
Supplemental 
Public Comments for Previous Drafts 

Mr. Nawa provided a personal comment as well as one representing an organization.  The personal one was included in Section B, but 
the organization comment was identified as a duplicate and removed. Response to the organization comment was previously provided 
in Section C. The organization's comment is provided in this supplement.
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July 30, 2021 

Sent via email to: ODFW.RSP.Comments@odfw.oregon.gov  

RE: Public Review Draft of the Rogue-South Coast Multi-Species Conservation and 
Management Plan 

Dear Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Public Review Draft of the Rogue-South Coast 
Multi-Species Conservation and Management Plan (Plan). Our staff ecologist actively 
participated in all stakeholder meetings for the Plan and provided the ODFW with numerous 
memos intended to improve the conservation aspects of the Plan.  

A priority for our organizations’ conservation advocacy is diversity, equity and inclusion. We 
actively support the Governor’s Office of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion/Affirmative Action 
(DEI/AA) biennial report.1  

The Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center and Rogue Riverkeeper program are neutral on fishing 
regulations but are vitally interested in securing habitat restoration and improved habitat 
protection with the plan. How we protect and restore freshwater and estuary habitat will have 
significant impacts on the persistence and abundance of fish. KS Wild and Rogue Riverkeeper 
are interested in assisting ODFW with habitat restoration, habitat protection and monitoring.  

For example, we recently submitted comments in support of ODFW in-stream water right 
requests and submitted comments in support of the expansion of Essential Salmon Habitat 
designations.  We monitored turbidity in the upper Rogue during a typical winter storm to 
document tributary sources of elevated sediment and circulated an associated report. We are 
currently meeting with conservation partners and the timber industry to develop habitat 
conservation plans that would improve protection of streams from logging and logging roads. 
We monitor water quality to inform the public of the suitability of local streams for water contact 
recreation.  

We believe that ODFW should withdraw the plan from further review because of critical 
deficiencies, some of which cannot be corrected with this planning process. 

 

 
1 Affirmative Action Biennial Report 2017-2019.   gov afirmitive action AA-01-2018_biennial.pdf 
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1.  The Plan and planning process failed to actively incorporate the principals of diversity, 
equity, and inclusion. 

Women were underrepresented among stakeholders. The stakeholder teams were comprised of 
29 men and only one woman (Executive Summary [ES]:22). Outreach failed to motivate women 
to attend public meetings. One woman and an estimated 30 men attended the July 20 meeting at 
Tom Pearce Park. 

The non-fishing public were excluded from the stakeholder planning process. All 30 
stakeholders had some connection to the fishing industry, were financially supported by anglers 
or had formal education as fish biologists.  

Communities of color, low-income families, and children 12-18 were excluded from the 
stakeholder planning process. Upon achieving the age of 12, children are required to purchase a 
$10 license but no children ages 12-17 were included among the 30 stakeholders. Similarly, it 
appears that no community members of color were included among the 30 stake holders. Non-
native fish and resident rainbow trout, often fished for by underrepresented community members 
including low-income families and children, were excluded from the Plan. 

The Plan and planning process failed to make diversity, equity, and inclusion a reality in state 
government (i.e., an ORS codified Plan). 

Governor Kate Brown states in the DEI/AA) biennial report: “Making equity a reality in state 
government requires intentionality in customer service, leadership development, and community 
engagement. And relies on ensuring equity is in all pillars of government: healthy and safe 
communities; responsible environmental stewardship; a seamless system of education; and a 
thriving statewide economy.”   

The Governor’s Office of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion/Affirmative Action (DEI/AA), is 
dedicated to ensuring that Oregon’s government develops, maintains, and embeds a diverse and 
inclusive culture throughout state systems, institutions, and deliverables. The Affirmative Action 
Report p. 4 states: “The way in which inclusion of diverse communities is implemented is critical 
to building equity in all state agencies. This involves building a base of interagency and 
community partnerships from beginning to end through the use of consistent and intentional 
shared resources, outreach and communication. As a result, diversity creates a stronger common 
ground that includes each individual’s story as an equitable part of state government and 
Oregon.”   

2. The Plan is incomplete because it primarily proposes criteria for adult and juvenile fish 
abundance, but not for the other six primary biological attributes identified in the 
Native Fish Policy.  

 
The Native Fish Policy states: “Each native fish conservation plan shall include specific, 
measurable criteria of species performance. Depending upon available information, criteria will 
be developed for the following primary biological attributes: (a) distribution of populations 
within unit; (b) adult fish abundance for constituent populations; (c) within and among 
population diversity; (d) population connectivity; (e) survival rate to each critical life history 
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stage; (f) standardized rate of population growth for constituent natural populations; (g) 
forecast likelihood of species management unit persistence in the near and long terms”. 
 
“Conservation plans shall also contain secondary criteria such as migration timing, spawn 
timing, age structure, sex ratios, stray rates, habitat complexity, artificial barriers, and harvest 
rates.”. 
 
As climate change tightens its grip, abundance criteria will need to be supplemented with these 
other criteria, many of which are important for life history diversity.  (See Frissell et. al 1997) 
ODFW failed to obtain necessary data prior to and during Plan development. For example, 
migration timing criteria was not established for the two races of summer steelhead. The Plan 
fails to provide criteria for resident rainbow trout which could be important genetic reservoirs 
during extreme climate change.  

 

3. The Plan lacks critical adult tributary spawning data from the past 5-10 years for 
summer steelhead and coho salmon population scale analysis. 

The Department abruptly stopped collecting spawning count data from most tributaries about 8 
years ago. More recently long-term adult summer steelhead spawner counts in streams such as 
Kane Creek have been discontinued. The Plan cannot provide credible population and trend data 
for summer steelhead and coho salmon in the Applegate River basin tributaries and Middle 
Rogue tributaries. Similarly, the Plan lacks coho spawning population data for the vast Illinois 
River basin that would establish trends and viability. The Department failed to renew spawning 
summer steelhead counts and tributary coho salmon counts prior to and during Plan 
Development. The Department cannot be trusted to renew these critical tributary spawner counts 
subsequent to Plan adoption. Lack of adequate tributary spawner counts for coho salmon and 
summer steelhead means that the Plan cannot be adopted based on old data and speculation of 
renewed tributary spawner counts.  

 

4. The Plan lacks stock-recruit analyses for Rogue summer steelhead and there is no 
analysis of probability of extinction. The Plan fails to demonstrate viability of summer 
steelhead. 

The Native Fish Policy states: (g) forecast likelihood of species management unit persistence in 
the near and long terms” 

 
5.  The Plan fails to improve summer steelhead from sensitive status. ES:9 

Executive Summary p.2 states: “Ensure long-term sustainability of wild steelhead, coho salmon, 
and cutthroat trout to provide ecological, economic, and cultural benefits for present and future 
generations.”  Managing summer steelhead for “sensitive status” would not “[e]nsure long-term 
sustainability of wild steelhead.”  The ES: 2 states: “Coho salmon need status improvement to 
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ensure future persistence.”  Similarly, summer steelhead need status improvement to ensure 
future persistence.   
 
