DRAFT MINUTES
Klamath Fishery Management Council — Meeting #40
Eurcka Inn, March 1, 1995
Fureks, California

8:30 a.m, Convene,

The meeting was called to order by Chair Mclsaac with a quorum of members present
(Attachment 1), Letters are on file for the alternates present today. The members introduced
themselves and Parker gave an overview of the background materials pertinent to the meeting
(attachment 2}.

Q: Tricia, how would you characterize the comments you received on the minutes?

A: The comments add to the discussions, but do not alter the motions or actions.

#1. Review gnd a

Changes to the agenda: a) move election of the vice chair (Agendum #3) to tomorrow's agenda,
b) add “identification of the next HAWG meeting date" as the last item on the agenda, and ¢)
move Agendum #18 to between #3 and #4.

Q: Don, were you planning to discuss your proposed procedure for revisiting the spawning
escapement floor at this meeting?

A:(Don) No, this isn't on the agenda because I intend for it to be addressed within the arena of
the harvest allocation work.

=% Motion (Wilkinson): For the purpose of discussion, I move that we approve both sets of
minutes as amended.

Seconded by Troy Fletcher,
s=%%Consensus. Minutes from the August and October meetings approved.

18,  Report on status of Trinity re-authorization,

Grover: The Trinity Task Force recommends re-authorization to extend the restoration program
to the year 2002. The drafl legislation is in OMB right now and is expected to move through
OMB to Congress as written. The timeliness of the legisiation moving through Congressis a
concern due to funding ceasing on September 30, 1995. 1 will provide copies of the draft
legislation to you with the minutes, see new (attachment #18}.

Mclsaac: The letter in our packet indicates that there is communication between California and
Bureau of Reclamation. LB, is there anvthing that you would like to add to what Jerry has said?



Boydstun: No, not really, Mr. Chairman. The Trinity River work is carried out under our Inland
Fisheries Division so T am not necessanly the right person for this description. At our salmon
information meeting in Santa Rosa, I believe that Tym Farley (Inland Fisheries Division) indicated
what communications we had with the Department of Interior for funding that project.

Mclsaac: Jerry, what kind of a time window is there with respect to some sort of finality to this .
situation?

Grover: It could go up to the point where the Congress and Senate address 1996 negotiations. It
could be temporarily extended.

(Update March 13; Trinity River legislation ¢leared OMB. It has been sent to the Hill)
McCovey: What kind of proposals would go forth if it doesn't pass? Do we have backup plans?

Grover: Right now, the fiscal planning of the government is to cut. All programs and some
agencies are being reviewed. To get additional monies may be difficult at this time.

Mclsaac: We should put this on the fali agenda to discuss what we would do for backup monies.

Mclnnis: If the Trinity River program is not re-authorized, will the hatchery operation still
continue? Will those operations include tagging and monitoring work on the success of hatchery
operations?

Boydstun: Operations of the hatchery are a separate contract from the Trinity Act . If
authorization doesn't go through, then hatchery operations (spawning and feeding fish) will
continue but monitoring would not occur. The hatchery funding does not even include a
biologist.

Barnes: There are approximately one and three-quarter million dollars per year out of the Trinity
program that is directed to the Department of Fish and Game for evaluation of the fisheries. There
are various programs which you may want to look into to consider as back up plans. LB can tell
you where the funding for that comes from, but you need harvest assessment in the river by the
Department as well as the tribes. For this reason, we neced the weir facilities as part of the
minimal operation plan to predict ocean populations the following year.

Mclsaac: It is certainly my feeling that operations should include more than just rearing haichery
fish. It should also be evaluation of whether or not you are meeting mitigation goals. I certainly
feel tagging fish is an integral part of that strategy. Iurge that the Service consider amending the
existing contract to provide more comprehensive monitoring.

Boydstun: Mark Zuspan, from the Trinity Program, is here and may be able to answer questions
regarding what is covered under the current monitoring project.

Zuspan: Yearling fall chincok are marked. Coho and spring chinook are not marked. Seven and
one half percent of restoration program funding goes toward this monitoring project.

Fletcher: Spring chinook and coho are really important. They need to be marked in order to .
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assess the impact on sensitive stocks. Is there any potential for any additional types of funding to
monitor these important fisheries? National Marine Fisheries Service, and others, are going to
have to have that information to assess the impact of different fisheries on these sensitive stocks.
How are we going to even pursue basic fisheries if we don't know what is out there and what we
are doing with the existing stocks?

Mclnnis: You are right. The needs are there. We are in the process of looking at spring
chinock. 1 echo Grover's comments in regards {o the climate for the federal budget right now.
Right now, marine fisheries are prioritized as a priority budget area, so, hopefully, some good will
come of that. As far as the elimination of government agencies, Commerce is one of the ones that
is being considered for elimination. Thope it is in alphabetical order that shows Commerce as the
first on the list. Commerce happens to be the department in which the National Marine Fisheries
is, so I am not one to ask for long term commitments.

Meclsaac: Monitoring of tags is critical to see if mitigation is being carried out. Turge thatif
things don't look geod to continue monitoring then we should pursue having the mitigation
contract for Trinity dam opened up for review.

Fletcher: Certainly we would not be in the situation that we are in except for the operation of
those hydropower projects. Monitoring efforts are essential in regards to the performance and
success of hatcheries mitigating for the lost habitat, and therefore the lost fish stocks..

Boley: I would like to iake Jerry Barnes up on his offer to sit down for a few muinutes and identify
some minimal base program needs for monitoring. We need a program that would give us stock
abundance projections for the next year, harvest rates for the past year by age class and structured
harvest rates. We would also need to know what additional programs would be required for
tribal/non-tribal shares for each of the different species.

Barnes: We are working on it now.

Mclsaac: I suggest that, during the course of the day, other Council members think about Scott
Boley's fist to the Technical team so that before Jerry Barnes leaves later today we could give him
a more comprehensive list. This more comprehensive list could be followed up on a later date
should the mitigation contract be opened.

Ritts: 1 would like to add to that list. We need to know the present natural spawning component
of the run compared to the present hatchery component of the run.

Boley: In the budgetary climate we are facing, we are going to be kidding ourselves if we don't
recognize that funding is going to be pretty grim. We need to know what the no frills, minimal
program is that would give us the required information,

). What kind of support is needed for ocean fisheries coded wire tag analysis?

A. Boydstun: The ocean fisheries program is not threatened. It is nearly all funded by Fish and
Game with some Sport Fish Restoration funding. These funding sources will continue the
expansion for the ocean fisheries. The Klamath River component will likely continue. Weasan
agency and maybe we as a group, have to evaluate whether a little bit of information, or
information from one half of the data base (i.e. Klamath side but not Trinity side}, is worth the
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expenditure.  With regards to the daily needs, we basically have the tools right now to continue
managing on a preseason basis. We have a stock projection model that is based on the age
compaosition information from the previous year. These are the kind of details the Technical Team
needs to tell us for the basic minimum program. I don't know if the Council should be the ones
clarifying what we need.

Mclsaac: Jerry, is this something that you think the Technical Team could work on and provide us
with a comprehensive mitigation associated ronitoring needs list sometime soon?

Barnes: We could give you our best estimate of the basic minimum monitoring needs program
very soon. It is pretty well fixed what the minimum needs are. Then you would have to segregate
it by what is already in the funded program. For instance, as I understand i, the tribal fisheries
are not dependent upon restoration funding and the entire Klamath side of the basin is not
dependent upon restoration funding for spawning surveys and haichery operations. So what you
are really talking about is the no frills estimate of the data you need from the Trinity. George
Kautsky has talked to us about the monitoring needs a couple of meetings ago. We have a list of
all the current monitoring that we can compare to what we really need. The difficult part would
be coming up with cost breakdown by species. Mark Zuspan may be able to answer: what does
it cost to operate the Willow Creek weir on annual basis from August st through usually
November?

Zuspan: | could estimate the total weir operating costs. It is harder to break the costs down by
species.

Grover: Reclamation does have authority to provide funds for restoration. Money used for
operation and maintenance of the Central Valley Project (e.g. batchery operations) can also be
used for monitoring fish populations. This is a different budget track than the restoration program
funding,

Mclsaac: I will put this item on the Agenda for tomorrow aflernoon.

#4. Summary of PSM¥C workshop on mass marking,

Mclsaac: The recommendations of the group are that mass marking not involve chinook salmon
at this time. A workshop was held in early December in Vancouver, British Columbia, under the
auspices of the Pacific Salmon Commission. A considerable amount of talent was corralled to
work out the practical details of whether or not it is feasible and desirable to mass mark hatchery
fish, The conclusions and recommendations are available in printed form {Agendum #4). There is
a very large written report that is part of that effort that has not yet been finalized. Part of the
strategy is sharing all of these conclusions coast wide including seminars in Portland, San
Francisco and Scattle. I understand there is one scheduled for Thursday, March 9, at 1 p.m. in
conjunction with the PFMC meetings in South San Francisco. Here are the highlights:

. They considered a variety of effects on the Pacific Salmon Treaty and the ongoing
management up and down the coast and {alked about whether or not any marking
situation could be applied.

. They talked about whether or not such a system could indeed actually protect wild fish.




