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SUMMARY MEETING REPORT  
 

Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee (MAFAC)  
Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force (CBP Task Force)  

Via webinar – June 2 & 3, 2020 
 

 

OVERVIEW 
 
The Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee (MAFAC) Columbia Basin Partnership (CBP) Task 
Force met on June 2 and 3, 2020. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the meeting was converted to a 
webinar format. Barry Thom, Regional Administrator for the West Coast Region, Michael Tehan, 
Assistant Regional Administrator for the Interior Columbia Basin, and Heidi Lovett, Policy Analyst 
and MAFAC Assistant Designated Federal Officer, represented NOAA Fisheries leadership at the 
meeting. 
 
Attendance included 27 CBP Task Force members (see Appendix A for list) representing Columbia 
River Basin (the basin) tribal and state sovereigns (including the states of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
and Washington) and stakeholders throughout the basin.  
 
Over the course of the meeting, CBP Task Force members discussed the following topics with each 
other and NOAA Fisheries staff:  
 

• Welcome, Opening Remarks, Proposed Agenda, and Updates Around the Region 

• Review Draft Phase 2 Report Outline 

• Seek Concurrence on Quantitative Goals 

• Finalizing the Scenarios Section of the Final Report 

• Seek Alignment on SCEE Section of Final Report  

• Review, Discuss, and Seek Concurrence on CBP Key Messages 

• Proposed Path Forward Recommendations, Provide Updates and Discussion on Path 
Forward 

• Public Input 

• Approach for Completing Phase 2 Report  

• Confirm Next Steps and Upcoming Meeting Topics 
 
This report summarizes the major meeting discussions, action items, and next steps for the CBP 

Task Force. 

 

 

 

 

 



Draft Document  For Review and Comment 
 

MAFAC CBP - June 2 and 3 Meeting Summary - final draft 7.22.20 Page 2 of 14 

 
DAY 1 – June 2, 2020 

 
1. Welcome, Opening Remarks, Proposed Agenda, and Updates Around the Region 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West, Task Force Members 
Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, welcomed the Task Force and thanked them for taking the time to join the 

webinar. He acknowledged the unique circumstances and inability to meeting in person due to the COVID-

19 pandemic and reminded the group that the focus of the meeting is to determine what is needed to finish 

the Phase 2 Report.  

Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West, thanked members for joining the webinar and stated that she sees the group 

acting as a role model for finding common ground on contentious topics. She encouraged the group to look 

for areas where they can align and build from there. She noted that the goal of the meeting was to seek 

concurrence and alignment on the Quantitative Goals and Key Messages and review and discuss other major 

work products.  

Deb walked participants through the proposed agenda and meeting logistics. The agenda topics for Day 1 
included updates around the region, a review of the draft Phase 2 Report outline, an opportunity to seek 
concurrence on Quantitative Goals, finalize the Scenarios section of the final report, and seek alignment on 
the SCEE section of final report. On Day 2, the agenda topics including reviewing, discussing, and seeking 
concurrence on CBP Key Messages, reviewing proposed Path Forward Recommendations, an update and 
discussion on the Path Forward, an opportunity for public input, the approach for completing the Phase 2 
Report, and confirming next steps and upcoming meeting topics. 

  
2. Updates Around the Region 

Deb Nudelman, K&W, Task Force Members 

Deb Nudelman, K&W, asked Task Force members to share updates relevant to the Task Force process. 

Many Task Force members did not have updates to provide but did offer their appreciation to the Project 

Team and small groups for moving the report forward.  

Paul Arrington, Idaho Water Users Association, gave an update on the Idaho Governor’s Salmon Work 

Group. He stated that the group continues to meet and that they have transitioned from an education phase 

to a policy recommendation phase. They have heard report outs from small groups who focused on each of 

the four H’s (Harvest, Habitat, Hydro, and Hatcheries) to help form policy recommendations to submit to 

the governor. The group will have a final product by the end of the year.  

Justin Hayes, Idaho Conservation League, stated that restoring salmon and Steelhead to the cultures who 

need them is part of social justice and that the group has a responsibility to step into that space. 

Joe Lucas, __, reported that energy and salmon meetings continue to move forward. The group has formed 

two caucuses, one made up of power/utility representatives and the other made up of non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs). The utility caucus has been working to figure out how, if, and under what terms, they 

might engage their demands, hopes, and requirements related to the future of the hydro system. He noted 

that he sees this as a monumental decision whether they would consider and address the NGOs’ 

recommendations or if concerns would prevent that engagement.  