We cannot live with a Plan that fails to provide for improving summer steelhead from sensitive 
status. The Plan seems complacent with managing for sensitive status which does not address the 
potential for loss of viability in portions of its range. The Plan fails to acknowledge that 
conservation measures are desperately needed in the Middle Rogue where the summer steelhead 
range is shrinking and abundance dwindling. Similar range reductions of summer steelhead may 
also be occurring in the Applegate Watershed where tributary spawner surveys have not been 
conducted for years.  

6. The Plan fails to include an option for reducing summer steelhead smolt releases to 
150,000 which was the norm prior to the 1990 decision to increase summer steelhead 
smolt releases to the current 220,000. 

The Plan p.58 states: “III.E.2. Revisit the Rogue River Summer Steelhead Task Force 
recommendation in 1990 to increase summer steelhead hatchery production.”   

The Plan failed to include an option to reduce summer steelhead smolt from the current 220,000 
to 150,000 smolts which was the norm prior to task force increase. See discussion on page 64.  
Releasing 220,000 summer steelhead smolts serves no conservation purpose and is stressing 
natural production due to predation and competition for food and space. Reducing the release to 
150,000 would have no significant effect on angler days but would substantially reduce adverse 
impacts to natural production. Discussions during stakeholder meetings indicate ODFW has no 
intention of ever reducing steelhead smolt releases regardless of impacts such as PHOS 
exceeding 10%. Plan adoption would harden ODFW resolve to maintain steelhead releases at 
current inflated numbers regardless of impacts to natural production. 

7. The Plan fails to describe management options when percent of hatchery fish on  
spawning grounds (PHOS) exceeds 10%.                                                                                                                      

An obvious solution for too many hatchery fish on the spawning grounds is to reduce smolt 
releases and eliminate off station releases. However, the Plan does not commit to either of these 
when discussing PHOS criteria. The Plan fails to identify responsible fish hatchery management 
as described in the Native Fish Policy. 

8. The Plan failed to provide for management of resident rainbow trout. 

The Plan p. 13 states: “Resident rainbow trout were not assessed for this plan but contribute to 
the diversity and long-term viability of O. mykiss, particularly in the Rogue Basin.”  There is no 
reason given for this arbitrary exclusion of resident rainbow trout from the plan. The massive 
stocking of hatchery produced resident rainbow drives a robust fishery. As explained earlier, 
underrepresented communities including low-income families and children participate in the 
fishery.  Excluding resident rainbow excludes a broad spectrum of our society that fish.  

Hatchery releases of steelhead smolts also create “resident rainbow” as a substantial number of 
smolts do not migrate to the ocean. The Plan p. 62 states that “Some steelhead residualize in the 
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upper Rogue River based on angler catches in summer, and this is assumed to take place in the 
upper Applegate River, as well.”  The Plan then goes on to dismiss adverse impacts from 
residualized steelhead smolts and assumes fishing will minimize any adverse impacts (ES:14). 
First, there are likely many thousands of residualized smolts from the release of 533,000 
steelhead smolts. Fishing cannot possibly reduce the impact from thousands of residualized 
steelhead smolts. The Plan fails to acknowledge that residualized hatchery steelhead can have 
serious adverse impacts via predation of natural production, competition for food and space, and 
the potential for genetic introgression with naturally produced steelhead and naturally produced 
resident rainbow. The Plan failed to include residualized hatchery fish when calculating PHOS.  

In lieu of Plan withdrawal we provide the following comments and conservation measures to 
improve conservation of naturally produced salmonids and to ensure that hatchery fish are 
responsibly managed as described in the Native Fish Policy. 

9. Habitat and climate change issues. 

R. Nawa previously provided detailed comments regarding habitat and climate change issues 
identified in the Plan (12-page memo dated October 13,2020, attached).  Strategies and 
techniques traditionally used to address localized habitat destruction related to human 
population growth and economic expansion will not be effective for climate change impacts.  
Simply doubling down on what we have been doing as suggested in the Plan is not going to 
be effective for landscape scale climate impacts. Salmon have survived previous regional 
scale calamities through adaptive capacity as expressed with life history diversity.  Thus, it is 
imperative that life history diversity is identified and supported in the plan as the strategic 
way forward (commonly referred to as “life history portfolio”).   

Prioritizing numeric abundance goals may be counterproductive when life history diversity is 
actually the key for salmonid persistence in the face of climate change (see Frissell et 
al.1997).  For example, early summer steelhead need to be recognized as having an 
advantage with climate change because they migrate when the Rogue River is cooler with 
higher flows. Resident rainbow, not included in the Plan, may become important genetic 
reservoirs for restoring steelhead anadromy that may blink out in some watersheds due to 
climate change.  The Plan p. 13 states: “Resident rainbow trout were not assessed for this 
plan but contribute to the diversity and long-term viability of O. mykiss, particularly in the 
Rogue Basin.”    

“Nomad” coho salmon that rely on estuary rearing could become an important life history as 
documented in the Salmon River. Researching the genetic basis for “ecotypes” is becoming 
increasingly important for revising management.  The current practice of flooding resident 
rainbow in the upper Rogue and Applegate with hatchery steelhead residuals is not 
responsible management in the face of climate change.  The Plan conveniently ignores PHOS 
for resident rainbow by not including them in the Plan. Asserting that we can modify habitat 
to mitigate for climate change as stated in the Plan is not scientifically or economically 
credible and is misleading for the public.   
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10. The Plan is incomplete because if fails to provide a reasonable range of options for 
hatchery fish release numbers for anticipated commission review and decision. 

The Native Fish Conservation Policy goals (OAR 635-007-0503) state:  
1.  Prevent the serious depletion of any native fish species by protecting natural ecological 

communities, conserving genetic resources, managing consumptive and non-consumptive 
fisheries, and using hatcheries responsibly so that naturally produced native fish are 
sustainable;  

2. Maintain and restore naturally produced native fish species, taking full advantage of the 
productive capacity of natural habitats, to provide substantial ecological, economic, and 
cultural benefits to the citizens of Oregon; and  

3. Foster and sustain opportunities for sport, commercial, and tribal fishers consistent with the 
conservation of naturally produced native fish and responsible use of hatcheries. 

 
The June 2021 draft Rogue-South Coast Multi-Species Conservation and Management Plan 
would produce 633,000 hatchery steelhead and coho salmon for release into the Rogue and 
Chetco rivers (ES:14). This represents a huge commitment of resources. Decision making 
involving large commitments of resources always provides the decision makers with a range of 
alternatives accompanied by analysis that explains the tradeoffs. The draft June plan with a 
single proposal for hatchery fish releases seriously compromises the commission’s ability to 
make an informed decision and to garner the public’s input about the preferred level of hatchery 
fish production that would best comply with “responsible use of hatcheries”. 
 