They also talked about logistical considerations that might make it work. Some of these
include: 1) Changing from a 1 mm coded wire tag to a 1.5 mm coded wire tag with an
extra boost of magnetism so that it could be detected a hittle easier. 2) The adipose fin
should be used for mass marking as opposed to ventral fin clips, or other fin clips, because
of higher mortalities associated with other fin clips, regeneration of other fin clips and a
variety of other problems. 3) To get around the question of "how do you tell an adipose
clipped fish that has a tag in it" versus identifying a fish that does not have a tag in 1t?
They discussed new technology for the dock samplers or the spawning surveyors that
amounts to a wand that could be passed over the nose of the fish that beeps if there is a
tag present. In a cannery type situation or hatchery situation, fish can be put into a fairly
large tube that beeps if the fish is tagged. So the mechanics of using the coded wire tag
system could to remain in effect and retain inlegrity for evaluation. They recommended
that mass marking of hatchery fish include double index tagging. For example, if 200,000
hatchery fish are to be tagged and clipped, then there would have to be a second group of
200,000 fish that would be tagged but not clipped. These 2 groups would go out into the
fishery. In the return from the fishery, you would have a measurement of how selective the
fishery was. This is important to address the concerns that wild fish could be handled and
rehandled without ever really knowing what the handling mortality is on those fish. By
double index tagging, you would be able to calculate what that effect is.

The final part of their recommendation was that they thought mass marking was only
feasible for coho. They recommended that it not be done for chinook. Chinook are a
bigger problem because a larger number of fish would have to be tagged. Thereisa
guestionable ability to mass mark chinook at the small size necessary for the spring fish
that leave the hatchery in the fingerling stage. Large tags in coho could be detected, but
tags in chinook may be harder to detect due to deeper tag penetration. In addition,
recommending that it could be done for coho allows for more finite geographic application
because cohos generally don't migrate as far as chinook do. Chinook tagging would
obligate a program from Alaska to California. For coho, Puget Sound and Lower Georgia
Strait could be used as an aggregate area or the OPI area could be used as an aggregate.

They also recommended that if anyone is interested in mass marking hatchery fish, that
they make an announcement 2 years in advance so that there could be some sort of
coordination and obligation between all the affected agencies. For example, the
Washington Department of Fisheries and the British Columbia Province have been talking
seriously about a Puget Sound and South Georgia Strait aggregate. The Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife considered this advanced protocol request and at the
PSFMC meeting announced that they are interested in pursuing tagging 1995 brood coho
salmon in the OF1 area. Imitial indications are that the State of Washingion is cerfainly
willing 1o do this.

Q. Was there any discussion about hooking mortality studies at this meeting?

A. There was a bit of discussion. They pointed out that the estimated mortality rate had been
recently revised based on a study and if there are any changes for troll fishing mortality rates that
they be based on the study. A representative of PCFFA questioned the validity of the current
troll hooking mortality rate and suggested that the disaster relief funding run through PSMFC
should fund a new study to clarify this issue. There was also some comment that Amendment 11
to the PFMC's Salmon Planis binding. If there are further constraints on handling wild echo,
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studies on mortality rates might give us information we need to determine if there could be any
fishery at all on coho in marine waters.

0. Boley: 8o, is the base recommendation to mark coho in the OP1 area?

A. Mclsaac: Yes. I'll also acknowledge that you don't try something like this on a one year time
frame. We are talking about a 5 year commitment to any marking program. We will only do this
if the major fish release agencies are committed to doing it for 5 years. Oregon Depariment of
Fish and Wildlife was not in favor of reducing production to pay for mass marking, They are also
not in favor of laying off biologists to pay for mass marking. Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife feels it would be worth a 5 year demonstration to see if these benefits are worth the cost.

(. Wilkinson: Can you tell us what the costs are?

A. Mclsaac: For the 16 million coho released from the State of Oregon (10 million in the
Columbia and about 6 million at a variety of facilities on the coast), the initial start up cost would
be about $600,000. This would include purchasing tagging trailers and tagging the fish. There
would be extra cost for the tags and purchasing fubes, wands, etc. Annually it would then cost
about $600,000 to mass mark 16 million coho, So for the State of OGregon it would cost about
$1.2 million to get started and about $600,000 per year thereafier. A much smaller figure would
apply 1o the funding needed for the Federal Government's programs on the Columbia (2
hatcheries). The State of Washington would need a little more funding because they release a few
more fish than Oregon does,

A. 1994 postseason review

Barnes: Agendum #5, the corrected table of 1994 sport and commercial harvest divides the
harvest into the 6 cells that we use in the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model. (Agendum #5C) As
you can see, there is considerable difference between projected and actual landings.
Approximately 33% more Salmon were landed than projected. Because of the restrictions on
harvest, the bulk of the impacts were south of Point Arena in the SOC cell. You can see that
Klamath impacts in the SOC cell are small. I guess we were modeling a little over about 2% and
it came out just a little less than that in the actual.

Q: Rich, do you remember approximately how many Klamath tags you recovered in the SOC
cell?

A Dixon: No.

Q: lIsn't there a double expansion on actual harvest numbers for the percent of sampling and an
expansion for the percent of fish that are tagged?

A: Bamnes: If you lock in the column labeled Klamath impact, it says 10,020 were projecied.
You have to add the in-river recreational projection of 1,400 to that to get 11,420 which is close
to balancing with the projected tribal fisheries. You will 2iso see that the actual ocean impact
comes to approximately half of the projected ocean landings of Klamath fish. The actual impacis
of in-river fisheries were almost exactly what they were projected.




: Which number is wrong for the tribal harvest?

A Fletcher: The Yurok tribal harvest was 9,329 That is only 11 fish off from what was
recorded on the megatable. 1 believe the Hoopa Tribe also felt thew number was wrong; the
number they gave for the Hoopa harvest was 2,360. When these corrected numbers are added up
it comes to exactly what you have written (11,595). The total is right.

Boydstun: 1 would like to bring up something that we talked about at our Harvest Allocation
Work Group(HAWG) meeting. These projected impacts are based on preseason stock abundance
estimates. You might look at this page and say, well, the ocean impact was something about 2 of
what it should have been. But, you need to remember that the 10,020 was based on preseason
estimates. If we had perfect knowledge, we probably would have had the tribal fisheries catching
closer to 8,000 fish and the non-tribal fisheries catching about 8,000 fish. 1 have asked Alan
Baracco to go back through the data base using post season stock size estimates and impact rates.
I will share this with the HAWG next time we get together. This exercise will give us a chance to
look at what has happened over the years in terms of perfect knowledge and what we should have
caught.

B. 1595 Stock size projections

Barnes: Al of you should have received the stock prediction for 1995 done by the Salmon
Technical Team (Agendum #5 B.1). The predictions are identical to the predictions in the
preseason report from the Pacific Fishery Management Council. (Agendum #5.B.2)

Approximately 2/3rds of the Klamath Council were present at the Allocation Work Group
meeting in Santa Rosa last week. We went into considerable depth about the stock predictions at
the meeting. For the minority of the Council who were not present, I will go through this very
quickly and give you just the facts. The siock prediction for the age 3 fish is 134,500, The stock
prediction for age 4 fish is considerably down from last year-- 37,600 fish. The age 3 prediction is
about twice that of the comparative "94 preseason prediction and the age 4 fish are approximately
50% of the comparative '94 season predictions. For last season's management, the postseason
estimates were up for the 3 year olds and considerably down (about ¥2) for the 4 year olds. Tsble
2 (Agendum #5 B.1) is a comparison of the pre and post season estimates. If you look at the 2
regressions that are in your PFMC report, you will note that the regressions (Figure 1 and 2 for
both the age 3 fish and the age 4 fish, are forced through zero. This follows the direction from the
Scientific and Statistical Committee (S8C) and the Salmon Technical Team (STT) of the PFMC
to use conservative esiimators in years of low abundance. In fact, the STT recommended that we
force it through zero because of scientific credibility (e.g. when you have zero twos, then you can
have zero threes). Otherwise, according to the model, you could have zero twos and the next
year 7,000 threes and that's just not logical.

Q. Boley: Did the team discuss what to do when the stock size is projecied to be in the mid
point of the range?

A. Bamnes: The computed Y-intercept would have given us approximately 155,000, instead of
approximately 135,000, fish. Technical Team consensus was that, even though we are in the
range of the data, we still needed to be conservative with our estimator. This was the primary
reason that we used the zero intercept. We wanted to insure less risk 1o the resource.
Incidentally, as you will see in the PFMC report this year, the STT did not modify the prediction
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of the Klamath Technical Team, We are actually managing for that 35,000 escapement floor and

50 we are using conservative predictions. If we had no ocean or river fishery in ‘95 using these

stock predictions, then we would have an in-river run of 82,000 fish. Using a 5 year average of

the natural/hatchery split in the river, 51,000 fish or 62% would be spawning in natural areas. If

we apply a 33-34% escapement rate, you would have a total spawning population of a little over

33,000 fish. Approximately 21,000 would spawn in natural areas. This is 14,000 under the floor .
which tells you that this year's management options are obviously not going to include full

fisheries. Based on these predictions, there will be reduced in river and ocean fisheries.

Q. Mclsaac: In the PFMC report, the graph on 4 year olds (Page 11-9) shows the 1995
projections. Is the 1988 brood point correctly shown as zero?

Q. Barnes: That needs to be corrected. The brood point for 1988 should be at 20,000 (Figure
11-4), Agendum 5B.

A. Mclsaac: Is it just a typo in the graph or is the forecast lowered because of that?
A. Barnes: No. The regression is still correct.

