


Story-Boarding the 
Oregon Coast Coho ESU 

Assessment



Assessment Outcomes

• Biological viability of ESU
• Status & trend of management programs & 

environment
• Risk factor analysis for populations
• Recommendation to NMFS re: ESA status 



Story-Board

• High elevation overview 
• Display key data & conclusions
• Show ESU, MA, population strata, & 

population scales









Biological Viability
Analysis





Land Ownership and Stream Miles - 1:100K



Land Ownership and Stream Miles  - 1:100K
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Restoration Sites - Yaquina 





Marine Survival Rates



Fishery Harvest Rate



Hatchery Impacts



Data for some risk factors 
are not as easily reducible 
to simple graphs.  
.



HABITAT COMPLEXITY

• Coho streams have less large wood, more 
fine sediment, and fewer riparian conifers 
than reference streams

• No significant trend detected in most habitat 
parameters over the last decade

• Power to detect change will increase greatly 
as more years of data are assessed





ESU Scale
Relative Importance of

Factors for decline
In 1997

And

Restoration Priorities
In 2005

1997 -- 2005



Risk Factors Limiting Weak Populations 

Larger button-size 
shows risk factors that 
must first be addressed
in order to improve 
population viability



PERCEIVED THREAT TO ESU 
VIABILITY 1997 - 2005
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Oregon’s Recommendation Regarding 
Federal ESA Determination is Currently 

under consideration

???



Conclusions
• ESU is viable (not likely to become endangered in 

foreseeable future)
• Factors for decline have been effectively addressed
• Moderate risk remains from 2 risk factors:  ocean 

conditions and stream complexity
• Current management should preclude serious deterioration 

of fish or their supporting habitat
• Monitoring will promptly detect any serious deterioration, 

providing opportunity for state or federal protective action 





Story-Boards may be viewed at:  
http://mtjune.uoregon.edu/website/OWEB/Assessment/

Cartography, GIS, and  and graphics: 
University of Oregon InfoGraphics Lab 







Fish Passage

• Work in 1997-2003 produced improved 
access in 16% of non-coho, 10% in non-
HIP coho, & 6% in HIP coho distribution

• Access to ~10% of coho distribution is 
impaired - access to ~30% of coho 
distribution is not documented



Water Quality

• Water quality in coho streams did not differ 
significantly from coho reference streams

• Significant proportion of coho streams 
exceed temperature standards

• ~40% of large river monitoring sites had 
improving water quality and ~60% had no 
trend in water quality in last decade



Water Quantity

• ~3,700 miles of streams in ESU protected 
by instream rights (800 instream rights)

• No water available for new appropriations 
in August in 94% of ESU

• ~90% of ESU had no change in august 
consumptive use between 1997 & 2004 



Other Risk Factors

• Toxics, DO, pH, stream fertility, riparian 
shade, spawning gravel, hydro power, 
illegal harvest, disease, estuaries, wetlands, 
exotic fishes, predation by birds & 
pinnipeds, etc.