During stakeholder meetings, stakeholders have repeatedly requested alternative development by 
ODFW of key issues for eventual review by the Commission and public (e.g., harvest and 
hatchery management). The June Plan includes 3 alternatives for wild winter steelhead harvest 
but no alternatives for hatchery production number.  Stakeholder R. Nawa repeatedly 
recommended alternative numbers for hatchery fish releases of coho salmon and summer 
steelhead. The Independent Multidisciplinary Science Team (IMST) made the following 
comment in reviewing the 2013 draft Coastal Multi-Species Conservation and Management 
Plan: 

Elimination of some hatchery liberations makes sense from a conservation 
perspective. What is not as convincing is the assumption that it is okay to continue 
business as usual regarding hatchery liberations in several major watersheds. IMST 
recognizes that there is controversy concerning whether hatchery fish reduce wild 
fish fitness. The preponderance of evidence suggests that they do. Regardless, if the 
CMP is indeed a conservation plan, then even if this contention is controversial, it 
would be scientifically prudent for ODFW to manage to ensure that risk is 
minimized. Hatchery management options could be proposed that pose various 
levels of risk to an SMU. 
 

The June Draft Plan directly contradicts the IMST concerns about hatchery fish. The limiting 
factors Table 8 (p.36) fails to identify hatchery fish introgression as a limiting factor. Chilcote 
(2003) reports 15% hatchery fish (PHOS) for summer steelhead spawning and 6% hatchery fish 
for winter spawning.  Productivity and resilience of natural runs would be correspondingly 
reduced as compared to 0% PHOS.  Predation by residualized hatchery steelhead and coho smolt 
releases on naturally produced salmonids is a known limiting factor. Hatchery fish competition 
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on the Elk River, Middle Rogue, Applegate, and upper Rogue can be assumed to be a limiting 
factor due to very high hatchery smolt releases of various species. 
 
The June Draft repeatedly asserts/implies that if PHOS remains below 10%, adverse impacts from 
releasing hatchery fish are acceptable (i.e., the PHOS trigger is set at 10% at basin scale). PHOS at 
the population scale has been calculated based on estimates of hatchery fish that do not return to 
the hatchery and are not killed by anglers (Chilcote 2003).  The Plan needs to make similar 
PHOS analysis as made in Chilcote 2003 for summer and winter steelhead for the past ten years. 
Nevertheless, this single metric is not scientifically credible for management needed to substantially 
improve the status of summer steelhead (State sensitive) and coho salmon (Federal threatened). 
Limiting PHOS to a 10% standard is necessary but not sufficient to account for a myriad of other 
adverse impacts of hatchery fish to natural production. The June Draft Plan p.57 states: 
 

“In the RSP, the primary measure of hatchery risk will be the percentage of all 
naturally spawning fish that are of hatchery origin (referred to as “PHOS”). The level 
of naturally spawning hatchery fish is currently the most feasible way of assessing 
hatchery risk, though it may not capture all potential risks that hatchery fish might 
have on wild populations (competition, predation, disease) or realistically reflect the 
magnitude of risk associated with spawning.”   

 
There is a clear conservation conflict between maintaining very high hatchery fish releases for 
steelhead in the Rogue andApplegate Basins (533,000 smolts) to promote angling versus 
decreasing hatchery production and harvest to decrease the risk to wild salmonids (See IMST 
2013:4).  Alternative numeric releases at substantially lower levels would provide an opportunity 
for analysis. This analysis discusses the trade-offs of hatchery fish harvest vs fiscal costs of 
producing hatchery fish, the genetic costs of hatchery fish straying to spawning grounds, 
increased feeding competition in freshwater (e.g., Nickelson et al. 1986; Nickelson 2003; 
Pearsons 2008; Naman & Sharpe 2012;Tatara & Berejikian 2012), competition in estuaries, and 
competition in the ocean (e.g., Daly et al. 2012; Kaeriyama et al. 2012;Naish et al. 2008; 
Ruggerone et al. 2012;See IMST 2013:4)2.  Understand this is a planning issue, there is no 
“right” number for hatchery releases, however, the political process of Commission approval 
needs to have formal choices early in the review. 
 
Simple math would suggest that reducing hatchery release numbers by 50% would also 
substantially reduce adverse impacts. Ongoing residualization of hatchery steelhead in upper 
Rogue would be reduced by an estimated 50% and fewer newly emerged natural salmonids 
would be consumed thus reducing impact. The Management Strategies p.57 are restricted in 
scope and do not directly address the need to substantially reduce ongoing ecological impacts. 
 
IMST 2013:4 states: “It would be scientifically and socioeconomically prudent for ODFW to 
conduct a rigorous economic analysis of the long-term ecological and socioeconomic costs and 
benefits of its state and federal hatchery and habitat rehabilitation programs, especially in regards 
to wild fish conservation.” There needs to be fiscal accountability for hatchery programs each 
year. 
 

 
2 The complete citations are in the IMST letter cited. 
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As recommended by the IMST, we request that ODFW conduct a comprehensive review of the 
Cole Rivers Hatchery and Elk River Hatchery to inform decision making about this plan and 
perhaps others. The review would include annual releases for each calendar year, annual returns, 
percent of smolts released that return to hatchery as adults, estimated annual or cohort hatchery 
adult harvest, and estimated costs of harvested fish in standardized dollars.  
 
The plan needs to require that all disease outbreaks at fish hatcheries would be described, and 
ongoing disease threats would be discussed annually. 
 
The June plan is incomplete because there is no scientific or economic evaluation of large-scale 
hatchery programs which are being proposed by ODFW.  Both hatcheries have 
maintenance/repair issues that put public investments at risk. It is not responsible hatchery 
management to continue full production at hatcheries with known failing infrastructure. 
 
11. The Plan fails to provide metrics to evaluate the performance of hatchery fish over 

time. 
 
The Plan failed to identify performance metrics for hatchery fish return rates. The Plan needs to 
include adult return rates for hatchery fish over time. If return rates dip below a standard for 2 
year running average, there needs to be intervention. Estimates of annual catch and return rates 
over the period of record need to be reported and analyzed in the Plan to demonstrate responsible 
fish hatchery management.  
 
 
12. We recommend that the Plan include a management option that would reduce coho 

hatchery releases to “0” within 3 years of plan adoption. 
 
The June Draft: 65 states: 
 

The Rogue hatchery coho salmon program had a release target of 200,000 smolts for 
many years until it was dropped to 75,000 smolts in brood year 2013. This change was 
implemented to reduce predation risk for naturally produced spring Chinook salmon fry 
in the upper Rogue River, reduce pHOS levels, and add to spring Chinook salmon 
production that has not been meeting mitigation objectives. 
 