Rob Masonis, Trout Unlimited, stated that he appreciates being part of a community that is working to find a 

better future for the basin and that the events that are going on in the world makes him appreciate it more.  
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Jim McKenna, State of Oregon, noted that there are enormous challenges ahead of the group and that they 

can only be solved with trust in the conversations. He thinks the Partnership is a great example of open 

communication and trust.   

Guy Norman, Northwest Power and Conservation Council from Washington, noted that the path forward 

conversation is still ongoing.  

Patty O’Toole, Northwest Power and Conservation Council, stated that the Council is still in the amendment 

process and that they have their draft document on goals and indicators out for public review. The Council 

will have a public hearing on June 15th.   

Zach Penney, Columbia Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC), announced that CRITFC was able to have 

Barry Thom and Katherine Cheney from NOAA in front of their Commission in mid-May and noted that 

the Commissioners are supportive of where the process is going. The tribes appreciate the relationships that 

have been built but there are still some other discussions that need to happen around the Quantitative Goals.  

Paul Ward, Yakama Nation, stated that the Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery Board is looking to contract 

with the Ruckelshaus Center and that they are excited about the work, which is similar to this process in 

many ways.  

 

3. Updated on CBP Final Work Products Status  

Barry Thom and Katherine Cheney, NOAA Fisheries 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, gave an update on the current status of the final CBP work products. He 

noted that during the meeting they are seeking concurrence and agreement on Goals and Key Messages and 

alignment around the other work that needs to be checked off. The Project Team and volunteers from the 

Task Force will provide an update to MAFAC at the end of June. Additionally, there will be a Task Force 

webinar scheduled in July to continue progress towards the final report. Over the next few months, the 

Project Team draft a complete report and the Task Force will have the opportunity to provide comments 

before the layout is finalized. In September, the Task Force will have its final meeting and the Project Team 

will develop materials to help members share the report more widely in the fall. Finally, Barry noted that the 

Project Team will report to MAFAC around the end of the year. MAFAC will then decide whether to 

forward the report to the NOAA administrator. 

Katherine Cheney, NOAA Fisheries, noted that the Project Team is hoping to receive feedback on all draft 

report sections by June 22. Authors of the scenarios review the summaries of their sections by June 12 to 

make sure that the summary is reflective and acceptable. Katherine stated that she would then share the 

introductory report chapters in mid-June and that the Project Team will share a full draft of the report to the 

Task Force in July. 

Katherine then gave more details on specific sections of the Phase 2 Report: 

• The Executive Summary will be written last with the first couple of chapters of the report, including 

the Introduction, a summary of Phase 1, and an overview of Phase 2, getting to the editing team 

earlier.  

• The Key Messages section will be discussed on the Day 2 of the meeting. 

• The Qualitative Goals are complete and will include tables from the Phase 1 Report.  

• There are a couple of outstanding issues in the Quantitative Goals section for the Task Force to 

discuss.  
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• The Task Force was sent the complete documentation of the Biological Analysis, and the Project 

Team is looking for comments by June 22. Out of that documentation material, the Project Team 

will pull summary information into a report chapter that the Task Force will see in July.  

• For the Social, Cultural, Environmental, and Economic (SCEE) section, the Project Team has 

drafted summaries and asked that the individual authors review them carefully to make sure the 

Project Team represented their perspectives and views appropriately. She noted that BJ Kieffer is 

considering submitting a piece for Spokane tribe, Deb Marriott has offered to submit an estuary 

piece and there will be an Idaho project example as well, all of which will come in by June 22..  

• The Scenarios chapter is partially drafted. 

• The biological strategies section just has examples in two different areas.  

• The Path Forward recommendations will be worked on during Day 2 of the meeting.  

• The appendices are out for review or will be shortly.  

Katherine explained that the report will move into production in August, and the Project Team will be asking 

for photos and testimonials.  

Task Force members shared the following reflections, comments, and questions on the proposal. 

➢ One member asked that individual emails be sent out, so each Task Member knows their 
responsibilities. 

➢ Another member mentioned that during Phase 1 the Task Force gave themselves assignments and 
tasks to do a blanketed outreach of individual communities and wondered if that should be done 
again.  

o Katherine stated that that is always a good idea. She added that at the end of September the 
Task Force will have PowerPoint slides and common messages that will help with outreach 
and communications.  