Q. Mclsaac: When I look at the '95 projections (Figure 11-4), I see that the input value is
between 20,000 and 30,000. At that level, there is a vertical stack of years that has ranged
between the 1980 low point of about 30,000, up to the 1979 point of in excess of 80,000. If we
correct for that 1988 data point, T see that most of the data points are above the line. How much
conservative buffer is in these predictions? It is important to know how much conservatism is
already in the base level and how much more we might want to add. It makes me think there is
some buffer in already that is driving this regression through zero. The Salmon Technical Team .
has not recommended driving the regression through zero in the past. It is noteworthy that the
recent year 4 year old forecasts have failed and they have all been too high. Do you know what
the Y intercept for the standard statistical relationship would show for the forecast of fours on
threes?

A. Barnes: In afew minutes, I'l find that regression in my pile of papers. If you had a computed
Y intercept for age 4 on 3 for the Klamath for 1995, the age 4 population would have been
52,400 fish which is 45% more than projected currently. This was an alternative that the technical
team examined during our stock projection meeting a few weeks ago. If you are interested in
receiving a copy, I can have Bev distribute it. T can see why the technical team elected to use the
forecast that they did. I think the Over Fishing Review Report recornimended that conservative
choices be made throughout the management process to further enhance the ability to get to the
35,000 natural spawning escapement floor. T think we just need to be aware of both the
"conservative” and the "neutral” choices of regression equations.

Mclsaac: Similarly, looking at the age 3 ocean population graph (Figure 11-3), we see the 1995
projection is not outside the data set anymore. It has & points that are to the left of it. It looks like
two of those points are very close to the line, 3 are above it, and only one is below it. I want to
get a handle on the conservative buffer. What would it have looked like with a computed

intercept?
Barnes: You would have gotten 20,000 more fish with a computed intercept. .
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(. How is the forecast of hatchery contribution made?

A. Barnes: That was determined by using the average of the last 5 years. The team did not
consider that 1o be a conservative estimator. We thought 1t was most indicative of populations
with low abundance. And, as you will remember, the prediction for the hatchery percentage for
1994 shown in last year's preseason report was 52%. When we looked at the river population this
year it was 70%. However, that was confounded this year probably to more of a degree on the
Klamath side than it has in the past by the large percentage of Iron Gate fish that were forced to
remain in the river and spawn. A considerable number of "hatchery intent” fish were found in
Bogus Creek and some were found in the Shasta River. These were all hatchery fish that were
counted as natural spawners. T might point out that, in the long term, any fish, irrespective of the
parentage, that spawns in the river is considered a natural fish under the definition that we have
been using for these many years. This year, for instance, that figure of 70% natural fish is
obviously inflated by the many first generation hatchery fish that spawned naturally. Our estimate
of the 62% naturals is based on the § year average. This was not conservative, it was simply that
we thought the population this year best reflected what actually occurred in the last 5 years.

Mclsaac: Jerry, you indicated that last year was the first year we deviated from the normal 74%
natural proportion of the run. Can you recall what the assumption was last year and how it turmed
out? What is the assumption for this year?

Barnes: Last year we used a partitioned cohort analysis that gave us the ability to partition out
the 4 different populations for the Klamath and the Trinity (e.g. #1 Klamath natural, #2 Klamath
hatchery, #3 Trinity natural, and #4 Trinity hatchery). This was done in order to make separate -
predictions for the four populations by looking at the cohorts. It is highly dependent on what
happened the previous year. If I remember ours was 54% and the STT reduced it to 45%.

McIsaac: T am not so much interested in the rationale behind it, just the performance of it. We
always used 74% and then last year something else was used.

Barnes: That was because of the partitioned cohort method. It was not correct for the reason
that I have given. It was underestimated by a considerable amount.

Melsaac: Do you remember what it actually turned out to be?

Barnes: It was 70% this year which includes all those first generation hatchery fish in the
Klamath.

Meclsaac: And what are the expectations for this year?

Barnes: 62 percent based upon the 5 year average of the hatchery/natural spht.

Melnnis: My recoliection was that we did not have a fixed 74% proportion. We looked at a long
term average and therefore, it did not change substantially from year to vear because we were

only adding one more data point.

Barnes: Well we had a decreasing trend. The primary thing was the 5 year period of low
abundance.



C. 1995 KOHM

Rarnes: We are capable of looking at alternatives that may develop for the Klamath Ocean
Harvest Model (KOHM). The KOHM calibrations for the last few years are really sketchy
because of the lack of a representative fishery in most of the cells. For example, this year, we
only had one cell where we had a significant fishery and that was in the southern California cell.
We are looking at a long term average with respect to the Sacramento Central Valley Index and
with the Rogue Index. If you want any more explanation on the KOHM. Rich Dixon could
answer your questions.

Q.(Boley): I'd be interested to see what is being done with the KOHM that is different from last
year, or the year before, with regards to calibration. Are we using the same base period? Has
there been any consideration to date of actual model performance over the last 3 years?

A (Dixon): Yes, the base period is still the years from 1986 to 1990 (Agendum #5C), There has
been no change in the calibration process. We set all the cells to full fishing to come out with a
56% overall harvest rate.

Q. (MclIsaac), Rich, I have a question on adding to the base period. In the Klamath Management
Zone sport fishery, there was not full fishing all year long, but there was full fishing in the month
of May this year, why would you not activate the base period for the month of May based on last
year's fishery?

A (Dixon): We decided to stay with the same base period used in the past.

Q. (Mclsaac): What is the rationale that adding more years by monthly cells is not going to add
to the knowledge? I notice on our sheet that the Klamath Fishery Management Zone catch was
exceeded last year. The projected impact was 10,800, but the catch went to 12,100, This was a
substantial point of concern in my office. LB explained that some of this is due to errors in the
forecast compared to the true abundance. This gets into questions of southerly shifting and all of
that. If you use the S year data set, wouldn't you think more years would be helpful in getting a
broader perspective on southern/northern shifts or was there exactly 2.5 years in 5 that were
southerly and 2.5 years in the 5 that were northerly?

A. {Dixon): Again, the 5 years that were selected were selected in full. In 3 of the 5 years, there
had to be some minor adjustments because of less than full fisheries in the vanous cells. A
Salmon Technical Team member could discuss this further. The question of "why don't we add
more cells?" has been brought up every year and every vear it has been decided to go with the §
year base period that we used in the past.

Boley: When we looked at our hatchery/natural ratios, we didn't use a long term average. We
decided that we were going to look for 5 year average because of the trend and we decided to
look at management at the floor. We decided that we'd be conservative and dnive it through zero
even though most of the points lay above the line. The model has not performed well in the last 4
years, yet the fishery model calibration has not changed. Why are we still just going on with
business as usual?. Why we are not updating the model every few years?

MclIsaac: In particular, monthly cells show where there was a full amount of fishing. When you
have full fishing for the full month of May in a full area like the KMZ sport and you sample it
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heavily and get a lot of tags, then you have learned something more than you knew before, It
seems like this information could be used to update that particular cell in the KOHM. Why can't
we do this?

Boydstun: Well, what is missing is the comparable information from the celis that were not
fished. The KOHM is basically a 6x4 matrix that has 6 fishing areas in 4 months in the season
(May through August). In this past year, you have 24 cells there and this last year, you have only
gotten data for 11 cells. So, how do you update the model if you only have data for 11 cells?
What do you do about the missing ones? If one or two cells are missing then the technical people
estimate a figure for the missing data. In the case of only having data for 11 out of 24 cells, you
would almost have to be reconstructing a whole fishery. The KOHM has some base years, each
of which produces an estimate of impact, and then it averages those base years. So you would be
averaging incomplete data.

Mclsaac: What do think will happen in the May cell for the KMZ sport for 19957

Dixon: don’t know.

Mclsaac: Can any one help me with the question of the Rogue River mouth terminal fishery in
the summer. Last year there was some tissue taken for genetic stock identification (GSI) and
while it was not the desired sampling level, it did meet the minimal threshold level. The GSItest
found Klamath fish, Sacramento fish, Rogue fish and some Columbia River fish. We even found
Spake River fish. I we get around to looking for an option for Rogue River mouth terminal
fishing in 1993, will any of that information be used or we will be using the KOHM cell estimate
for the 5 year base period?

Dixon: That is out of my area. I don't know.

Meclsaac: Any other questions on the capacity of the KOHM for our use here this week?

BREAK HECONVENE 10:45

6, Report from the Barvest Allocation Work Group,

Wwilkinson: The Harvest Allocation Work Group (HAWG) has met twice since our last Council
meeting. We met in Brookings, January 18th and 19th and we also met in Santa Rosa, February
21st, 22nd and 23rd. There are many Hems on the table for discussion of the HAWG, In my
opinion, there is progress. This work group has not scheduled any further meetings, but we
intend to at least meet informally today or tomorrow o try to decide when our next meeting will
be. I would ask the Chair to entertain comments from other HAWG members on their opinions or
attitudes about our process.

Mclsaac: Are there any other members of the HAWG subcommittes that would like to comment
on the proceedings? Seeing none, 1 might just amplify one of the points Keith has made. He has
mentioned the word progress. Although he gave a very brief report, there has been significant
dialogue on items that will result in a fong range plan and add some stability fo the situation. A
variety of subjects have been discussed and maybe we will have an opportunity 1o talk about these
discussions at some point during the next few days, I would just amplify that T think progress has
been oceurring in those discussions and while the fruit may not be borne for the 1995 season, 1
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would hope that it could result in & look at some stability and some improvements for the
resource and the fisheries beyond 1993,

#7, Other propesed options to achieve Council goal in '95,

Mclsaac: #7 and #8 and #10 are all agenda items that move us towards the goal of having this
Council make some recommendations that would be considered by the PFMC. Next week,
PFMC will be meeting in order to send 3 options out for public review that address ocean salmon
fishing. Usually, this Council meets for a couple of days in February and a couple of days in
March for a time frame of about 4 days. The meat of those discussions is now scheduled for the
balance of today and could even continue into tomorrow moming. At this point in time, it is
appropriate for any Council members who have any ideas on how they would like to sec these
options that might go out for public review get bounced around for discussion.