Reducing coho releases by 125,000 fish to ensure better survival of naturally produced spring 
Chinook salmon is clearly responsible hatchery fish management as prescribed in the Native Fish 
Policy. Increasing coho releases by 25,000 to 100,000 fish to obtain improved estimates of 
natural coho returns is clearly not responsible hatchery fish management as envisioned by the 
Native Fish Policy. In 2020, only one hatchery coho was captured with Huntley seining. 
Increasing releases by 25,000 to improve mark recapture estimates will never work due to very 
low returns. Spring chinook are in trouble and need all the help they can get by eliminating coho 
releases that only result in negligible coho harvest. Furthermore, ODFW researchers have found 
that natural populations of coho survive better when they do not have to compete with hatchery 
fish for food and space in streams, estuaries, and the ocean. 
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The 2019 Cole Rivers Hatchery Management Plan p. 3 states: 
 
Rogue River [coho] (52H) Stock:  
Goal 1: to provide an artificial reserve to retain future management options in the recovery of 
Rogue Basin Coho.  
Goal 2: to provide monitoring opportunities related to ocean distribution and marine survival of 
Rogue River Coho.  
Goal 3: to provide fish for commercial harvest and sport fishing while minimizing potential 
impacts to wild populations in the Rogue River Basin.  
Goal 4: to provide a return of 2,060 adult Coho as mitigation for wild production lost to the 
construction of federal dams in the upper Rogue River Basin. 
 
None of these goals are particularly compelling reasons to continue artificial production. There is 
no need at the present time for an artificial reserve of inferior hatchery fish for the recovery of 
Rogue Basin Coho. The best reserve is in natural spawning populations. Ocean distribution is 
known. Harvest is negligible. 
 
Past elimination of coho hatchery releases in the Alsea River, Willamette River, and the Salmon 
River (Jones et al 2018) resulted in dramatic increases in natural production.  Eliminating coho 
releases in the Rogue River to improve survival of listed coho salmon is responsible hatchery 
management as prescribed in the Native Fish Policy. 
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FIGURE 2. NUMBER OF HATCHERY-REARED AND NATURALLY PRODUCED ADULT COHO SALMON SPAWNING IN THE SALMON 

RIVER, 1995–2016. ALL HATCHERY-ORIGIN FISH WERE MARKED, ALLOWING THEIR IDENTIFICATION ON THE SPAWNING 

GROUNDS. 
  

 

13. We recommend two options for summer steelhead hatchery production in addition to 
the current release of 220,000.  One option would release 150,000 smolts that was the 
norm prior to the Governor's task force recommending increasing smolt releases to 
220,000 (June Draft:64). The second option would release the number smolts needed to 
meet the 500 fish mitigation target and not overshoot the target by many thousands. 
This option would be 50,000 to 75,000 smolt releases. 

 
A peer reviewed publication by Chilcote (2003) reported that average pHOS for upper Rogue 
summer steelhead was 15% and 6% for winter steelhead. The data used by ODFW to assert 
pHOS for summer steelhead is less than 10% is piecemeal and not peer reviewed. Our suggested 
reductions in summer steelhead releases would reduce pHOS to below 10%. Chilcote (2003) 
states “For natural populations, removal rather than addition of hatchery fish may be the most 
effective strategy to improve productivity and resilience.  
 



 

Page 11 of 15 
 

The June draft p. 64 states: “Most hatchery steelhead in the Rogue are released to replace, not 
augment, steelhead production. Hatchery smolts replace wild smolts that are no longer produced 
in very high-quality habitat blocked by USACE dams in the watershed.”  The June draft p. 65 
contradicts the above statement: “At that time, ODFW implemented the task force’s 
recommendation to augment the mitigation release (150,000 smolts) with an additional 70,000 
smolts to reach the current release of 220,000 smolts.”  Thus the 70,000 increase in 1990 was 
augmentation not mitigation and must be rescinded as we have recommended repeatedly at 
stakeholder meetings. 
 
We agree that summer steelhead “require a cautious management approach” (ES: 3).  The draft 
plan would continue to release 220,000 summer steelhead smolts which produces thousands of  
hatchery adults beyond what is required to mitigate for reduced fishing opportunities due to 
William Jess Dam3.  The excessive and wasteful production of thousands adult steelhead is 
neither cautious nor responsible and is clearly inconsistent with the Native Fish Policy.  

The Cole Rivers Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan (HGMP 2016) for summer steelhead 
indicates that between 1990 – 2006 an average of 5,593 adult hatchery summer steelhead 
returned to Cole River hatchery. This chronic, over production amounts to an augmentation 
program, not mitigation program. The HGMP for summer steelhead says, “The maximum 
number of fish to be held for broodstock each year shall be 600 females and 600 males.” This 
means that, on average, this program over produces 4,393 adult hatchery fish that are not caught 
by anglers and not needed for broodstock.  This massive annual overproduction is not 
responsible hatchery fish management and needs to be substantially as recommended in our 
recommended smolt release reductions.  
 
The current releases from Cole Rivers create large numbers of residualized (resident) hatchery 
rainbow trout that can breed with resident rainbow or even with adult natural steelhead.  This 
undesirable genetic introgression is not being captured with typical adult pHOS analysis. 
Maintaining genetic integrity of resident rainbow is important in the face of climate change. 
Creating this unnatural genetic risk with massive hatchery steelhead smolt releases is not 
responsible hatchery management. Reducing releases as recommended has the most certainty for 
minimizing this genetic threat. 
 
The combined natural and hatchery production creates huge numbers of half pounders that never 
existed in the Rogue prior to hatchery releases from Cole Rivers. Not surprising density 
dependent adverse impacts appear to be occurring. 
 
 The Jan Draft:64 states: “Some stakeholders have expressed concern that the prevalence of 
hatchery half pounders in summer in the Rogue puts wild steelhead at risk, purportedly by 
exceeding the carrying capacity of the mainstem Rogue. ODFW is not aware of any empirical 
data that supports this supposition. Hatchery steelhead in the Rogue are released first and 
foremost to replace, not augment, steelhead production.” The preceding sentence is false. The 
ODFW releases 220,000 smolts into the Rogue that results in average returns of 3,500-5,000 
hatchery adults that far exceeds the 500 fish mitigation target. The releases substantially augment 
the natural population.  

 
3 The mitigation requirement is 500 adults Plan p.110 
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The combination of wild half pounders plus hatchery half pounders are resulting in half pounder 
densities that are well above what occurred historically (pre-dam). In some years, hatchery half 
pounders more than double the intensity of density dependent relationships that would be 
expected to reduce subsequent wild adult returns.  Food produced by the Rogue is relatively 
constant.  As half pounder numbers increase substantially there is less food and space per fish.  
The 220,000 smolt release does create a substantial half-pounder fishery but at an ecological cost 
to wild adult returns.   Maturing hatchery half pounders may also breed with natural adults and 
not be counted in pHOS assessments. Recommended release options would reduce adverse 
density dependent related adult reductions, reduce genetic risks and better conform to 
responsible fish hatchery management as required by Native Fish Policy. 
 