 
Deb Nudelman, K&W, noted that the Project Team continues to hope that the September meeting can be in 
person.  The team will assess logistics and give the Task Force an update as soon as possible. 
 

4. Seek Concurrence on Quantitative Goals 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, and Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, gave a detailed update on the current status of the Quantitative Goals. He 

noted that two pieces of material were distributed including the draft report chapter and a detailed appendix 

including two, three-page stock summaries that contain the basis for the approach and compilation of stock 

specific numbers for natural and hatchery production. He mentioned that there was a lot of discussion on the 

Snake River Goals and a few other questions in terms of how the goals will be used. He noted that as goals 

become more detailed, the implications for how to apply them become more important.  

Barry continued, saying that the goals represent the vision of what the Task Force wants to see in a 

measurable way and that they are not regulatory but aspirational. The hope is the regional managers will adopt 

the goals and work towards making them happen. He emphasized that it will require the entire Task Force to 

achieve the goals and that no one group will achieve their goals without broad support from others. Barry 

noted that there are existing management decision processes the goals need to move through and that each 

process has its own nuances to navigate.  

Finally, Barry mentioned that different areas of the basin are probably going to take different paths and time 

frames for different stocks. Each area has unique challenges to address and that there is no reason for an area 
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to be impeded by another area’s pace. That flexibility is expected given such a large and complex basin. 

Additionally, the feasibility, funding, and priorities will all have to be addressed in the existing management 

process. Barry noted that the Goals are one piece of information for those forums, and that the other 

components, including SCEE and scenarios, can be used to inform those processes as well. He finished by 

stating that the importance of the goals is to align the group in the long term. The entire Task Force is 

shooting for the same aspirations and they will need to work together to achieve this alignment.  

Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West, thanked Barry for the introduction and noted that a number Task Force 

members have been in touch around the Goals. Specifically, there are two areas that need more conversation 

and the Project Team wanted to try to respect that while at the same time staying true to the deadlines for 

wrapping up the work of the Task Force. Deb stated that now was the time to honor the amount of work 

that people feel is finished, seek concurrence on those pieces, and give some space for discussion on the few 

topics that need more work. Deb proposed that the Task Force take some time for discussion as needed and 

share a bit about the areas that still need some work. Then, let the others do the work via email and provide 

concurrence for the Task Force to allow the Goals to move forward.  

Scott Hauser, Upper Snake River Tribes Foundation (USRT), gave an update on the conversation around the 

blocked area goals. He stated that USRT has continued to have conversations with Idaho and that Tucker 

Jones and Jim McKenna were helpful in taking USRT’s quantitative goals from their management plan and 

making them more specific with medium and high goals for the Upper Snake. He continued, saying that 

USRT and the member tribes were very supportive of the goals and the narrative. The Tribe is appreciative of 

the time that staff spent working through the goals and retrofitting them for the report. They continue to 

have a few conversations with a Task Force member about some potential tweaks, otherwise they are very 

happy with what they submitted to the group and are open to continue any conversations that may come up.  

Paul Arrington, Idaho Water Users Association, noted that he and Scott continue to have good conversation 

about minor tweaks to the language. They are working down the path and anticipate they will know where 

they are shortly. 

Zach Penney, Columbia Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC), gave an update on Nez Perce discussions, 

noting that the dialog is ongoing, with a lot of the early discussions focused on Hells Canyon while the 

inclusion of Clearwater goals caught some by surprise. He noted that his directive is that Nez Perce wants 

those goals in the report and that he is trying to be respectful of that. Additionally, goals for Warm Springs 

are still under review. Overall, in terms of concurrence, Zach does not have word whether they approve or 

oppose the goals.  

Mike Edmondson, Idaho Governor's Office of Species Conservation, noted that the Nez Perce had proposed 

additional goals for the South Fork River and the Sockeye population in Warm Lake, Warm Springs, and 

Payette Lake. All of these are either in a connected area or an area that is already under the governor’s policy 

directive. He stated that the only issue is Clearwater, which came up after the Governor set the policy. Mike 

stated that it is going to be hard to get the Governor’s office to focus on this piece and if it can’t get it done, 

they can try to find language to not hold the process up. He finished by stating that everyone is in 

communication and the group can keep marching forward. 

Task Force members shared the following reflections, comments, and questions on the status of the 

Quantitative Goals. 

