged to be relevant and useful 
to understanding the issues, resources or subjects being analyzed. In general, IMST 
develops and answers each science question, then summarizes its findings and 
conclusions for each question. Next, the IMST develops recommendations from specific 
findings and conclusions or from a synthesis of several findings and conclusions. The 
recommendations are often grouped into broad subject areas for convenience and the 
order does not imply priority. The IMST considers each recommendation important to 
accomplishing the mission and goals of the Oregon Plan. 

                                                 
1 All three types of reports are an undertaking of the entire Team, although subcommittees often are 
assigned leading responsibilities; subcommittee composition is based on Team member expertise and 
interest with topic areas. Minority opinions may be appended or incorporated within any IMST report. 
2 Although technical reports may be subject to technical and peer review, release of draft documents is 
restricted by the IMST in order to insure accuracy of content prior to release to a wider audience. IMST’s 
policy is stated in the Team’s Charter and Operating Guidelines: http://www.fsl.orst.edu/imst/charter.pdf 
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Recommendations are based on IMST’s assessment of the best available science 
pertaining to salmonid recovery, watershed function and the management of Oregon’s 
natural resources. Recommendations are directed to one or more agencies (or entities) 
that have the ability to implement, or alter management actions or regulations that are 
needed for implementation. The IMST emphasizes that it looks beyond the State’s 
current ability to implement the recommendations because current legal, regulatory, 
or funding situations may need to be modified over time. The IMST’s believes that if 
an agency (or entity) agrees that a recommendation is technically sound and would aid 
the recovery of salmonid stocks and watersheds, the agency (or entity) would then 
determine what impediments might exist to prevent or delay implementation and work 
toward eliminating those impediments. The IMST also assumes that each agency (or 
entity) has the knowledge and expertise to determine how best to identify and eliminate 
impediments to implementation and to determine appropriate time frames and goals 
needed to meet the intent of the recommendation. The IMST also recognizes that an 
agency (or entity) may already have ongoing activities that address a particular 
recommendation; therefore, inclusion of such an “overlapping” recommendation should 
be seen as reinforcement for the continuation of such actions. 

 

Formal Responses to Recommendations 
Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 541.409, which created the IMST, specifies that agencies 
are to respond to the recommendations of the IMST, stating “(3) If the Independent 
Multidisciplinary Science Team submits suggestions to an agency responsible for 
implementing a portion of the Oregon Plan, the agency shall respond to the Team 
explaining how the agency intends to implement the suggestion or why the agency does 
not intend to implement the suggestion”. State agencies are expected to formerly respond 
to IMST recommendations within six months after a report is issued. 

Once formal responses are received, the IMST reviews the scientific adequacy of each 
response and determines if further action or consideration by the agency (or entity) is 
warranted. Ultimately, each recommendation response is assigned to one of four general 
categories: 

• Adequate means that the IMST supports the decision of the agency. 

• Intermediate means that the IMST does not fully support the agency decision 
because the decision will decrease the likelihood of accomplishing the goals of 
the Oregon Plan in a timely manner, but not doom it to failure. IMST notes its 
concerns but stops short of suggesting that the recommendation be reconsidered. 

• Inadequate means that the IMST feels the decision by the agency will seriously 
detract from achieving the goals of the Oregon Plan, and the IMST strongly 
suggests that the decision be reconsidered. 

• Indeterminate means that IMST cannot tell what the agency decided to do with 
the recommendation, or lacks sufficient information to fully evaluate the response. 

IMST believes that the key characteristics of a good response are: 
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• It includes a short, clear statement that the agency (or entity) (a) accepts or agrees 
with the recommendation or (b) that it rejects or disagrees with it. In some cases, 
an agency (or entity) may be reluctant to agree or accept a recommendation 
because it sees significant difficulties in implementing it. However, IMST 
believes if the recommendation is sound, then the agency (or entity) should work 
towards eliminating the impediments to implementation that it sees. 

• It provides short, clear descriptions of what the agency (or entity) intends to do to 
implement recommendations it accepts (including how it might remove 
impediments) or, as required by ORS 541.409, that it provides specific reasons 
why it rejects the recommendations. Discussion betweens agency or legislative 
staff and Team members at IMST meetings should also help clarify agency (or 
entity) and IMST perspectives, and most importantly, advance the mission and 
goals of the Oregon Plan. 

Responses that include these characteristics will be more easily characterized by IMST as 
Adequate, Intermediate or Inadequate, avoiding the use of Indeterminate.  

The IMST evaluations of the responses are then delivered to each responding state 
agency (or entity) and the agency (or entity) has an opportunity to discuss the IMST 
evaluations of their responses. Agencies (or entities) are also encouraged to update the 
IMST their progress on implementing recommendations. 

Finally, IMST includes any formal responses to recommendations and IMST’s evaluation 
of the responses in its reports to the Governor and the State Legislature (e.g., Joint 
Committee on Salmon and Stream Enhancement or other natural resource committees as 
appropriate). 