Wilkinson: 1 am not going to avail myself of the opportunity to put any of my own options out
for discussion, but I did atiend a meeting of the Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition
(KMZFC) yesterday and they may like to report to this Council. In the audience is Bob Jones,
KEMZFC member and a member of the Salmon Advisory Sub-panel for Oregon Recreational
Ocean Fisheries. He might be able to give you an indication of the results of yesterday's meeting
of the KMZFC. He may also summarize the meeting of the Oregon Coalition in Newport.

Mclsaac: Keith, before we hear from Mr. Jones, the Council should entertain discussion on the
base allocation between ocean and river or between tribal and non-tribal harvest categories. Is
anyone on the Council interested in making a motion that might set these particular boundaries?
There is ongoing litigation involved and maybe Mr. Bitts would want to comiment.

Bitts: Yes, we do have an appeal in process against the decision rendered last Fall by the
Secretaries of Commerce and Interior over the allocation of 50% to the tribes. We expect a result
in that appeal about 1 year from now (plus or minus a couple of months). We expect oral
arguments to be heard sometime this summer and we have high hopes for that appeal. However,
pending that appeal, the decision at the District Court affirming the 50% allocations for tribes is
basically the prevailing legal definition of tnbal fishing rights. This Council is bound by its long
term plan (e.g., follow the law and observe the prevailing legal definttions), so I suspect that this
will be one of the few times that representatives from Commerce and Interior will agree with what
I have to say; I suspect that we will be bound to 50% sharing between tribal and non-tribal
fisheries this year and that the question in the range of options will occur within how we agree or
fail to agree to define what is 50% sharing.

McCovey: Iagree with you, Dave. [tend to agree that it is still up to interpretation how 50% is
going to be determined.

#* Motion{(McCovey). The only thing that I am authorized to present for 1995 is the 50% option
with fish-for-fish accounting, so I will put that on the table for consideration.

Seconded by Fletcher,

Discussion
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Fletcher: Dave is exactly right. Right now, we can only support a fish-for-fish option out of this
Council. We still have some technical considerations that have to be reviewed. In the future, we
need to pursue in-depth review of the adult equivalent issues,

Meclsaac: Rod Mclnnis, 1 received and I believe that the regional office received, a letter in
response to this Council's prior consideration of the adult equivalency fish-for-fish and other
accounting methods {(agendum #7). The letter indicates that the National Marine Fisheries
Service was going to do a little research on the history of this issue and perhaps offer some
guiding comments,

Meclnnis' | don't have an absolute answer for you. What I can tell you is what I have found in
discussing the adult equivalency issue with National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Northwest
Regiona!l Office people. The Northwest Regional office is looking into adult equivalents not so
much from a fishery allocation prospective, but also combining the mortality that occurs in other
life stages and determining what the impact would be in terms of adult equivalents at dams, out
migration, etc. With regard to fishery allocation and adult equivalency, the information that 1
gathered indicated that while there is a biological basis for chinook to have a probability of
maturing in any given year of their life cycle, the probability of a 3 year old reaching the spawning
grounds is less than the probability of 2 4 year ¢ld reaching the spawning grounds. This biological
hasis serves as the foundation for what will eventually come down to be & negotiated agreement
among the parties involved in the allocation arrangement. Therefore, if in this case, there is no
agreement as 1o how these adult equivalents would be applied, we would be looking to receive a
recommendation from the Pacific Council as occurred last year. Absent an agreement among the
parties, allocation will be on a fish-for-fish basis.

Fletcher: T would just like to add a couple of things under what Rod said. It is not only the
mortality associated with harvest but it is also the related fishery impact. 1 think that is where we
really need 1o take a close look.

Boydstun: First of all, 1 think that this motion is a little premature until the HAWG has completed
a review of the document that California sent forwerd to the HAWG. It was mailed out to the
members on February 14th, and there just has't been time to really review it yet. Rod, is fish-for-
fish accounting going 10 be used as the default absent an agreement to some other kind of a
sharing ratio?

MecInnis: Yes, that is the way things are likely to go. T will say that, at this point, the record that

is available for an action would have 1o include more information on adult equivalents and a more
complete discussion of the adult equivalency issue than currently exists. Now, that discussion can
be achieved without requiring complete agreement of all of the parties. The final decision on how

this is to be ironed out will rest with the Department of Commerce.

Fletcher: I feel compelled to point out that we are still operating on an assumption. We lack legal
clarification that adult equivalents are even called for in the Selicitor's opinion. Have you received
any clarification on adult equivalents, Rod?

Mclnnis: As far as written clarification in a formal legal opinion, no T have not received feedback.
We do have informal reactions from NOAA attorneys that the way the opinion is written adult
equivalency could be interpreted 1o be part of the Solicitor’s opinion. It does need further
clarification.
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Bitts: The Solicitor's opinion does allow for "up to 50% harvest, for a moderate standard of
living, or whatever other agreement can be negotiated between parties,” I just want 1o say, for the
benefit of the people here who are non-tribal fishermen, that we have, over the course of many
meetings, explored every avenue we could think of to ask the tribes if they would be willing to
consider any scenario other than 50% allocation. The answer has uniformly been "no". The one
exception is that the tribal representatives have certainly been willing to consider greater than
50% allocation for tribes. 1t is with this exception in mind that I come to the table aware that
50% is where we are going to be for this year. Secondly, we have a motion on the floor that is
pending; | want to ask Pliny if his motion intends that fish-for-fish be gng option forwarded from
this Council or the gnly option forwarded from this Council?

McCovey: 1intend it to be one option considered for forwarding.

Q: Rod, when do you feel that NMFS would complete this review on a regional basis of adult
equivalents(or some other equivalent use)?. Is that exercise to be completed before the April
PFMC meetings, or are you looking a much longer time frame to complete that exercise?

A. (Mclnnis): That exercise was to have been completed several months ago. It is not within my
control. All I can tell you is that my best guess, is that it will not be available for the April
Council meeting. It is wrapped up in the Endangered Species Act reviews as well as fisheries
management.

Fletcher: In our opinion 50/50 sharing on a fish-per-fish basis is THE option, not ONE of the
options. It is the only option that the tribe will consider, particularly in light of the short time
frame prior to Apnl.

** Amendment to Motien: Boydstun: Provide for a second option as part of Pliny's motion --

provide for adult equivalent sharing that would be tentatively based on a 53/47 non-tribal/tribal
arrangement subject to Technical Team review.

Seconded by Dave Bitts.

Diseussion

Q.(Mclsaac). Now do we go to Pliny for his consideration or do we have to vote on it before
Pliny even will consider it?

A {(Wilkinson): If Pliny considered it a friendly amendment, it could be accepted without vote.
If he considered 1t adversanal, it could force the vote on the amendment before he has voted on
the original motion. My solution to the whole thing would be to ask Pliny if he would consider

withdrawing his motion and the second. Therefore, the amendment to the motion would become
null

Q. (McCovey): Could I ask for a § minute caucus?
A (Mclsaac): Yes.

CAUCUS IUNTIL 11:30




Discussion {gontinued)

Mclsaac We have a proposed amendment from LB that has been seconded. This proposed
amendment would be considered first by Pliny as a friendly amendment, If he decides that itis 2
hostile amendment then it would need to be voted on separately. Also in Pliny's courtis a
suggestion from Keith that he consider withdrawing his original motion and rewording it in some
other manner. Pliny, what would you like to do?

McCovey: I would have to speak against the amendment. It is a hostile amendment simply
because we don't have the data yet. It seems like we are shooting at a moving target. It seems
like the percentages have changed. I would have to have more time to look it over.

Mclsaac: What do you want to do with Keith's suggestion that you withdraw your original
motion? Do you still want your original motion out there?

McCovey: 1 would still like to have my original motion considered.

Mclsaac: Then we are in a position to vote on the proposed amendment by L.B.

Wilkinson: [ want to speak in opposition to the amendment and motion. I feel 3 responsibility as
Chairman of the HAWG to have discussed these issues in that forum prior to acting on them here.

Boydstun: I would like to see Pliny's motion with my amendment go forward because it really
compels us to ask them to review both methods of counting. T am very concerned that we are
going to get back to the HAWG and absent a motion of this nature, still be stalemated as to what
we will go forward with. If we go forward with the motion, it tells us to do our work. Thope
that everybody will consider this in voting on both the amendment and the main motion.

McCovey: 1 think that one of the things that we need to look at right now is the timing to bring
things forward to the PFMC.

Melsaac: T would urge this Council 1o try to do what it can to give some recommendation to the
Pacific Council. Oregon's interpretation of the Solicitor's language, is that ocean fish should have
less adult equivalent value than fish going upriver. It is similar to a currency exchange between
the U.S. and Canada and that is all it is. Remember that the Pacific Council is looking for 3
options. A high one, a low one, a middie one, or 3 of the same or however you want to consider
them. T would hope that everybody's inferest at this table could be accommodated in the range of
options and that people would not try to preciude any consideration of a position and viewpoint
on something that may, in the final result, not have a major affect with regard and at least let some
technical folks tell us what it might be.