➢ One member suggested an edit to a paragraph in Appendix A in the Quantitative Goals and wanted 
to know the status of that edit.  
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o Ray Beamesderfer, NOAA Fisheries, noted that the edit, which asked to remove a focus on 
blocked areas in a discussion about different methodologies, was accepted and did not seem 
controversial.  

➢ Another member asked if that future edits be made in track changes to make it easier to track 
different versions that are sent to the Task Force. 

➢ A member noted that one concern from the treaty tribes was a table five years down the road having 
unintended consequences. It is not just about protecting existing efforts, but finding other funding 
mechanisms to pay for things that are not currently being done. 

➢ One member noted that they have heard rumblings that this document will be the “end all be all” 
and that it will manage the basin for the next 50 years. They noted it was something to talk about 
further.  

 

Barry Thom asked if, outside of the areas that still need discussion, if there are were any other areas Task 

Force members would want to highlight that still need to be addressed. 

Tom Dresser, Public Utility District of Grant County, stated there are no major concerns for the mid-

Columbia Public Utility Districts and that it will come down to messaging the intent of the Phase 2 Report. 

He noted that people want to know how this will impact requirements. It is important for it to be concise and 

communicated in the key messages document.  

Jim McKenna, State of Oregon, stated that these conversations are critical. He noted that when looking at the 

document, it is hard to put the information into the context of the entire effort and to see how subsections 

dovetail with the overall effort. If people just go to one chapter, it may be misinterpreted.  

Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West, asked for concurrence on all the Quantitative Goals outside of the areas that 

have been identified as outstanding. She received concurrence and several Task Force members highlighted 

the need to continue working to finalize the outstanding issues. Others noted the importance of the 

document and the resulting impact they hope it will have in the basin. 

 

5. Finalizing the Scenarios Section of the Final Report 

Patty Dornbusch, NOAA Fisheries 

Patty Dornbusch, NOAA Fisheries, updated the group on the status of the Scenarios section of the Phase 2 

Report. She noted that she will walk through the document and hopes to have discussion around the value of 

the Scenarios and their potential use going forward. She stated that there are four main sections of the 

Scenarios chapter:  

1) Background 

2) Summaries of scenarios 

3) Compilation of strategies 

4) Task Force reflections on common themes and points of difference  

Section 1 – The background section describes the definition and purpose of the chapter and highlights the 

steps taken to get to the set of current scenarios. It discusses how the scenarios are useful and contains 

reflections looking back on the whole process.  

Section 2 - Summaries of the scenarios in the chapter with the full scenarios being housed in an appendix. 

Section 3 - Compilation of strategies. The draft chapter is just an example of current thinking. What the 

Project Team is trying to do, which evolved out of the al a carte menu idea, is to capture the full spectrum of 
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strategies that are included without repeating each scenario word for word. The intent is also that the 

strategies captured will reflect the al a carte menu and Task Force discussions, including the regional meetings 

and submitted scenarios.  

Section 4 - Task Force reflections on common elements, unique elements, points of difference, and messages 

going forward. 

Common elements: 

• Hydro: Most recognize dam breaching as an available tool but differ on urgency. 

• Habitat: Strong support for increasing investments, and for being more strategic. 

• Harvest: Recognize harvest can be limiting factor; most highlight the importance of respecting tribal 

treat/trust rules. 

• Predation: Most call for enhanced actions. 

• Blocked areas: Overall support for continued effort toward reintroduction/mitigation. 

• Hatcheries: General agreement that they are needed to get to the goals. 

• Shared Sacrifice: Common theme, but debate remains about what equitable sharing would look like. 

Unique elements: 

• Shifts in perspective. 

• New funding sources/governance structures. 

• More integration into existing regulatory and land-use planning programs. 

• Plausible futures approach. 

• Extreme actions. 

• Innovative approaches. 

Points of difference: 

• Who should bear the SCEE burdens of recovery? 

• Value of current governance structure. 

• Appropriate path for reducing hydropower threats. 

• Some divergent views and values about hatcheries and harvest.  

Messages going forward:  

Originally, the thought was to have a small number of scenarios, analyze them and share an evaluation. 

Instead, the Project Team ended up with nine to ten scenarios and did not reach a point where they could do 

a comprehensive evaluation of them all. These are some of the messages going forward: 

• Reflect a range of views on how to achieve the goals. 

• Important to capture and preserve for future discussion and development – help set the stage for 

next set of conversations. 