The fishing pressure on summer steelhead is relatively light and many anglers now release the 
fish they catch, thus reducing the need for hatchery fish for harvest. Angler days are unlikely to 
be reduced much if any with reduced hatchery fish releases.  What seemed like a good idea in 
1990 is no longer responsible hatchery fish management. Merely asserting compliance with 
arbitrary 10% pHOS standard does not mean the summer steelhead hatchery program is 
responsible hatchery fish management as intended with the Native Fish Policy. 

 

14.  Possible hybridization of summer and winter steelhead at Cole Rivers Hatchery.   

The 2019 ROGUE SPRING CHINOOK SALMON CONSERVATION PLAN 
COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT AND UPDATE includes discussion of research finding 
about the genetic origin of fall and spring chinook and the threat of ongoing hybridization of the 
homozygous genotypes (pp. 38-40). Prince et al. 2017 reports the same genetic source for 
summer and winter steelhead and Thompson et al. 2018 reports the potential for loss of 
phenotypes due to hybridization.  Plan Appendix II p 122 states:  
 

However, recent discoveries of single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) that 
confidently discriminate between steelhead run types have now begun to lend 
insight to the genetic underpinnings and evolutionary history of adult run timing 
in this species (Hess et al. 2016; Micheletti et al. 2018; Prince et al. 2017). These 
and other trait-associated markers may serve to inform steelhead conservation and 
management in Oregon, but their discovery also introduces a host of new 
questions (Waples and Lindley, 2018). Moving forward, it will be important to 
understand the spatial and temporal distributions of important adaptive genetic 
variation and assess whether existing management frameworks adequately protect 
it. 
 

Table 12. Hatchery Actions (p. 58) 
 
III.C.3. As techniques and funding allow, genetically test hatchery steelhead in the upper Rogue to 
determine composition by run type (summer vs. winter steelhead) to inform broodstock collection 
protocols.  
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Genetic typing of fish used in broodstock needs to be a top priority for funding. Inadvertent mating 
of homozygous summer steelhead with homozygous winter steelhead could be occurring. 
Undesirable heterozygous fish may be included in broodstock. Unintentional crossing of winter and 
summer steelhead or the use of heterozygous fish is not responsible hatchery fish management. The 
assumption that small numbers of heterozygous fish occur naturally in the wild is largely irrelevant. 
 
III.C.4. Periodically collect wild winter steelhead broodstock in upper Rogue at locations 
             other than the hatchery.  
 
 R. Nawa objected to this unwarranted action at a stakeholder meeting. This action is potentially 
dangerous since it cannot be certain that the steelhead taken are homozygous winter fish. In addition, 
there are no known genetic issues to warrant this action. Some wild winter fish volitionally enter the 
hatchery and are used in broodstock. A genetic testing mechanism needs to be established to ensure 
only homozygous fish of the correct run type are being used in broodstock. Using fish of unknown 
genetic type is not responsible hatchery management. 
 
15.  The Climate Vulnerability Assessment is incomplete and misleading because it failed to 

assess vulnerability of hatchery stocks to climate change.  
 
ES: 3 states that “Climate and ocean change pose a risk to the long-term persistence of plan 
species. The degree of risk varies among plan species and locations.”  The plan failed to assess 
risk to hatchery fish as required by ODFW climate policy4. Risks to hatchery fish would be 
expected to be high since hatchery fish cannot adapt to climate change.  

At the Sept 30 stakeholder meeting, R. Nawa stated that since hatchery stocks are native fish, 
they must be assessed consistent with Climate Change policy and Native Fish Policy. This would 
include an analysis for both early and fall returning hatchery summer steelhead, Rogue hatchery 
winter steelhead, Applegate hatchery winter steelhead, Chetco hatchery winter steelhead. and 
Rogue hatchery coho salmon.  These stocks are identified in the 2019 Cole Rivers Hatchery 
Management Plan. Crozier et al. 2019 states: “While hatchery management will also need to 
adjust to climate change, different metrics than those evaluated here are needed to characterize 
vulnerability in hatchery stocks.”  The June Draft is incomplete because it failed to identify 
metrics for evaluating vulnerability of these hatchery stocks to climate change. 
 
Hatchery management proposals in the plan failed to demonstrate that benefits from the 
management outweigh the risks to naturally produced fish in the face of climate change.  The 
Assessment is incomplete because it failed to assess vulnerability and reduced adaptive capacity 
for natural production due to hatchery programs (e.g., disease, introgression, predation, 
competition).  The Assessment erred by not separating out early returning summer steelhead 
population from the late returning population for analysis (Table A-V:1). The early returning 
population would likely have an advantage with climate change. The Climate Vulnerability 
Assessment is incomplete because it failed to conduct a literature review which would reveal that 
naturally producing salmonids are the best management option to survive climate change.  The 
June Draft plan fails to report that hatchery populations have very low adaptive capacity and 

 
4 The ODFW climate change policy says to assess risk to “native” fish. Hatchery fish are native and must have a risk 
assessment. 
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cannot be expected to adapt to climate change.  The qualitative, coarse, and subjective analysis 
failed to provide any specific management direction, mitigation technique or recommend 
modification of fish hatchery programs. 
 
16.  For the Rogue Summer Steelhead SMU, Desired Status is to maintain the current 

Sensitive classification (Table 7). P.34 
 
Managing sensitive classification is entirely unacceptable for summer steelhead. ODFW needs to 
make upgrading the summer steelhead status the top priority in this plan. The ODFW knows 
what is needed for summer steelhead, but the plan lacks the vision and commitment to 
accomplish recovery systematically at a large scale.  
 
There is no listing of priority streams for summer steelhead restoration. I will list a few possible 
projects.  Perhaps acclimation ponds for hatchery winter steelhead on Jump Off Joe Creek could 
be abandoned in favor of restoring summer steelhead habitat. Any ponds built could rear age 0 
summer steelhead captured from desiccating streambeds (could be difficult keeping the water 
cool). Sedimentation in upper Kane Creek from motorcycle trails and logging is very bad but can 
be corrected. Numerous culverts for driveways may need passage improvement. My former 
driveway on Cheney Creek tributary was a migration block to about a mile of perennial stream 
suitable for summer steelhead. Improving summer steelhead would also improve coho habitat at 
many locations. The goal to improve the classification must be in the plan to help drive the 
funding and get everybody on the same page for restoring/protecting urbanizing summer 
steelhead habitat. There needs to be more analysis of the stream-by-stream needs. Merely 
identifying a numeric goal of 11,000 fish (buried in Appendix V p.181 near the end of the 
document) is not going to motivate large scale conservation. 

 

17. The Plan is defective because there are no stock-recruit analyses for Rogue summer 

steelhead and no analysis of probability of extinction. 