Bitts: [ share the hope that part of these issues could be accommodated by the range of options.
However, 1 don't think there is any version of 50% that will accommodate the interests of
non-tribal fishermen. Tt is simply that we are compelled by prevailing law to follow 50/50 sharing.
This Council is asked by Congress to make recommendations on allocations to the PFMC. If aii
we are going to do is recosmmend one option, then the function of this Council basicslly becomes
automatic and superfluous. The only thing the Council has lefl to do is determine allowable
harvest in the first place. So, I would certainly hope that we would be able to decide on a range
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of recommendations. I would support fish-to-fish accounting as one of the range of
recommendations, but I won't support it if it is the only recommendation from this Council.

Fletcher: The only range of options that 1 think we could make, that the Solicitor's opinion

allows, is the fish-for-fish 50/50 sharing option. As we heard earlier from Rod, it is not likely that

we are going to get some clear legal clanfication prior to April. The tribes are concerned .
because, at the HAWG meeting in Brookings, we discussed some percentages that were a little in

the favor of tribal allocation. I think some of the latest percentages have swung the other way --

to come out in favor of the non-tribal fisheries. So, obviously, there has been a little adjustment

and moving around of the parameters. I want to wait until the rest of the technical people have

time to have a good look at it. 1 don't see that happening before the end of next week. Socan

only support a 50/50 fish for fish scenario.

Mclsaac: Rod Mclnnis, did you say that we would get legal clarity before April? Or that your
review of adult equivalency use in the Pacific Region would be done by April? .

Mclnnis: My recollection, which is very fuzzy, is that this Council asked for a further clarification
on the adult equivalency issue and whether or not the Solicitor's opinion accommodated or
anticipated use of adult equivalencies. Icannot recall if it did that in a written format or if there
is a commitment from Fish and Wildlife Service to go back and ask for that kind of a clarification.
Is my recollection shared by anyone else on this Council?

Grover: We have not heard any movement on this issue in quite sometime.
Fletcher: My main concern is that when you couple some of the legal uncertainties with the

definite technical uncertainties, then certainly we are going to have a lot of debate. We are
looking at something that may be unrealistic to do in April.

Boydstun: 1 think this technical stuff is driven too hard. It's the same table that you used for
50/50 adult equivalents. You just look at a different column. That is the only technical
difference-- rather than figuring out landings, you look over at the impact column. It is the same
analysis; it depends on how you define it.

Fletcher: In Brookings, we had a table that showed a 1.4% favor to the Tribal harvest, now the
information we have is a 3% swing in favor of non-tribal harvest. This leads me to believe that
there have been some technical changes that may be contentious and may require some debate
amongst our legal people and our technical people.

Melsaac: L.B.'s motion would allow technical review to go forward. Just lecking at fish-for-fish
would shut that opportunity off.

Fletcher: I don't believe that those types of review will occur for the *95 season in a timely
enough manner to allow us to make that informed decision.

Mclsaac: But suppose they might be able to, would you want to preclude that technical work or
not?

Fletcher: Afler talking with my technical advisors, I have learned that are not going {0 be make
any comments on the parameiers within that time frame,
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Wilkinson: After listening to several compelling points of view, 1 still remain in opposition to the
amendment and to the original motion for the very same reason I stated earlier. T certainly would,
as a result of this discussion, like to hear a single motion on the range of options that might
include a lot of our concerns.

Mclsaac: Perhaps we could re-state L B.'s proposed amendment into a range.

Boydstun: My amendment would be to include in Pliny's motion a second option for sharing
that would consider adult equivalents as the basis for the allocation and tentatively, subject to
technical review, the allocation would be 53% non-tribal/47% tribal and those numbers are based
on landed fish, calculated from adult equivalents. We would have 2 considerations in the range.
One option would be fish-for-fish. The second option would be based on adult equivalents.

McCovey: 1 am still bound by the long term plan for the Klamath Council. The plan states that
we will go with the legal interpretation. Until that legal interpretation is changed, I still have to
go with the current 50/50 option on a fish-for-fish basis.

Mclsaac: Rod, last year was there interpretation that 50/50 as referenced in the Solicitor's
opinion, was meant to be fish-for-fish, or was this the decision of the Council {(out of
consideration for the technical difficulties described by the STT and lack of consensus in other
arenas)? My question goes right to the hieart of the matter, is there a legal opinion that stands or
was last year a default situation?

Mclnnis: Last year was a default situation. The advice to the Pacific Council was that adult
equivalents appeared to be accommodated under the Solicitor's opinion but that was the opinion
of one more attorney The Solicitor's opinion was not written in such a way that it clearly
precluded every consideration of adult equivalents. It was the position of the Department of
Commerce that given the variety of interpretations that could be put on adult equivalents and the
lack of a consensus, that the Pacific Council should make a recommendation based on a fish-for-
fish allocation.

Mclsaac: Is it possible that the position might be repeated in 1995 for the same reason?
Mclnnis: That is certainly a possibility.

Mclsaac: 1 would urge the Council members to think of this motion as something that preserves
all of their positions and does not disaliow anyone's position,

Mclnnis: 1am responding for the NMFS and Department of Commerce. The opinion that I am
rendering is my opinion of what our atiorney’s opimion would be. The only authoritative source
for any further interpretation of that opinion would be the Solicitor's. Tam offering what I can at
this table as a member of this Council, T cannot oflzr more than that when we talk about the legal
asnects,

Fletcher: Ijust want to point out that, it is clear that nothing was clear. Because nothing was

clear, we had to clearly go with fish-for-fish. Since we are only talking about recommendations
for 'o5, 1 don't see anything wrong with presenting one option, and that is the 50/50 fish-for-fish.
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Wilkinson: 1 need clarification. Troy said we are only 1alking *95, vet 1 did not hear that in the
oniginal motion,

Meclisaac: Pliny could you clarnify if your motion refers to only 19957

McCovey: Yes, my motion is for 1995,

Wilkinson: Well, we are starting to deal with a moving target up here. 1 have been raising
opposition because of lack of definition. 1 assumed that we were discussing a motion that looked
into perpetuity which caused me some major concerns. This clarification really changes the

motion. 1 suggest, Mr. Chairman, that pursuant to further discussion, any action on this motion
be deferred until after lunch,

Mclsaac: Any further discussion? [ think Keith has an excellent idea. Let's recess for lunch and
then let's get back together at 1:15.

LUNCH ADJOURNMENT RECONVENE 1:15 FM

#7. Other proposed eptions to achieve Council goal in 1995 (continued)
Mclsaac: Is there any further discussion on L.B.'s proposed amendment?

Fletcher: We are not prepared to vary from our original position that this Council's
recomunendation needs fo be a fish-for-fish 50/50 sharing proposal. 'We would vote against the
proposed amendment. We would not get in the way of any options that others would wish to
forward to the Pacific Council involving how they divide up the 50/50 harvest in terms of your
own non-tribal fisheries.

Mclsaac: Any further discussion? Call for the question on this proposed amendment:

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry Yes
Pacific Fishery Management Council Abstain
California In-River Sport Fishing Community Yes
California Department of Fish and Game Yes
Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath Area No
Hoopa Indian Tribe No
National Marine Fisheries Service Yes
Department of the Interior Yes
Californiz Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry Yes
Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry No

Mclsaac: The Proposed amendment to the motion failed. Is there any further discussion on
the primary motion? Call for the question:

California Covimercial Salmon Fishing Industry No
Pacific Fishery Management Council No
California In-River Sport Fishing Community No
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California Department of Fish and Game Mo

Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath Area Yes
Hoopa Indian Tribe Yes
Mational Marine Fisheries Service No
Department of the Interior No
California Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry No
Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry No

Mclsaac: Motion failed. Would the Council like to make any recommendation whatsoever to
the Pacific Council on the first fork in the road on Harvest Allocation in '957

Ritts: Could we defer further discussion of this agenda item and proceed to Agenda Item #127 It
appears lines are drawn on this as to how we approach 50/50. Perhaps we could move on to deal
with other issues then come back to this later.

Grover: T'd like to point cut that we do have a public comment period scheduled. Maybe there is
a "Solomon" in the audience.

Mclsaac: Good point. T had intended to ask for public comment before we got to the point of
any recommendations relative to sharing within the non-tribal portion {i.e., what proportions of
the harvest would go to the fresh water fishery and what proportion would go to KMZ sport
fishing). Then, we will follow up on Dave's idea. I am concerned about this Council again being
represented as a fairly impotent decider in terms of critical questions. That is what we will be
portrayed as when next week comes and we don't have a recommended range of options.

Bitts: 1 object to that statement because I feel that in previous years we actually have made useful
recommendations on ranges of options to PFMC. I would hope that we can still do that this year.

Mclsaac: 1 think what Dave might be referring to is the motion that passed this Council last year
that allowed for both positions to go forward.

Public Comment: Is there anyone in the audience who wishes to testify regarding this question
of harvest allocation?

Mike Orcutt: It certainly seems to me, in terms of what the public is viewing here, that somehow
the tribes appear unreasonable. The 2 no votes in the last motion, give the perception to the public
that the tribes are being unreasonable. It is just that the tribes view things a little more
conservatively. There are several items that are major considerations in the technical report from
DFG that haven't been put forth in the discussions yet. Examples include: the lack of a predictor
for 2 year olds, the inclusion of all impacts, and all fisheries in terins on non-Indian impact and
Indian impact. Those are major ifems.

