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NOTES ON THE MEETING )
OF THE
KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE
HELD APRIL 18, 1990
IN REDDING, CALIFORNIA

18 April 1990.

Meeting called to order by Nat Bingham. Ron Iverson substituting for Bill
Shake -- Rod HcInnis for Charley Fullerton (see roster, Attachment 1).

Correction and approval of minutes and agenda.

Keith Wilkinson amends attachment 1 to minutes of the January meeting, to note
that he represents Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Keith made a motion to approve the minutes. Seconded by George Thackeray, no

- objection. _ _ .
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. Nat Bingham wants to move the consideration period for the upper basin to
after the public comment period. (Mel Odemar clarified that a formal
recommendation to include the upper basin has not been made.)

Bill Kier commented that the correct terminology for the draft plan that is.
mailed to the public is a "public summary"” not an "executive summary”. An
executive summary will be included in the full plan. The public summary
will be a shorter compilation of the plan.

Ron Iverson made the.following additions to New Business:

1) Policy on Task Force and Technical Work Group travel -- need guidance
on appropriate travel to be reimbursed.
2) Requirements for cooperative agreements have been changed -- all

agreements must be in place before money is expended, the process will
need to be faster than in previous years.
3) Recent correspondence for the Task Force and Management Council.

Mike Orcutt added Trinity rivér flow issues to new business.
A move to approve the appended agenda was made by Keith Wilkinson, 2nd George

Thackeray.
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Report on .activities of the Klamath Fishery Management Council (Wilkinson).

The KFMC has'held 2 formal meetings:

March 1-2, 1990: Discussed and negotiated harvest rate range of
recommendations (.42-.35) and the zone recreational proposal. Heard from
Lisle Reed on the proposed ocean research symposium (Craig Tuss will
comment on this later).

March 31 and April 1, 1990: The intent was to reach consensus on an ocean
harvest recommendation to give to the PFMC, consensus was not reached on
the commercial fishing harvest rate, a recreational proposal was endorsed.
Don Paff (Bureau of Reclamation) reported on the water forecast for the
Trinity. Paff’s presentation resulted in the KFMC sending a letter to the
Secretary of the Interior expressing that the proposed releases would not
be adequate. :

Craig Tuss discussed the proposed ocean symposium that is being developed as a
result of Reed’s presentation at the council meeting. The Task Force needs to
decide where to go with this.

The proposed workshop on "relationship of estuaries and ocean productivity
to coho and chinook life histories" could be held the day before the
Humboldt Chapter of AFS is planning their biennial Northcoast Chinook and
Coho Conference. The AFS Conference is Sept 19 - 21. Craig has
tentatively planned for the estuary symposium location to be at HSU or
possibly the North Coast Inn. There will be about 7 presentations, 30
minutes ea, from 9:30 - 5 pm. Subjects covered will be the role of
estuaries along the Califormia coast, ocean'productivity,'marine mammals,
etc, '

Cralg states that so far the.feedbaok has been positive. 'The costs are
projected at $2,000, §7. 50 registration fee, possible attendance of. 100
people '

Discussion:

Ron Iverson stated that this probably could be funded with our Task Force
Advisory Committee Travel Fund.

Date conflicts with PFMC meeting if its held Sept 18. Discussion on
changing date to Sept 22. Idea of the symposium is supported, Nat
suggests having the key players meet and work on scheduling.

Keith Wilkinson moved to hear the date from the key players during New
Business. .
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Consideration of draft #2 of the -long-range restoration plan.

(These notes are not necessarily all inclusive of every comment made on the
Task Force version of the Draft Plan, they are only meant to highlight the
ma jor comments made). ' : '

(Bill Kier): At Brookings the rough draft was reviewed. The alterations
resulting from that review have been completed, including the addition of a
description of fisheries. Chapter 8 has been distributed today.

(Saril Sommarstrom): Today's objective 1s to "give the contractor clear
guidance as to what is to go out to the public,"” as the public is anxiously
awaiting this draft plan. '

CHAPTER ONE:

Introduction.

Has been revised since the meeting in Brookings... The subsections now
include: how this plan was developed, summary of fish restoration
efforts, how the categories in this new plan compare to the categories
in the old plans, goals of restoration program, and where to find
certain topics.

Comments:

(Odemar): The goals still need work, how does each chapter's
objective fit within these goals? ...also some technical information.
needs to be corrected.

Discussion by Kier & Bingham on lack of definition of goals. The Task
Force needs to work on these.