• Conversation should include SCEE considerations, and exploration of tools to further analyze 

outcomes and understand uncertainties. 

• Should not be used as a platform for advocating one scenario over another, but as a means for 

creating greater understanding and moving to agreement.  
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Patty explained that the Scenarios chapter is still evolving. The Project Team has asked that scenario authors 

submit their comments and feedback by June 15, and that the Task Force’s provide general reactions and 

feedback by June 22. Specifically, their thoughts on how to shorten, refine, and potentially reshape the 

chapter. Overall, it will be important to confirm the messages within the Scenarios chapter moving forward. 

This will be done by integrating feedback from the June meeting with confirmation from the Integration 

Team.  

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, thanked the authors of the scenarios, noting that the scenarios reflect a range 

of views on how to achieve the goals and that one of the benefits is being able to capture and preserve the 

range for future work. He stated that the breadth of those strategies is important and there is really no other 

place where that has been documented.  

Ben Enticknap, Oceana, provided clarity on the scenario that he wrote with Liz Hamilton. He noted that the 

basin needs big changes when thinking about climate change, human development, and demands on the 

basin, which is why they chose to write the Fish Forever Scenario. Additionally, Ben asked for clarification on 

the All-In for Salmon Scenario, which he saw as provocative. He noted that he interpreted that scenario as 

something the authors were not truly advocating for and was hoping to get more context.  

Mike Edmondson, State of Idaho, responded to Ben’s question about the All-In Scenario. He noted that in 

reading through several of the scenarios, it dawned on a couple members of the Idaho group that the Task 

Force was not really hitting on everything, none of the scenarios proposed the most extreme strategies across 

the board. He stated that part of the reason they wrote the All-In Scenario was just to get it on paper, and 

that they were not advocating for it. 

Task Force members shared the following reflections, comments, and questions on the draft Scenarios 

Chapter: 

➢ One member noted that there are a lot of similarities in the scenarios but not a lot of reality in them. 
They mentioned that they are interested in reviewing the scenarios again and seeing if there are 
actions the group can take in the next ten years. 

➢ Another noted that they have been impressed that the Partnership has called upon itself to look out 
ahead by 25, 50, and 100 years.  

➢ A member stated that they view the scenarios as platforms to further future conversations and think 
these conversations will rely on education and discovery as well as understanding the gaps in the 
current strategies, resources, political will, etc.  

➢ One member mentioned that they think it is important that the scenarios lay out both short-term and 
long-term visions. They hoped that whatever the path forward process is, that the group look at 
some of the shorter-term scenario actions. If the group can demonstrate success there, it can help 
address some of the larger longer-term issues.  

➢ A member asked if balancing hatchery production with the Partnership goals means balancing 
hatchery with natural production goals? 

o Patty Dornbusch responded yes, the difference in terms of hatcheries is more in how 
hatcheries should be used to achieve the natural production goals. 

➢ Another member stated that the Scenarios really reflect the complexity of recovery and the diverse 
opinions of what the Partnership needs to accomplish. Additionally, with all the expertise that was 
brought to bear, the group needs to focus on the common themes that have emerged. 

➢ A member noted that the group is made up of influencers and not a lot of decision makers. They 
view this chapter as the heart of the Phase 2 effort as it gives decision makers an array of 
perspectives that could be explored or implemented.  

➢ Another member suggested having an additional Scenario that covers how the basin got to where it is 
now, a founding scenario that looks back on the basin’s history. Additionally, described a potential 
Scenario that looks forward and recognizes issues such as food security.   
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➢ One member expressed concerns about the long-term vision of the Scenarios and asked that the 
group look at more bold measures in a shorter time frame. Additionally, they brought up the idea of 
a “COVID-19 New Deal” that could help salmon and the communities that rely on them. 

➢ A member highlighted the need for short-term actions, noting that they are preparing lists of projects 
that could be down in the very short-term in the next round of stimulus funding.  
 

Patty noted that the main feedback she heard from the group that was not already included in the chapters 

was identifying near-term actions, identifying how the basin got to this point, and life post-COVID-19. She 

stated she was also hearing interest in not sacrificing the content of the Scenarios for brevity’s sake. She 

mentioned that it may be too late to create new Scenarios (e.g., post-COVID or founding scenarios) for the 

Phase 2 Report.  