The June draft does not present any spawner-recruit analyses for summer steelhead, although 
there are three data sets that could be assessed (Huntley Park passage estimates for composite 
populations along with Gold Ray Dam passage estimates for early-run and late-run fish in the 
Upper Rogue population). Gold Ray Dam passage estimates were used to build a spawner-recruit 
relationship for winter steelhead, but not summer steelhead.  Enumeration methods were exactly 
the same.  The Plan arbitrarily failed to develop spawner-recruit relationships for summer 
steelhead from Gold Ray Dam passage. Similarly, spawner-recruit relationship was not 
developed for late-run summer steelhead that passed Huntley Park.  Chilcote (1998) developed 
spawner-recruit relationships for both races of steelhead that passed Gold Ray Dam, however, 
the June Draft failed to update this analyses. 

Citations not in Draft Plan 

Chilcote, M.W.  1998.  Conservation status of steelhead in Oregon.  Information Report 98-3.  
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Portland. 
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To:  Dan Vandyke, Steve Mazur, Chris Lorion,  Tom Stahl, Shaun Clements 
From: Rich Nawa 
Subject:  Rogue-South Coast Multi-Species Conservation and Management Plan (RSP)  
Habitat Management Strategies and Actions (MSAs) ODFW Draft Concepts  
for Habitat Work Group Meetings September 29-30, 2020  
Date: October 13, 2020 
 
I participated in the September 30 zoom meeting and made numerous oral comments which I 
expect to be addressed. I am providing these written comments to supplement my oral ones. 
 
Climate Change Risk Assessment p.27 
 
On at least 2 occasions the ODFW provided a PowerPoint overview of likely and ongoing 
adverse climate change effects to native fishes.  However these presentations did not provide 
population scale analysis or metrics useful for commenting on ODFW RSP proposals to 
expanded hatchery fish programs or making recommendations for management changes based 
on climate/ocean change threats. 
 
Proposed hatchery fish releases, targets and limits 
 
The following is excerpted from June 24-25 Management Strategies and Actions p. 7-8: 
 
B. Establish Hatchery Management Targets and Limits  
Proposed Action:  
1. Hatchery programs will be managed to meet smolt release targets in Table 1, as well as stay 
within limits and meet hatchery harvest/mitigation targets in Table 2.  
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Prior to and during the June stakeholder meeting when hatchery fish management was put out for 
review, myself and other stakeholders made a formal request for the Department to convene an 
ad hoc independent science team to assist and collaborate with the stakeholders for hatchery fish 
proposals and harvest proposals that could be affected by climate change (this request was 
consistent with both the Native Fish Policy and the Climate Change Policy). However, the 
Department refused our request and we were told to reach consensus without an independent 
science team for collaboration and scientific analysis with respect to climate change. 
 
In August, the Department did convene and independent science team to assist with risk 
assessment regarding climate change. Stakeholders were not informed about this climate change 
assessment process and were required to complete input during the final August meeting. Thus, 
stakeholders were not informed in a timely manner about climate change effects with respect to 
RSP hatchery fish proposals and harvest proposals. 
 
Hatchery fish populations must be assessed for climate risk  
. 
At the Sept 30 meeting I stated that since hatchery populations are native fish they must be 
assessed consistent with Climate Change policy and Native Fish Policy. This would include an 
analysis for both early and fall returning hatchery summer steelhead, Rogue hatchery winter sth, 
Applegate hatchery winter sth, Chetco hatchery winter sth. and Rogue hatchery coho salmon.  
 
Crozier et al. states:  “While hatchery management will also need to adjust to climate change [37], 
different metrics than those evaluated here are needed to characterize vulnerability in hatchery 
stocks.”  
 
Any hatchery management proposal needs to scientifically demonstrate that benefits from the 
management outweigh the risks to naturally produced fish. Specifically the Department 
recommendation to take naturally spawning Rogue winter steelhead from spawning streams to 
artificially breed with hatchery fish has no benefit for natural production. This is particularly true 
when escapement is uncertain due to climate change.  I strongly oppose the Department proposal 
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to take naturally spawning winter sth for breeding in the hatchery. All naturally spawning fish 
are needed to ensure maximization of adaptive capacity in the face of climate change 
uncertainty. Also some wild winter steelhead volitionally enter the hatchery and are artificially 
bred.  Volitional entry is the status quo risk.any additional taking of natural spawners would 
unnecessarily increase risk to native fish natural production 
 
 
Early returning summer sth must be assessed separate from fall returning summer steelhead 
 
Stakeholder input resulted in consensus to manage and monitor the early returning summer 
steelhead component of the population distinct from fall returning summer steelhead. However, 
Table 5 fails to provide a separate line for early returning summer steelhead. Analyzing these 
two “stocks” is relevant since run timing is important for evaluating climate change risk. 
Combining them will result in flawed and incomplete analysis. 
 
Varying numbers of smolt releases need to be comparatively assessed  
 
 Consensus was reached at the August meeting to re-evaluate the ca 1997 Governor’s task force 
decision to greatly increase summer steelhead smolt releases far beyond the required 500 fish 
mitigation standard.  Thus, I recommend conducting risk analysis  for the proposed 220, 000 
summer sth smolt release as compared to a much lower number that was used during the 1980s 
or even minimum smolt realeases to obtain hatchery returns of 500 fish. Currently hatchery 
returns average 3,000.   Obviously reduced smolt releases will have lower PHOS  and reduced in 
river  and ocean  competition for food and space.  Analysis must include spring Chinook releases 
as this constitutes a cumulative effect, however, sth releases  and residuals likely adversely 
Chinook smolts via predation. 
 
 
Klamath River summer steelhead 
Apparently the hatchery summer steelhead releases from Iron Gate hatchery have been 
discontinued due to poor returns associated  with climate change.  Catch and release fishing now 
supports a viable guide industry because wild populations remain substantial.  The naturally 
produced run now benefits from 0% PHOS and no competition from hatchery fish. There is no 
hatchery fish residuals.  Climate change risk from artificial production has been eliminated with 
no economic consequences. The Department needs to  fully evaluate the apparent benefits 
realized in the Klamath with the elimination of the summer sth hatchery releases.  I assert that 
reducing the summer sth program to the required 500 fish would have  benefits to the naturally 
produced fish with little economic loss. These reductions are also supported by the “sensitive” 
designation. I do not think it appropriate to swamp natural production of a sensitive fish with 
artificial production in face of climate/ocean change. 
 
 
Off station releases of summer and winter sth must be compared to limiting releases to Cole 
Rivers hatchery (no off station releases) 
 



 R. Nawa  comments  regarding Habitat Work Group Meetings September 29-30, 2020       Page 4 of 12 
 

Off station releases must be compared to releases solely from Cole Rivers hatchery as was the 
standard for decades.  Off station releases increases the risk due to increases in PHOS as 
compared to releases solely from Cole Rivers hatchery.  Also it’s risky to have Applegate winter 
sth spawning with Middle Rogue winter steelhead. 
 
PHOS is underestimated. 
 The Department needs to calculate how many hatchery summer sth are free to spawn naturally 
each year because they are not harvested or do not end up in the hatchery. Whatever it is, it could 
be greatly reduced by simply reducing smolt realeases. 
 