Definition of production agreed to be the same as that from SB 2261
"survival of fish to adulthood as measured by the abundance of the
recreational and commercial catch together with the return of fish to
the state’s spawning streams." (Article 2, 6911) (Kier, Bingham)

(Wilkinson): 1) page 1, lst paragraph, last sentence should be
stricken, 2) p9 exclusion of Oregon STEP program, should be added.

(Rice): 1) pages 5-7 should show use in a consistent manner instead of
different uses in different years. 2) In order to arrive at
conclusions dealing with habitat capacity, the uses of the fishery
should tie together. What is being taken? Recommendation for a
tabular presentation on harvest and escapement during 1984-1989 be
added to this chapter.



CHAPTER TWO:

Habitat Protection.

Changes made include: an introduction, policies, suction dredge
mining. Under the subheading "Water Management": added discussion of-
dams, cleaned up wild ’'n scenic rivers. Numbers have been cleaned up
and the chapter has been reorganized. ' :

‘Comments:

(Rice): page 4 clarified acreage burned in 1987 fires on Klamath
National Forest. ' . :

(Wilkinson): page 18 "Proposed Policies”: clarify that "other
interested groups" include groups that may develop in the future.

Under 1 "e", he wants examples for the promotion of communication
between timberland owners and salmon and steelhead users.

Sari responded that the communication dialogue needs to be opened
up with Simpson, otherwise this is a general policy. '

(Odemar): How is the Task Force to take these proposed policies and

make action? (referring to Kier's comments with the press during
development of the plan...) Mel hopes to see more direction and

specific activities that the Task Force could do. ‘

(Kier) :The 208 Study found that there had been damage from timber
harvest practices, but improvement has been made since 1973. Since
2/3 of the land covered by the Klamath Restoration Program (KRP) is
managed by the USFS, the Task Force and KRP can enter into agreements
with the Forest Service to pledge attainment of KRP objectives. The
Task Force can leverage off this cooperative relationship. The KRP is
a long-term deliberate pledge by the federal government, he doesn’t
see how the federal government could do anything other than help out.
If there is a radical difference with what is happening on private
lands then we will address that later.

(Thackeray): Makes .sense to work with the agencie§ that already have
programs underway. Agrees with this approach.

(Iverson): What further guidance does the planning team want?

(Sommarstrom): Need Task Force to say what they will focus on for the
next 5 years. ' '

(Bingham): Wants a precipitation table showing yearly droughts and
floods, a table showing rock types and a geologic map.

(Rice): Sari will clear up the error re: the USFS plan.
" (Wilkinson): Wants clarification of cumulative impacts.
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(Jerry Barmes): The only standardized methbd analyzes watersheds for
impacts of roads, establishes Equivalent Road Acres, determines BU's
for water quality and fish.

(Mitch Farro): Concerned about baseline from which cumulative impacts
are judged, where does the Forest Service draw the line?

(Jack West): an acre of bare ground = an acre of bare ground, an acre
of vegetated ground = an acre of vegetated ground.

(Wilkinson): Has the cumulative impacts study been shelved for mixed
ownership?

(Iverson): Several proposed policies have to do with information
gathering. Those requiring new technology should be pulled out and
put into a research category. '

(Sommarstrom): The intent of this policy section is to give guidaﬁce
to Task Force members on actions that they can take between meetings.

(Kier): The Task Force could review the semi-annual sale plans of the
Forest Service and key private landowner sale plans. This will not be
an easy task, but it should be attempted.

(Bingham): We should be able to fiag potential problems before they
happen.

Thackeray feels that today’s political environment (bevy of
environmental watchdogs) should release the Task Force from needing to
do this sort of review.

(Wilkinson): This is an educational topic, we need to develop smooth
working relationships with timber harvest groups. Timber harvesters

are going to want to know how much it will cost them and what they get
out of it. ' '

Mining.
The Task Force agreed that this section does not need alterationms.

Agriculture Impacts.

(Odemar): Page 8, 1f the objective is to protect water quality, then
we need to recognize that the habitat problems are more than just
water quality problems, such as stream banks need to be protected,
etc.

(Wilkinson): Page 14 FERC relicensing: We need to start a process to
identify concerns prior to the dam being relicensed. How are we going
to identify that the current mitigation level is not adequate?



(Kier): IFIM studies will be done prior to licensing.

| (Vilkinson): A statement on re-licensing should have a high priority
for being included in the plan. Alert this an action item in the year
2006, when this comes up for re-licensing.

(Thackeray): There are benefits to 1mpounding.§ater, strongly in favor
of keeping this option open so that fish will not be impeded. -

Policy #4 on p. 15 will be left as is.

Stream Diversions.

(Wilkinson): Want a careful review process for out of stream use and -
the status of low head hydro permits.