Carol Davis, commercial salmon troller from Brockings, Oregon: 1 just went down to the
California Department of Fish and Game and T purchased my fees for the night to fish. Wesrea
part of the Klamath Management Zone. We have had very few fishing chances in the lest 10
vears. 1appreciate the fact that we had a few chances to fish last year. We enjoyed being able to
fish out of our home town. I am still a commercial salmon troller. I make my living from catching
salmon. I spent most of my time down in Half Moon Bay. T spent a lot of money down there. S0
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the money does not go to my community and T resent the fact that I cannot stay home. [ really
would like 10 stay home. 1 understand the situation but T just don't want you to forget that there
are still commercial saimon trollers in the KMZ, Thank you.

Bob Jones: 1 had hoped to share with you the season shaping options we had talked about on
February 28th, but we are still at a preliminary step in building the total season as to whether it is
going to be 50/50 fish-for-fish or something else. I will tell you that we have a consensus with the
Coalition. We are going to request a season that was similar in nature to 1993. We are not
looking for any marathon fisheries, We are not looking for "get on the water, get off the water”
opportunities. We are going to be asking for a few days in every month of the summer to have an
opportunity to fish. We had hoped that we would be at a point of identifying what would be our
quota then working with you on season shaping. We thought we would go through the process
of in-river taking their share, commercial taking their share, and, as happened in '93 and '94, that
the Zone Sport would be allocated 17%, the same as in past years. Rather than burden you now
with days of the week, or imits of fish per day, or any of those kinds of things, I would rather
have you spend the time figuring out how you are going to get the onginal allocation split.

Fletcher: It is going to be 50/50 sharing between tribal/non-tribal so that should help you get
some information to start the process.

Tones: We can probably work with that, but T would have preferred to have a consensus from the
Council on whether they agreed to 50/50 fish-for-fish sharing or L.B.'s proposal. 1 would have
felt much more secure going forward and explaining to our group that this came out of the
Council, but we are not at that spot yet.

Mclsaac: If no one else is interested in testifying this afiernoon, we will close the public comment
period for now.

ancil discussion ied): Are there any other sharing motions or any other management
thmns ﬁaat the Counml wou]d hke to recommend?

Boydstun: ifit is the appropniate time, I would like to make a motion with regard to non-tribal
sharing between the ocean and river fishing sectors.

=#Motion: I propose that the river sport fishery have the same proportion of sharing as we have
used for the last 2 years--12%. One additional provision this year would be that if there is any
surplus of fish from the KMZ sport fishery that it be rolled into the river sport fisheries based on
preseason modeling.

/
Mclsaac: We have 2 motion on the floor that is silent to exactly how the non-Indian share is
counted, but, however it is counted, it will be shared 88% marine and 12% fresh water sport. |
"~ would expect that we might have a subseguent motion to talk about the marine segment that
would get to the sport/commercial sharing.

Seconded by Virginia Bostwick.

Q. (Bitts): Are you saying that if for any reason, there is an unused portion of the KMZ ocean
sport quota, that it should be rolled inte the in-river sport fishery?
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A. (Boydstun): That is correct. It would be based on preseason modeling. Let's say we had 8
10,000 quota in the zone for chinook salmon and of that 2,000 were Klamath fish. Now of those
2,000 fish a percentage, say 50%, will be maturing fish. So you have 1,000 maturing Klamath fish
llocated to the KMZ sport fishery. 1f vou caught ¥ of your quota, you got 5,000 fish but you
had a quota of 10,000 so that would mean that you have foregone opportunity to catch 500
maturing Klamath which you would then assign 10 the river sport fishery.

Q. (Wilkinson): LB, would you include the 17% ocean allocation in your motion?

A. (Boydstun): 1 accept Keith's suggestion to amend my ‘original motion to provide fora 17%
allocation of the ocean allocation of Klamath fall chinook to the KMZ sport fishery for the period
from now to August 31st.

Bitts: 1 would like to say a couple of things in support of the motion with the amendment. First,
fish remaining in the sport quota as of August 31st can only be taken and counted as this year's
fish if they are taken in the river. This is a point in favor of this procedure. If fish are taken in the
ocean afier September 1st, then they are counted as next year's fish, Secondly, for the last 3
years, non-tribal fisheries have failed to catch 50% of the fish harvested, so I would support this
motion and amendment package as a small measure to help non-tribal fisheries attain their share.

Roley: Although I support your concept of rollover, 1 have not been very successful with getting
the concept through to the Pacific Council. In our deliberations last year, didn't we consider a
roliover concept only between the recreational fishery and the August troll fishery?

Melsaac: | believe we did. During discussion, we will take a rare opportunity to recognize some
of the audience who may be sble to help us with these deliberations.

Bob Jones: Last vear, I came before this Council and we talked about season shaping for the
zone sport. At that time, T talked with Scott Boley and we discussed any fish that were left over
in the sport season that were not used as part of the quota would be used in a commercial fishery
in the zone. Now that was talked about in front of this Council last year and that was carried
forward as far as I can remember. So it went from any left over fish last year in the zone sport to
a commercial fishery but it had to take place in the zone so the zone reaped the benefit of the
income that was produced there,

Boley: I think Bob's recollection is correct.

Mclsaac: I will be looking to recommend sirategies where there are no left overs in the KMZ
sport fishery. 1 view this as some sort of small accident insurance.

Bitts: 1 have to wonder if we are going ic be able to have a sport fishery in the zone in July and
August given that we were virtually unable to have such a fishery last year due to coho
constraints. 1 amnot going to oppose the motion but ¥ want to back off and reflect about ita
little bit. If we knew in July that the KMZ sport season was over (because of coho consiraints)
and if we knew that there were fish still available, I might like to see those fish used in a different
HIATIET.

Mclsaac: What you might expect to hear from Gregon next week on coho is that the forecast is
up from last year. Last year the forecast was about 140,000 and we exnpocted to see 125,000
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spawners. This year the forecast is 219,000 so even with the 20% impact the spawning
escapement would be around 175,000, Even in a worst case situation, the runs are expected to be
about 40% better than last year, We are probably looking for 3 options to go out and the side
boards are not zero and 20 but somewhere in between. We expect fisheries north of Cape Falcon
to have one option that would involve coho fishing or directed coho fishing on northern stocks
that would carry some coho impact. Sport fishing south of Falcon would be, at the same leve] as .
last year and will have about % the impact because of the recalculation of hooking mortalities for
the sport fishery. So we are looking for 3 options and 1 think one of those would be very
constrained--it would come very close to the 200,000 goal. 1 am not sure what the other two
options are going to be. We will not go to the extreme of a 20% impact. Afler just considering
state and Federal listing, we don't think that this forecast is strong enough to have it be a year to
go right to the extreme. T still think that at the end of the April meeting, there should be a season
on the books for KMZ fisheries to catch the 17% of the ocean share. If that doesn't work out, it
would be by accident, not by design.

Bitts: That may be an encouraging report from the point of view of KMZ sport/ocean fishing.
Maybe it will be possible to structure the season like that. In either case, I would certainly like to
have this kind of rollover in the "tool box" (i.e. available for use if appropriate). 1 am certainly
not going {o vote against it.

Boydstun: This would be a message that we would be sending to the F&G Commission because
they set the river regulations.

Wilkinson: Tl call for the question.

Mclsaac: Jerry, do you want to point something out to us?

Grover: T wanted to point out to you that since you are dealing with a floor escapement,
whatever you roll out of the ocean fishery into the in-river fishery, would take away from the
escapement. You are dealing with a fuller year and my simple analysis would be that if you only
met ¥z of the quota for the KMZ for sport fisheries, that may be indicative of low abundance
which means that you might be below the floor. These fish would probably come out at the
expense of a spawning escapement; they would be below the quota.

Mclsaac: Question has been called for. T will run through the roll call again.

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry Yes
Pacific Fishery Management Council Abstain
California In-River Sport Fishing Cormmunity Yes
California Department of Fish and Game Yes
Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath Area Abstain
Hoopsz Indian Tribe No
National Marine Fisheries Service Abstain
Department of the Interior Abstain
California Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry Yes
Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry Yes

Q: How did GDFW vote?
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A (Mclsaac): As the Chair, Il vote to add to unanimity or to prevent a motion from failing.

=% Motion (Boydstun): 1 move that we send forward a recommendation to allocate: 13 12% of
the non-tribal allocation to the river sports fisheries and, 2) 17% of the total ocean allocation to
the KMZ sport fisheries.

Seconded by Dave Bitts.

Q. (Grover), Would the motion, drop the rollover feature of the unused portion and use it for
increasing the escapement above the fioor?

A. Boydstun: That could be the effect.

Melsaac: By "that could be the effect” you meant the reference to the floor. As far as dropping
the rollover feature, would that be the only difference between this motion and the last one?

Bovdstun: Yes, that is the difference.

Ritts: There are other ways and reasons why the fishery might fail to achieve the quota and |
certainly hope we don't find ourselves here next year asking "how come?" for the 4th year in a
row,

Boley: I have similar concerns. Ihave noted over the years that we have had a lot of motherhood
building to our predictions in various degrees. In particular, we are talking about floor level
escapement because "its the floor, its the minimum, we should try to not go below that.” We now
have an applicable law, a maximum too as far as tribal/non-tribal sharing.

Mclsaac: Call for the question on this motion from LB:

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry Yes
Pacific Fishery Management Council Yes
California In-River Sport Fishing Community Yes
California Department of Fish and Game Yes
Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath Area Abstain
Hoopa Indian Tribe Yes
WNational Marine Fisheries Service Yes
Department of the Interior Yes
California Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry Yes
Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry Yes
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Yes

Mclsaac: Are there any further motions that the Council would ke to make relative to shaping
fisheries this year? One motion we considered last year had fo de with in-river fisheries. We just
passed a motion as a recommendation to the Pacific Fishery Management Council. Is the Council
interested in passing a recommendation in the form of a motion to the In-River Managers to



structure their fishing seasons as we did last year--to try to avoid impact on expected weaker
natural stocks?