 

6. Seek Alignment on SCEE Section of the Final Report 

Katherine Cheney, NOAA Fisheries  

Katherine Cheney, NOAA Fisheries, walked through the current version of the SCEE Section of the Phase 2 

Report. She explained that the chapter is a collection of considerations as offered by various Task Force 

representatives. The goal of the stories is to help future decision makers by describing the diverse interests 

across the basin and add value by highlighting the complexities of the opportunities and challenges moving 

forward. The introductory portion is where the Project Team tried to synthesize and highlight some of the 

challenges and opportunities and they are asking SCEE authors to review that section. Katherine noted that 

they hope to have a more complete chapter for all to review in July but for now, she wanted to provide an 

update on the status of the chapter and would ask the Task Force to share any observations or comments as 

they read through this draft. Katherine also noted that the Youth Engagement section is new. Katherine and 

Zach Penney reached out to many programs and college professors who passed on the survey to their 

students. They received about 64 responses and summarized that input in the SCEE chapter in response to 

two questions that were asked. Between 20-30 students asked to remain informed on the progress of the 

group.  

 

7. Reflection, Wrap up, and Prepare for Day 2 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, and Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West 

Barry thanked the Project Team and sub-teams that have worked on all components covered on day one. He 

noted that the SCEE looks good and that the Goals have been solid all along with a few pieces that require 

identifying a solution. He noted that he appreciated how far the documents progressed and that he looked 

forward to the Key Message discussion tomorrow.  

Deb thanked all of the Task Force members for their participation and noted that the Project Team and a few 

members of the Task Force worked really hard to make the Key Messages document more streamlined and 

she hoped members would read it that evening and be ready for day two of the meeting. She encouraged the 

group to recharge and connect with other Task Force members.   
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DAY 2 – June 3, 2020 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions, Reflection on Day 1 and Review Agenda for Day 2 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, and Deb Nudelman, K&W 
 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, welcomed Task Force members back for Day 2 of the meeting. He noted that 

the two most important topics to cover on day two are the Key Recommendations and the Path Forward. 

Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West, gave a brief overview of the plan for day two and introduced the first topic, 

a look at the current status of the Phase 2 Key Messages. 

2. Review, Discuss, and Seek Concurrence on CBP Key Messages  

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, and Deb Nudelman, K&W 
 

Barry kicked off the Key Messages discussion, stating that the Integration Team worked to develop a set of 

messages that are representative of the Task Force and that will resonate with members. He noted that this 

section will be a key piece that will motivate the reader of the report. He stated that the group should focus 

on sharing ideas and formalizing the Key Messages. 

Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West, reminded the Task Force that the Key Messages discussion started taking 

form around last December, with the goal of deciding how the group will message to people who have not 

participated in this process, as well as finding a way to memorialize high level recommendations to actualize 

the goals. Deb reiterated that many individual’s fingerprints are on this version of the Key Messages and they 

have tried to make the messages representative of the full Task Force. She encouraged the group not to worry 

about the order of the messages as each message serves as a standalone.  

Deb then walked through the headlines of each key message and went once around the table and asked if the 

Key Messages represent the spirit and intent of the Task Force and if they are good enough to proceed.  

Along with providing live edits to the Key Messages document during the webinar, Task Force members 

shared the following reflections, comments, and questions on the Key Messages document: 

➢ Multiple members stated that they could continue to wordsmith but that overall, they were fine with 
the Key Messages. 

➢ One member suggested highlighting the fact that salmon’s impact goes beyond the basin, to a 
national and international scale.  

➢ Another member noted that it is imperative not just to find new funding but to look back on the 
money already spent to see how best to allocate the funding the basin already has. 

➢ A few members discussed how the Key Messages need to be short and impactful enough to provide 
to decision makers. 

➢ Other members stated that the document makes it seem like there are no single actions that can be 
made in the basin to make a difference, when in reality that is a possibility.  

➢ A member suggested adding in language about adaptive management. 

➢ A common theme among members was the need to make the Key Messages more actionable. 

➢ Multiple members discussed making the Key Messages bolder and innovative. 

➢ Members suggested that the messages were too “human focused” and did not talk enough about 
what salmon need and the urgency of the situation.  
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➢ Multiple members stressed the importance of highlighting the societal shift that will need to take 
place for the group’s goals to be met.  

➢ A member suggested that when discussing new funding the messages should capture that those who 
created the problems are the ones who need to pay for the solutions.  