The yearly percent of hatchery summer sth adults and half pounder fish from Huntley Park seine 
counts must be displayed and assessed.  
 
 Analysis would be for early component, fall component and combined. Has the percent hatchery 
fish form seine counts in the 2 life stages changed over time?  What percent of hatchery fish for 
the 2 life stages constitutes a risk?  Would climate change  likely result in increasing hatchery 
component of run?  Is this an acceptable risk? I think not. 
 
Percent adult summer sth return from hatchery releases 
The percent adult return of hatchery smolts must be assessed  for the data of record.  Would 
climate/ocean change be expected to reduce percent adult return? And if so at what point do low 
returns mean that risks from hatchery production outweigh economic benefits. 
 
 Federally listed Coho salmon hatchery releases increased. 
 
The Department is proposing to increase coho salmon smolt releases and pursue harvest of wild 
coho. Coho hatchery  releases encourages a fishery in the estuary and ocean that results in 
incidental take of coho up to 15% of the run.  Would eliminating the coho salmon hatchery 
population decrease risk to the naturally produced population? 
 
Disease 
 
Hatchery fish are known vectors of disease.  Is there increased risk from disease to hatchery fish 
with climate change? 
 
Fire 
Hatcheries are now at risk for fire damage due in part from climate change. One must almost 
assume that Cole Rivers Hatchery and/or Elk Creek Hatchery will have fire damage in the  
future. Assertions by the Department that hatcheries are a safe haven during climate change are 
not valid. Rock Creek hatchery was severely damaged by fire recently and Umpqua salmon were 
brought to Cole Rivers hatchery. What are the risks for moving salmon from fire damaged 
hatcheries to out of basin facilities? Obviously, fish in the natural rivers are at much lower risk 
than fish in concrete runways with artificial water supplies. 
 
 
Climate Change Risk Evaluation-Summary 



 R. Nawa  comments  regarding Habitat Work Group Meetings September 29-30, 2020       Page 5 of 12 
 

 
The Habitat MSAs p. 27 states:  
 

“It is also important to note that many of the projected changes in the freshwater 
areas are lower in magnitude than those observed following alteration of habitat 
for human uses. Thus, there is potential to mitigate against change by actions to 
restore or enhance habitat.”  

 
Piecemeal or opportunistic mitigation at the stream segment scale cannot possibly compensate 
for  relentless climate change impacts at the Rogue Basin scale. In addition large scale adverse 
impacts from logging are cumulative and not being mitigated effectively.  
 
Limiting Factors p. 30 
 
A review of the literature and my professional experience strongly suggests that sediment is at 
least a  secondary limiting factor for all populations within both Coastal Stratum and Rogue 
Stratum.  While the effects of sedimentation are easily documented in decomposed granite 
streams (Evans Creek, Jump-off Joe Creek, Ashland Creek and others) all watersheds are 
significantly sediment impaired due to extensive and recurring logging and high densities of 
logging roads. This is particularly true for sediment sensitive coho salmon. NMFS reports that 
95% of harmful fine sediment in streams comes from logging roads because roads are connected 
to the stream system during high intensity rainfall. 
 
Firman et al. 2011:440 state:  “In general, coho salmon densities (peak count of adults per 
kilometer) were greatest in river reaches within landscapes of undeveloped forest land with little 
area in weak rock types, areas with low densities of cattle and roads, and areas with a 
relatively large range in winter temperatures.” (emphasis added)  Other researchers have found 
that the first few logging entries into watersheds results in sedimentation that  results in a 
disproportionate decrease in aquatic production ( BC Carnation Creek studies and others). 
Sediment in many streams can appear innocuous because we do not recognize the severely  
degraded baseline. 
 
Anlauf et al. 2009:8 reports “Compared to conditions in streams with minimal human 
disturbance, amounts of large wood are low in all monitoring areas. In addition, amounts of fine 
sediment are higher than reference conditions. The lack of large wood and relatively high 
amount of fine sediment was evident across all land use types.”  At a stakeholder meeting I asked 
Kara if similar analysis cold be done for Rogue and South Coast..she said yes. I contend that 
such an analysis would show significant sediment impairment in most watersheds and not be 
limited to decomposed granite areas. 
 
Frissell et al. 1997 provides an in depth case history of how logging and subsequent 
sedimentation has greatly impaired highly erosive Klamath Mountains streams with emphasis on 
Euchre Creek. We found that the sedimentation was so severe in Euchre Creek that coho salmon 
had been extirpated from the mainstem. We found several feet of deposition in Deep Creek, a 
tributary to the Pistol River, due to landsliding on logged over lands.  In stark contrast, 
sedimentation in Dry Creek was non-existant because the watershed is protected in Grassy Knob 
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Wilderness. Dry Creek is one of the most productive Chinook salmon streams on the south 
Coast.   
 
Erosion rates and bedload in coastal streams is much higher than in interior Rogue basins. Fall 
spawning salmon redds in heavily logged tribs (e.g. Edson Creek) are often buried in sediment or 
eggs are scoured out as the thalweg shifts in unstable stream channels (see Nawa and Frissell 
1993). 
 
Conclusion: There is no scientific basis to exclude all watersheds as at least being secondarily 
limited by sediment. In coastal streams and tribs, sediment is likely the primary limiting factor 
for fall spawning salmon,  
 
 
 
2. Habitat Access – Diversion  
 
Please add the following: 
 
2.3   Department monitoring and/or irrigator reporting will ensure that each push up dam is at 
least notched by November 1.  
 
 
3. Habitat Access – Peripheral Connection  
 
3.3. Work with partners to conduct general outreach on the importance of large woody debris in 
maintaining connectivity with off channel habitats through instream structure.  
 
3.3 wording is confusing or plain wrong.  Suggested wording : ALL large wood must be maintained in all 
channels and associated floodplains.  Debris jams must not be altered or removed when associated with 
side channel development. 
 
3.4. Work with restoration partners to re-connect side channels and increase floodplain connectivity 
in mainstem rivers at specific priority sites.  
 
 I oppose artificially “re-connecting” side channels at upstream confluence because this action can have 
unintended adverse impacts such as stream capture by side channel and stranding of fish because 
artificial channel goes subsurface later in summer.   A less risky technique is to re-connect at 
downstream confluence to create alcove during summer or spring fed side channel  and let winter flows 
create side channel flow when its needed the most as refugia from peak flows.  Large scale projects such 
as the channel reconstruction at Denman for Little Butte Creek require sophisticated engineering by 
experienced consultants. 
 
4. Water Quality – Temperature  
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4.1. *Promote riparian protection through public outreach and coordination with entities with 
regulatory authority.  
 