Fletcher: 1 can let you know what the Yurok Tnbe will do as far as structuring their season. We
will take a look at what will be projected 1o be the weak stocks in the basin and we will structure
cur season in terms of constraining fish effort to lessen our impact on those weak stocks. We
have continuously done that over the last several seasons and we have done that in view of the
stocks in the Shasta River, the Scott River and some of the upper Klamath stocks. We also did
that last year to protect some of the Trinity River stocks.

Bostwick.: When do you think salmon from the Scott and Shasta will pass the estuary?

Fletcher: These are some of the first stocks to enter the river. We'll see them in the estuary
beginning in the last week in July or the first or second week in August. The Trinity River stocks
generally come in a little bit later (last week in August through the first weeks in September). We
have information on these stocks from monitoring the gillnet fishery in the estuary.

Q. (Bitts): Troy, if some of the stocks you are trying to avoid come in during the first and last
week of August, doesn't that leave you a pretty short window for harvest?

A. (Fletcher): We look at fitting our season around the weak components of the run. Last year
we were shut down more than 50% of the time.

Bostwick: It looks like the allocation to in-river sport will be so small as to hardly worth the
effort.

Fletcher: In the past, the tribes have met with DFG to try to design fishing regulations that work
out better for anglers. Maybe we can do that again this year.

Bitts: I agree with Virginia. I believe that full-on sport fisheries in the river will harvest only
about 10% of the in-river run. Since we are not looking at full-on sport fisheries this year, I don
think it is appropriate to ask for only a 4-5% harvest rate.

Meclsaac: Any further discussion on the Agenda Item of "developing a range of options for '95
management actions in the ocean or the river"?

Bitts: T am going to be in a difficult position next week as a representative of all California
Commercial Fishermen because some of my friends from the south are a little bit jealous of that
17% of the Klamath Zone sport share. Speaking as a guy who happens to live in the zone and
have friends in that business, I am very glad to see such a recommendation go from this Council.
I hope this Council sticks with the 17%.

CAUCUS reconvene at 2:30 PM.

MNew Agenda ftem: Report from Wilkinson on the Oregon Industry Meeting

Wilkinson:  As a result of the Coalition meeting held on Monday in Newport, we will be locking
at a Rogue spring chinook fishery and a Rogue fall chinook fishery, We may also have a repest of .
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the Chetco "bubble” fishery. All of these, of course will certainly be dependent upon how the
modeling worked out.

#7 Other proposed options to achieve Cow il goal in 1995

»» Motion (Boydstun). For 1995 management, we recommend a guideline to the SAS that any
commercial fisheries between Point Arena, California and Cape Arago, Oregon be managed under
quotas during the period May through August.

Seconded by Fletcher,
Wilkinson: The fisheries that I mentioned earlier all operated under quotas in the past.

Bitts: LB, is this a scenario that you basically sec as being necessary when we are managing for
the floor?

Boydstun: Iseethisasa recommendation that has come from the Technical Team. It mainly
pertains 1o an area of relatively high impact on Klamath chinook. The margin for error is much
more critical in that area (as opposed to outside the southemn California cell or north of Coos Bay)
where the stock composition includes only a very small amount of Klamath fish.

Eitts: If we found ourselves in a situation where stock abundance had been under predicted,
would not that type of management ensure that non-tribal fsheries fail to meet their share?

Boydstun: The problems with a high Klamath impact has been in part due to wide open fisheries.
There has been a large catch,

a high Klamath contribution, and a high Klamath impact. Yet, I believe that the Technical Team
has shown that had quotas been in place the Klamath impact would have been much less than it
was.

Boley: Itend to agree with LB. When you look at the Klamath impact and you look at trying to
achieve a certain harvest rate and you lock at the uncertainty in predictors and stock size,
successes and so on that in fact having some fringe areas where you don't have quotas works
pretty well. It worked pretty well last year and it has worked pretty well in the past. In areas
where you have a high Klamath impact, the guotas actually give you some assurity of not blowing
out your Klamath impact portion of that assessment.

Q. (Mclsaac): LB would you consider 2 friendly amendment to your motion to include sport
fisheries in this area? This will reflect recent practice.

A (Boydstun): No. The KMZ spert fishery has traditionally been managed under quotas, but the
area from Point Arena to Shelier Cove has not. I am just addressing the California side here &n
just a relatively minor fishery {see from the tables in Attachment xx). To manage that fishery
under quota would be very expensive for the Depariment.

MelIsaac: Call for the question:
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** Consensus., Two abstentions (Troy Fletcher and Pliny McCovey).

Mclsaac: Are there any further motions for the Council to consider on Harvest Sharing?

No.

Mclsaac: The Technical Team might have the capacity to give us an idea of what kind of ocean
harvest rate and what kind of fresh water harvest rate might be involved under fish-for-fish
accounting. Perhaps they could even give us the harvest rates that would have occurred under
L.B's prior failed motion of 53/47 sharing.

Barmes: We made one run of the harvest model that assumed 50/50 sharing on a fish-for-fish
basis. [ have that document to give, out to the Council (Agendum #7).

Fletcher: It needs to be noted that this is absent any technical review by the Technical Team. It is
one management entity's run of the model.

McCovey: Our staff would have to look at the data and make a determination on it before we
could endorse it.

Mclsaac: Is there any other business then under Harvest Allocation? We are well ahead of the
agenda. Are there any thoughts from the Council about strategies for completing the meeting?
We are now at Agenda Item #13 with a couple of itemns remaining from the moming. We could
continue today until we are finished, but, I am not sure if there is a public that would come in
tomorrow and be disappointed. What are the wishes of the Council with regard to pursuing a
finish today or reconvening tomorrow to try to stretch the meeting into 2 days?

Wilkinson: If we are able to complete the agenda today, it might be an excellent opportunity for
the HAWG to utilize a portion of tomorrow to meet.

Melsaac: 1 think that is an excellent idea. Twould encourage the Council members who are part
of that subcommittee to stay for that meeting.

#13 Report on the high priority of data aeeds

Boley: At our October meeting, we had flagged some issues that were high priority data needs
from this Council (including some data needs required for fishery evaluation). These were brought
to the attention of the Pacific Council in November. Some additional funds may be available
through National Marine Fisheries Service.

Boydstun: The letter that Scott is referring to is from Larry Six to Rollie, It addresses his
questions and we did put in a suggestion that Departinent of Commerce might consider providing

funding assistance in the Tnmity River situation.

Meclnnis: | don't have any additional information to add.
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§14 Council discussion on seeking lup

Force),

Can staff clarify this agenda item a little bit? Is this associated with what we were scoping about
this morning?

Parker: The Task Force Request for Proposals for the 1996 work plan has a deadline of April 14.
The Council may wish to assign proposal writing to the Technical Team for data needs projects.

Fletcher: The Technical Work Group had mentioned that ganing more information on some of
the spring chinook considerations would be desirable,

Mclsaac: Do you have a particular proposal in mind for spring chinook?

Fletcher: No. Ijust thought it would be good for us to know that the Task Force is starting to
become more aware of spring chinook.

Mclsaac: We ought to think about having the Technical Team Tist activities associated with the
potential fallout of Trinity re-authorization money. This list of some base programs relative to
monitoring the mitigation could be forwarded to Jerry Grover for his discretionary use to try to
reopen mitigation consideration with the Bureau of Reclamation.

Bitts: Hopefully, these other sources of funding (e.g. funding to cover mitigation responsibilities)
will come available.

Grover: The question becomes more a matter of timing because the Bureau of Reclamation can't
make monies available from the budget they already submitted to Congress. So therefore, we
iay miss the window for 1995. The next window of opportunity might be in '96.

Mclsaac: Any further discussion on this agenda item? Okay, we will pass at this time on
submitting any new proposals.

#16: Review of Endangered Species Act Listi

Melnnis: Coho aren't listed yet. As far as coho goes, there have been technical memoranda
prepared and recommendations made on the Evolutionanily Significant Units(ESUs)that should be
used for considering listing coho under the Endangered Species Act. The status of each of those
ESU's has been forwarded to the Northwest Regional Director. The Northwest Region has
prepared recommendations that have been forwzarded to our headquarters office for review. At
this point, action on this has been put on hold pending completion of review of some additional
snformation that should feed into the listing decision. I would expect that the stage that we are
fooking at is not a "listing” but a "proposed listing". That proposed listing would not be expected
to come out in time to make a real impact on the 1995 season. Now, for steethead. Thereis a
coast wide review of steethead stocks that has been completed. The managers in the State and
tribes have been asked 10 take a look at the data that has been compiled to determine whether or
not there should be listings of steethead and what the ESU for steethead should be. The petition
for Klamath Mountain Province steelhead is running ahead of the schedule. The expanded unit
¢hat includes the Tllinois River and from Cape Blanco down to and including the Klamath River.
The petition is in our headquarters office for final review on the decision.

27



Bitts: How would a listing of steelhead affect the Pacific Council managed fisheries?

Mclnnis: I don't know. I don't believe there would be any direct affect on Pacific Council
managed fisheries. I mention this to the Klamath Council because under the Klamath Act we have
purview over stecthead as well as coho and chinook. .

Fletcher: It would be nice if we could get this soon because of the water management issues that
are coming up with the Bureau of Reclamation. By March 15 there is going to be a water
management plan on the Klamath side. It would be good to let the Bureau take listing into
account when they come up with their water management plan,

Meclnnis: 1 believe that you or somebody from your Fisheries Staff has the technical documents
that would indicate what the status of the steethead runs are.