➢ Another member suggested making more of an effort to highlight habitat in the messages. 

➢ One member stated that it is critical to discuss the role that science needs to play in the decision-
making process and that the focus needs to be on salmon recovery, not just economic innovations. 

➢ A member asked about the expected length of the report.  
o Katherine responded that she expects the final, printed report will be just under 200 pages. 

➢ Multiple members stated that the Key Messages should be thought of as a sort of marketing tool and 
noted that many people who do not read the entire report may only read the Key Messages section.  

 

Deb Nudelman wrapped up the conversation. She thanked Task Force members for their input and 

recognized that the Key Messages still need more work. It was decided that a small group would be formed to 

take the input received during the Task Force meeting and develop a new iteration of the Key Messages 

document. That small group included Deb Marriot, Paul Arrington, and Jim McKenna. Deb asked that all 

Task Members submit any additional comments or notes regarding the Key Messages discussion to the 

Project Team to help assist the small group in drafting the next version of the document. 

 

3. Public Input 

Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West  

Deb asked audience members if anyone would like to share public comments. Public comments are listed 

below: 

• Wendy McDermott, American Rivers: Wendy commended the Task Force for all their excellent 

work. She noted they are currently having a spring salmon run projected to be the lowest since 1999, 

which speaks to the urgency of the situation and that the status quo is failing salmon and 

communities who rely on salmon. She stated that a path forward cannot create further delay and that 

returning salmon and steelhead to abundant harvestable levels and securing tribal treaty rights are 

national and international issues. Wendy noted that efforts to date have allowed salmon and 

steelhead to hold on by a thread, and that she appreciated the conversation around making funding 

more effective and that a single action can make a significant impact. She finished by stating that 

partners are strong together and that American Rivers looks forward to continuing working with 

many of the Task Force members long into the future and forming new and additional partnerships.  

• David Moskowitz, Conservation Angler: David began by noting that he felt the meeting materials 

lacked a focus on wild, natural origin steelhead. Specifically, he pointed to the Key Messages 

document, where he said that neither the words “wild” nor “natural origin” are mentioned. He stated 

that omission is striking and sanitizes the desire to have abundant and wild salmon returning to their 

rivers. David continued by saying that the issue of trying to distinguish between hatchery and wild 

fish is getting more complicated by the release of unmarked hatchery origin fish and reintroduction 

to fisheries by the tribes, mostly Coho and Steelhead. The fact that there are not high mark rates for 

Chinook populations complicates the management in the fisheries and spawning grounds. He then 

discussed hatcheries in general, stating that the promise of hatchery production to provide fish is 

failing and the basin spends an enormous amount of money on reintroduction. He noted the amount 

of scientific literature showing problems with hatcheries and that it is a mitigation tool that is 

suppressing the ability of wild fish to recover. He encouraged the Task Force to ask Congress to 

change the mitigation alterations in the basin that have prevented wild fish from making it back to 
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their natural waters, noting the need to get fish access to their habitats. He continued, stating that the 

expense of maintaining and operating hatcheries is only one of the cost issues, the system is old and 

requires differed maintenance. The Task Force has examples of where wild fish, given the chance to 

reach healthy watersheds, can be productive. Currently, the forest service in some states is trying to 

increase timber sales, however the forest service can degrade the watershed habitat that is needed for 

salmon to return. Those are the kinds of issues the Task Force needs to grapple with, and it needs to 

retain its connection to the wild fish. He emphasized that if the basin loses the genetic history, it is 

going to lose the fish. David urged the Task Force to stay focused on wild fish. He stated his 

appreciation for the opportunity to speak and his appreciation to the Task Force for their work. 

 

4. Proposed Path Forward Recommendations, Provide Updates and Discussion on Path 
Forward 

 
Katherine Cheney, NOAA Fisheries  
 
Katherine kicked off the Path Forward section of the meeting, stating that this version of the document had 

gone through a couple of interactions since the Task Force had seen it last. Katherine shared an overview of 

the document and then opened the discussion to the group.  

Katherine stated that the document begins with a value proposition to highlight the value of the Partnership 

and the value going forward. In particular, the document specifically tried to describe the gap in the region 

that a future collaboration would fill by being a place where basin wide perspectives bring together all of the 

H’s and a place where stakeholders and management entities can interact with an equal voice.  