I recommend that the plan identify standards and criteria for stream protections from 2016 BLM 
RMP for SW Oregon as minimums when the Department is providing input to other agencies.  
These standards were the result of a multi-year science based planning process and have been 
approved via 2 NMFS Biological Opinions for coho salmon. Since these standards are being 
implemented on BLM lands, it makes sense to strive for these standards on co-mingled private 
lands.  They would also be useful when implementing restoration such as replanting damaged 
riparian areas.  
 

New information indicates that  no commercial cut buffers for shade on private lands  are 
inadequate to prevent loss of shade and  prevent stream temperature increases.  The BLM and 
EPA modeled shade loss with 60 ft no cut buffers and found several instances where there 
would  be 3% or greater shade loss to the stream.  See USDI BLM 2016 pages 373-384. 
These results are consistent with Lienenbach 2013.  BLM  subsequently adopted 120 ft no 
cut buffers for perennial and fish bearing streams and 50 ft no cut on intermittent streams to 
be in compliance with the ESA and CWA ( USDI BLM 2016:82). I provide an excerpt from 
BLM Poor Windy EA (Glendale area) that illustrates inner zone no cut buffers of 120 ft for 
perennial and 50 ft for intermittent. These no cut standards are also identified in NMFS 
programmatic Biological Opinions for BLM  (WCR-20177574 <https://go.usa.gov/xnMxR> ).                  
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Figure B-2 p. 86 excerpted from BLM Poor Windy Environmental Assessment. 
https://go.usa.gov/xnMxR   NMFS and EPA have approved these no cut inner zone standards 
(solid line) which are twice what are commonly used on private lands.    
 

The USDI/BLM 2016: 5 states:  

“In their review of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the Environmental 
Protection Agency expressed their support for the riparian strategy of the 
Proposed RMP, and stated, “We find this approach to be fully responsive to 
the identified purpose and need in the FEIS” (EPA, 2016, p. 1). In their 
biological opinion on the Proposed RMP, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service concluded that the Proposed RMP will protect stream shade and keep 
stream shade reduction to limited occurrences; will result in overall increases 
in large wood and resilience to fires over the long term which will outweigh 
the short-term effects of thinning and fuels reduction;” 

 
Streams which meander in alluvial valleys would have no cut riparian to include the meander 
belt which could be quite large for some streams. 

https://go.usa.gov/xnMxR
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The plan needs to list streams with recent temp increases likely due to climate change. Where are 
the hot spots?  The plan also needs to explain that mainstem increases often do not limit juvenile 
production because mainstems do not rear many juveniles. For example, no coho rear in the 
mainstem Ilinois. I have observed that rainbow trout of several age classes are found 
concentrated where super-critical flows exist.  Most of the habitat in the mainstem Illinois 
(>95%) is solely occupied by warm water fishes. 
 
5. Water Quality – Toxic Pollutants  
 
5.1. Recommend NOAA investigate the prevalence of copper and pesticides in the Bear Creek 
watershed.  
 
NMFS has researched this issue.   
 
Fiest et al. 2011 reports: “ In the Pacific Northwest of the United States, adult coho salmon 
(Oncorhynchus kisutch) returning from the ocean to spawn in urban basins of the Puget Sound 
region have been prematurely dying at high rates (up to 90% of the total runs) for more than a 
decade. The current weight of evidence indicates that coho deaths are caused by toxic chemical 
contaminants in land-based runoff to urban streams during the fall spawning season.” 
 
The issue of pesticides has been studied by Laetz et al 2009 who report that:  
“We observed addition and synergism, with a greater degree of synergism at higher exposure 
concentrations. Several combinations of organophosphates were lethal at concentrations that 
were sublethal in single-chemical trials.” 
 
 NMFS reports that irrigators refuse to cooperate with ODA/DEQ to voluntarily implement 
BMPs to limit pesticides into Bear Creek. Monitoring pesticides is very expensive and it’s 
difficult to detect pesticide pulses. 
 
The current efforts to filter out toxic ash from storm drains is needed annually to reduce the toxic 
soup pollution of Bear Creek, however, I doubt even super human efforts can reduce pollution in 
Bear Creek to levels that would support viable coho salmon. About the best we can do is provide  
easy passage for coho to upper Bear Creek and Neil Creek where they would have a fighting 
chance. 
 
  
 
6. Water Quality – Sedimentation  
 
6.1. Work with partners to implement best management practices that reduce sediment sources in  
heavily logged and roaded watersheds in both the Rogue and South Coast streams, especially where 
highly erosive soils/geology exist (e.g.decomposed granite (DG) is dominant).  
• Support BLM efforts to minimize road miles in DG-dominated watersheds  
• Recommend caution with fuels reduction in watersheds with DG to minimize chronic input.  
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• Implement storm proofing of roads to disconnect the road system from the stream system in priority 
watersheds. Install critical dips at stream crossings to prevent  the road from capturing flow from flooding 
streams/debris flows. Emphasis would be on smaller summer sth and coho watersheds where spawning is 
concentrated. 

• Eliminate or reduce wet season log haul in priority watersheds. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Water Quantity – Low  
 
Widespread replacement of old growth/mature forests with young Douglas fir stands has created 
summer low flow deficits of 50% or more in small headwater streams often used by coho and 
steelhead(see Perry and Jones 2017, Segura et al. 2020, and Coble et al. 2020)   
 
The Habitat MSAs p. 20 states  “but if such disturbances keep forests in earlier seral stages, an 
increase in the water demand from the vegetation for transpiration may reduce low flows 
(Perry and Jones 2017). “  (emphasis added).  There is no justification for the qualifier “may”.   
“May“ needs to  be replaced with “will”. Perry and Jones 2017, Segura et al. 2020, and Coble et 
al. 2020 have shown with empirical data (not modeling) that logging has resulted in summer 
low flow deficits of  up to 50% or more that persist for at least 45 years or more. Paired 
watershed studies indicate the logging effects are greater than climate effects on summer low 
flows. The logging effects will exacerbate ongoing low flow depletion caused by climate change. 
 
 
8.6. Work with forest interests to evaluate ways to increase summer flows 
through forest management.  
 
 Low flow deficits cannot be mitigated in the short term due to ongoing clear- cut logging on both 
private and BLM lands.  Low flow deficits could be stabilized by protecting old growth/mature forests in 
headwater areas. 
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Other Management Strategies and Actions (MSAs) p.39 
 
Table 9. 
II. Hatcheries  

 

• Minimizing Risk From Rogue Mitigation Production  
 
 The plan needs to consider an alternative that would reduce summer sth smolts to achieve 
minimum mitigation standard (500) or  reduce smolt realeases to1980s smolt numbers. 
Reducing smolt releases and limiting releases to Cole Rivers would be the most certain way to 
minimize risk to naturally producing summer steelhead, a sensitive population. 
 
Similarly, elimination of coho smolt production would minimize incidental take of wild coho 
in the estuary and reduce river/ocean competition with artificially produced fish.  The coho 
hatchery production serves no conservation purpose and is a hindrance to recovering naturally 
producing coho salmon. 
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