(Odemar): Clarified corrections needed regérdiﬁg DWR projects.

(Wilkinson): "Do f£ish have water rights?" Need to work from a
legislative standpoint.

(Sommarstrom): The option éxists.for selling water to instream users -
and enabling special legislation for the Klamath (separate from the
legislation: applicable to the rest of the state).

(Kier): Highest restoration potential in Shasta and Scott River, will ‘
work closely with private landowners. -

(Jack West): Didn’t see any allowance or policy for Task Force support
of water storage for fish, referred to DWR’s plans.

(Pat Higgins): The Task Force needs to reach consensus on this at
some time.. '

(Rice): plé: Doesn’t want to see suéh_a strong drive against instream
users, worriled about the impact of deep wells.

(Sommarstrom): In the Scott River the wells right next to river were
considered surface water. Shasta River goes by the older water laws.

(Sumner): Flows dramatically changed in the Shasta River when wells
were dug by the Montague irrigation district.

‘ 11:00 Break
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Discussion on Kier & Aséociate proposed schedule:

[NOTE: This schedule was modified during discussion at the meeting, see p. 14]

May 15, 1990 Mail out public agency draft and EA. June 15, 1990 --
comments due from public and agencies.

July 1, 1990 Hailing of comments and summary to Task  Force.

.July 30, 1990 Mailing of FINAL DRAFT and Environmental Assessment to
Task Force and others.

(Kier): Note that his contract called for finishing by June.
CHAPTER THREE:

Habitat Restoration (Pat Higgins).

The information has been rearranged. Still primarily from field
experiences, most problems with instream structures, limiting factors
explored, expanded sections on evaluation and monitoring, overall the
same information 1is included, but rearranged.

(Kier): Wants to summarize all the structures as to their functioning
or failure and include this in the plan.

Comments:

(Odemar): Would like to the see "structure functioning” tied in to a
map. . _ '

(Farro): Feels like this whole chapter is taking a radical turn;
originally felt like we were encouraging participation, now we're
proposing technical studies. '

(Pat Higgins): Referred to handout put together by Mattole group
"Elements of Recovery".

(Ron Iverson): 3-25 3rd paragraph mneeds clarification. Pat responded
that this is the missing link. Are structures providing more habitat?
Are they cost efficient? Ron wants this clarified.

(Iverson): Level of detail drops down in ch 3.

(Carl Harral): Hunter Ck - those reaches can be improved, lets not
ignore them and lose a race of fish. '



CHAPTER FOUR:

Fish Stock Identification and Protection (Pat Higgins).

This revised chapter has had input from many people, including scientific
review at UCD and HSU. Changes include: :

Graphs reflect adults only, consistent w/KFMC.

Added shad and candlefish.

Threat posed by habitat degradation.

Better description of KFMC, Karuk, Hoopa, highseas driftnet, etc.

Comments:

(Mike Orcutt): pl gillnet harvest part was supposed to be removed.
"Natural spawners" needs to be defined. :

(Higgins): Gillnet will be moved to mixed stock fisheries section,
intended that the success of the program needs to be gauged by the
diverse naturally producing stocks in the river.

Mel Odemar’s comments: _ : .

o re: summer steelhead, this emphasizes depletion, also add no clear
trend for depletion.

O p 28 comment on Galls work, be cautious about interpreting his GSI
data and how it conforms with other data.

0 p 29 no annual limit for sportfishery.

o CDFG does not set the Yurok fishing season.

o P 34 stock mgt until? What mgt unit?

Pat needs Task Force feedback on stock groups from the upper Klamath,
Irongate, Shasta, Scott, Salmon, Middle, Lower, Trinity.

(Farro): 28 ocean harvest section loaded with wording such as: "may",
"possibly", "could be". Questions this as a Task Force document
because of this section. Needs to contain only that wording that the
Task Force stands behind. : '

(Higgins): Suggests that the Task Force and Management Council work
closely together to address this concern.

(Wilkinson): Could resolve by removing reference of "wild". "Wild"
should be addressed on a subbasin basis.

(Higgins): Eventually we will have problems with species becoming
threatened or extinct. Prefers to be proactive rather than reactive.

(Kier): The wild stock argument 1Is critical to this plan.
(Ricé): The section dealing with fish populations is wvital, supports

getting in and talking about wild fish, putting blame on one user is
not right.




(Wilkinson): Chapter 5, p. 1, need to return river to native stock ' |
base rather than hatchery base. |

(Pat Higgins): The word will be changed to "native".