The next section discusses potential membership, with a focus on carrying forward the spirit and intent of the 

Task Force. Next, Katherine highlighted a sentence that encourages the use of a neutral facilitator and the 

section that covers group administration, which included an idea to establish a chair and a vice chair or 

alternatively have a small executive body to help with efficiency.  

Katherine then discussed the Roles and Functions portion of the document, focusing on topics such as the 

next steps of implementation including common set of strategies and actions, exploring opportunities and 

approaches, protocols for overcoming challenges, and resolving critical differences with transparency. The 

section is broken down into three key areas: 

1) Accountability and adaptive management: One option is to develop an annual report that would 

track abundance at the stock and population scales that could reflect implementation progress and 

what is working and not working. The group could also add recommendations going to decision 

makers about adaptive management, when shifts in response might be required to achieve the goals  

2) Developing benchmarks for achieving the goals over time: Where in terms of adaptive management 

the group could consider future scenarios and trends, not just in climate change but also some related 

sectors like energy and food production.  

3) Salmon culture and social capital: Promoting community communications and using social media.  

Katherine continued, noting that one strategy of how the group would go about the work is to form working 

teams that take up specific topics. The teams could include not only Task Force members and their technical 

staff but be expanded to include a broader scope of people at sovereign agencies or universities. Katherine 

also noted that the document does not make specific recommendations for a future collaboration authority 

but does give options.  
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It was noted that representatives from the four Northwest States, Oregon, Idaho, Washington, and Montana 

are having ongoing conversations about the Path Forward. The representatives mentioned they are currently 

engaging the tribes and others and hope to have more to report in the coming months. 

Task Force members shared the following reflections, comments, and questions on the Path Forward 

document: 

➢ Multiple members stated that the Path Forward is the topic they get the most questions about and 
emphasized how important it is to solidify the future. 

➢ Many members highlighted the need to focus on short term, impactful actions the group can take. 

➢ Some member noted their concern of adding additional bureaucracy to salmon recovery in the basin 
and simply creating additional barriers to taking action. 

➢ A member stated that the biggest accomplishment of the Partnership has been the development of 
the Quantitative Goals, and the next step of developing strategies to achieve those goals.  

➢ One member mentioned that they believe the Path Forward document is too grandiose, specifically 
the development of work groups to solve major, long term problems.  

➢ Another member suggested that the Path Forward document should tie in more with the Key 
Messages, with additional focus on building on small scale accomplishments and building a salmon 
culture. 

➢ A member noted that it is vital to have the right people and organizations at the table to make 
actionable change.  

➢ Multiple members noted that the current Task Force is not made up of decision makers and those 
who do make decisions in the region will need to be brought along. 

 

Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries, concluded the Path Forward discussion by noting the desire to both build on 

the work that has already been done in an incremental way and at the same time create something that drives 

action. That includes building support for funding and support in the short term and targeting legislative fixes 

in the long term. Barry concluded by saying the basin needs something more than the existing processes 

because they are not currently working.  

 

5. Approach for Completing Phase 2 Report and Confirm Next Steps 

Deb Nudelman, Kearns & West and Barry Thom, NOAA Fisheries 

Deb asked Task Force members to submit any additional feedback on sections of the Phase 2 Report by June 

22 and asked that authors of individual Scenario sections review the chapter summary by June 15th. Deb then 

mentioned that the small group will work on Key Messages and send them out to the Task Force, with the 

hope that Task Force members can approve the updated version via email. She also mentioned that August 

will be used for the layout and design of the report ahead of the September Task Force meeting. Finally, the 

last deliverable will be a package of talking points and PowerPoint slides to help Task Force members 

communicate with their stakeholders. The Project Team aims to deliver the final products to MAFAC by the 

end of the year. 

Katherine Cheney, NOAA Fisheries, mentioned that she and Heidi Lovett would provide an update to 

MAFAC on June 30th and asked for volunteers from the Task Force to assist in the presentation.  

Barry thanked Task Force members for all of their hard work and stated that the group made a lot of 

progress over the two days. He emphasized the need to focus on the work to be done in the next couple of 

months and reiterated his excitement to work towards completing Phase 2. 
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The meeting was adjourned around 2:30pm. 

Upcoming Meeting Dates Location 

July 29, 2020 Via Webinar  

September 22 and 23, 2020 Via Webinar 
 

Meeting Materials 

The meeting materials can be found on the NOAA Fisheries CBP Task Force website here: 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/west-coast/partners/columbia-basin-partnership-task-force 
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