(Mel Odemar): Share Pat's concerns about preservation of wild, some
stocks have not been influenced by hatcheries. See policy #1 on p35,
CDFG will be addressing this.

(McInnis): Disagrees with Mel, population needs to be determined if
it is distinct. '

(Kier): We will create a bbxed in footnote asking for public comment.
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(Bingham): Concern: management people are going to look at these
policies and use them to drive management, this may result in severe
economic problems, not clear on how to deal with this.

(Higgins): Feels that we should address selective harvest.

(Kier): Dissention arises from people who depend on fish for a living
concerned that this may stop their livelihood. Concerns him that we

can’t resolve this dilemma. _
This report encourages marking all hatchery steelhead and harvesting

only these, targeting stocks. : |
(Odemar): Looking at the Act, the KFMC is supposed to presérve and
enhance... similar to 2261, mostly want to maintain genetic diversity.

Does this tell the Task Force to tell CDFG to mark fish?

(Kier): Contract requires developing "recommended objectives and
procedures for identifying genetic stocks".

.1:30 Lunch Break
CHAPTER 4 (continued)
Comments (continued):

Nat Bingham commented on concern that some people had on whether we
were going anywhere with the discussion... feels that we won’t reach
agreement today... :

Leaf Hillman commented that even though we may seem way off base, we
may not be that far off, just perceptions are different.

(Bingham): Is this a motion to adopt stock mgt concept'basically as
presented in the draft document?



(Kier): If this document went out to the public, these are the
concepts that would be presented:
1l: Conservation of basin stock complexes are essential to the
success of the restoration program.

2: To the extent that the stock complexes are not recognized in
present day programs, they are probably not being protected
adequately.

(Farro): Feels that this could mean that 1: habitat is bad, 2: harvest
is wrong.

(Rice): Habitat has been criticized in three other chapters, now its
time for harvest to be criticized.

(Hillman): Feels that this captures it in a nutshell. Wants to know
if this is a basic philosophy of the Task Force?

(Higgins): Indian gillnet fishing could also have deleterious affects,
but that group has not objected to this chapter.

(Odemar): We’'re talking about the restoration goal, not the management
goal. Wants to see a statement about the restoration goal. How do we
work with these fish without destroying the basic genetic building
block? Include policy objectives within the statement. '

(Bingham): Reading Mel'’s motion/statement: "restoration activities .
should be to protect and enhance the basin’s native genetic stock

composition”.

No Objection.
B T L L 2 L

(Kier): How would this statement affect the chapter?

(Hillman): The harvest issue is not the task of the Task Force, the
Task Force should only deal with the issues that affect restoration.

(Iverson): Policy 3 on p36 is the only tie, shouldn’t there be a more
specific process on the harvest mgt process?

(Odemar): Concerned that finclipping policy statement is a harvest mgt
issue. .

(Kier): We have heard your comments, we will revise the draft with
improved objective and policies and recognize that a problem needs to
be assessed.

(Bingham): Is everyone ok with this?

No Objection.
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‘ . PUBLIC COMMENT

Chuck Lane: (1) Commented on role of KFMC, want them to be more assertive,

(2) Management research on the Trinity is bumping up against state of the
art, (3) Data generated from studies 1s not being correctly handled, need
to analyze on a current basis.

Brian Hill: (dredge miner) re: ecological mining, wants to work with
restoration project.

Andy Colonna (representing himself as an interested user of the resource):

[showed slides on remote sensing mapping] Suggests using this technique
to find out what the problem is instead of having interest groups arguing
over it. Suggests that this would tell us where sedimentation is
occurring and if it is occurring as a result of clear cuts. Suggests
that, if this is the case, the Task Force could make recommendations for
selective cuts only... :

No other public.comments.'

CHAPTER FIVE:

Fish Population Restoration (aka artificial production).

Revisions include:

o} Incorporated comments from DFG (table 5-1 and 5-4) information on
chinook-coho crosses.

o Differences between Trinity and Klamath fish in susceptlbility to
Ceratomyxa shasta.

o] Comments and references from Dr. Loundenslager (HSU).

o Pen rearing.

o Removed figure 5-5.

Comments:

(Wilkinson): Questions destroying all fish when IHN is found, is this
still policy? Recent studies show it is a horizontal transmission,
don’t need to destroy... Under policy recommendations lc needs the
word "diversification" because a certain segment of hatchery
production should be considered unfit fry. The benefit is that there
is not interaction between hatchery and wild.

Pat Higgins reviewed current practices.

(Kier): This has been flagged as a problem and is identified as a
concern in chapter 8.

Mel Odemar made editorial corrections on p 5, 8, 11, 15, 19.
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