Bitts: If the steelhead are listed, will we still be able to fish for them below Mad River Hatchery?
Mclnnis: Hatchery runs may be treated differently under the Endangered Species Act.
Mclsaac: Have things progressed far enough that you have recommendations from the scientists?

Mclnnis: The scientists don't make recommendations for listing. Their assessment stops short of
that. We are at co-manager review right now. We have tried to make the listing process a more
open process because each time we have gone off and done something, we have found out that
maybe there was something else that needed to be considered. In an attempt to make the other
resource management entities an integral part of making sure all the information is on the table,
we sent out a technical memorandum on the sieethead reviews 3 weeks ago. There was a meeting
last week in Sacramento that California Dept. of Fish and Game, Klamath Tribes (Hoopa, Yurok,
Karuks, and the Klamath ) and federal agencies were invited also. We have tried to do a beiter
job of getting advice from the states and tribes on steelhead. One hitch is that the steelhead ESU
is ahead of the coast wide review..

Mclnnis: National Marine Fisheries Service {NMFES) last fall made a commitment to proceed
with reviews of all other anadromous stocks; to see if any other listings under the Endangered
Species Act were warranted. There are other reviews, of course, that include chinook, pinks, and
cutthroats. The commitment for that was to complete the status reviews by the end of January
1996. Well, in order to assure that we do our best to meet that schedule, we received a petition
from Oregon Natural Resource Council {ONRC). That petition was received right about the first
week of February and so I would anticipate a complete petition with everything necessary for
chinock review. So sometime on or about 1996, we will be coming back to you and maybe
sharing with the co-managers all of the information that we collected on chinook.

#17 Re-appointment sialus

Grover: The Act names the number of entities that sit on the Task Force and the Council. It also
identifies the appointing authorities. The Act also states that every 4 years you need to have a
new appointment {or a renewal of an appointment) as a housekeeping measure. 1995 is one of
those forth years. Correspondence has come out from our office in Yreka alerting the members
that they need to proceed with those appointments. Dave Bitts mentioned that his name has gone
to the Governor for consideration. My paperwork has gone to Interior for consideration. 1 think
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this re-appointment step is one of those little things that we need to have to completed if we are
going to have a viable council with people who are able to participate in voting,

Bitts: We received a letter from the Governor's office acknowledging that they had received my
paperwork.

Mclnnis: The Secretary of Commerce has 2 appointments to this Klamath Council. One isa
representative from the Pacific Fisheries Management Council (PFMC) and the other is a
representative from the Secretary of Commerce. We have already requested and received a letter
from the PFMC indicating that Scott Boley is their desired representative. A recommendation to
reappoint the SW Regional director to this Council has been forwarded to our headquarters stafl.
The immediate problem is nobedy in our headquarters has gone through this process of attaining
staff for the Klamath Council. We are trying to figure out the process. Some progress has been
made.

7, Other Proposed Options fo Achieve Council Goalin §

95 {Continued)

Boydstun: Two handouts are available (Agendum 7.1 and 7.2, These will be discussed more at
the HAWG meeting.

Q. (Bitts): On handout 7.1, what does tribal share 0.893 mean?

A. (Barnes). This is the same harvest rate model as we used last year. The one exception is the
figure for shaker mortality. The figure on this incorporates the mix between sport and
commercial shaker mortalities that the PFMC agreed to last year. Since the ocean harvest rate is
modeled to be less than full harvest (10%) and terminal harvest rate is modeled to 32%, the
figures are adjusted to get a balance. At the top of the handout 13,500 ocean adult harvest plus
1,800 in-river recreational harvest gives you 15,300. This balances against the tribal adult harvest
of 15,300, The very bottom, left hand corner of the document shows a spawning escapement that
was applied to each age class. The natural hatchery ratio was 62% for 1995 leaving you a 35,000
natural escapement and about 21,000 hatchery escapement.

Bitts: On age 3 fish, isn't the maturation rate more like 38%7?

Barnes: The maturity rate varies. It is the product of the annual update of the cohort analysis. It
was 33.7% this vear.

Q. (Bitts): Has the ocean harvest rate on 3's been changed? 1 thought it was assumed to be
somewhat lower than the harvest rate on 4's because of the lower vulnerability factor of 3 year
olds.

A: (Dixon): No, to my knowledge, the harvest rate has not been changed.

Mclnnis: How does the percent legal factor in?

Dixon: Eighty percent of the three year olds that are contacted are legal and 20% are smaller than
the size limits.
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Mcinnis: I am surprised to see that we have constant harvest rate on fish that don't have the same
vulnerability, In the numbers that you present here, it wasn't clear to me how you can have a
contact rate for 3 year olds that is less than for 4s and Ss. Fewer of those that are contacted can
be retained because of the legal size and vet we still have an ocean harvest rate that is the same as

for the 3s as for the 4s and 5s. .

Dixon: Iam the one who puts in that harvest rate. It is not a result of the ocean contact rates,
percent legal. or anything like that, it is an entered value,

Mclsaac: In a season where you are only going to have a 10% ocean harvest rate versus the
normal season where the contact rate is a lot higher, does this model assume (with all the closures
that are going to be modeled in for seasons) that 88% of the 3 year olds will encounter a hook?

Boydstun: Since I was involved in the original development of this model, I may be able to
provide clarification. 10% is the coeflicient (i.e. driver). It gets the model working, but if you
want to determine the age for fish, you want the actual harvest rate for those fish. This is due to
taking the 10%, multiplying it by the .88 and multiplying that by the % legal to get the percentage
of the 3 year olds that will be landed. Then you have got the numbers of 3 year olds there as
stock status. You have got 134,500; take that number times 10% times .88 times 80 and that
will give you a landed catch of 3 year olds. Now to get the non-landed mortality, you go through
that same process except when you to the percent legals, it would only be 20% sub-legal and then
you multiply that times the shaker mortality to get the shaker deaths. So the 10% is the driver.
We used to have factor for 2 year olds but that is not in here. It just basically says that for 3 year
olds, 88% are vulnerable as 4 year olds.

Q: Could you say then that 88% of the 3 year olds do not encounter 2 hook?

Boydstun: No, it depends on what harvest rate you put in there. If you put in 100% harvest rate,
you would be encountering 88% of the 3 year olds.

Mclnnis: Twice I have heard the 2 year olds are not in there. Are they just not on this table or
are they not considered in the model? If their impact is not modeled at all, how do we move to
deal with the 53/47 sharing? How do you deal with adult equivalents if you are not looking at 2
year olds in the model?

Boydstun: Well, we are dealing with 2 year olds in the catch, whether they are in the model or
not, they count in the ocean fishery. Any 2 year olds that are caught are included in the ocean
catch. I don't recall how we used to deal with them other than maybe using an average
recruitment. I think the team decided that using an average recruitment over a certain nurnber of
prior years was felt 10 be a very shaky projection method so we decided not to project 2 year
olds. There is a little bit of conservatism here in the allowable catch. If you put the 2 vears old in
there, there would be a few more fish for harvest, but not many.

MclIsaac: Further questions on this handout? Seeing none, let's move along.  All T have io® on

the Agenda is the follow up for #18 that we talked about earlier today. #19is a discussion of cur

April meeting. We pestponed a discussion on the Vice Chair and some sort of a roll call for

interest on a Harvest Allocation Work Group meeting tomorrow. Jerry Barnes, do you warnt {0

tell us where you are at on this compilation of a list of minimal chores associated with in river .
sampling and cost?
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Rarnes: This would come under the heading of reducing risk and to our taking the least risk
alternative and what I would propose to the Council for a minimal needs assessment. Since we
talked about it earlier today, I've had a little quorum with the chair, some of our Team members,
and with Mark Zuspan. 1 propose that we flesh this out and put together 2 short report. Tt will be
cycled through the Tech Team and through the Depariment of F&G and we will include cost for
this minimal needs assessment program. Then we'll present it to the Council prior to the April
meeting in Portland (Attachment A).

Mclsaac: So, Jerry Grover, if we give you this list during the early part of April, is that sufficient
time with regard to your window of opporiunity for proposing it to the Bureau in consideration
for mitigation funding?

Grover: 1 would have to address that question to the Bureau. We need to pursue the
opportunities and make sure we are not precluded from consideration. We will argue dollars
fater.

Mclsaac: Let's bring it up as an Agenda Jtem at the April meeting.

Bitts: Jerry, do you have, or do you need a motion from this Council for that kind of support?

Grover: I think that given what we said this morning, I have got it already. I plan on reporting
back to the Council afler contact with the Bureau.

#3 Elect vice-chair

Meclsaac: I understand there are still some discussions that need to take place prior to addressing
this item, so I would like to postpone this agenda item to our April meeting.

419 Tdentification of azenda items for the April 2 Klamath Council meeting in Portland,
Identification of future meeting dates and locations,

Meclsaac: We have a proposed agenda in our packet. Agenda items will include a; report from
the HAWG and a status report on the funding situation on the Trinity.

Postpone the meeiing time until 3 p.m. on Sunday.

Wilkinson: We should also aflow for impromptu evening meetings. Could we set some additional
time aside?

Mclsaac: Ron, can you refresh our memories on the administrative difiiculties with impromptu
meetings?

Jverson: The Federal Advisory Committee Act requires us to provide advance public notice of
meetings where Council zction will be {aken,

Grover: Perhaps we could schedule another Council meeting Wednesday night to allow
impromptu caucus 10 occur between Sunday and Wednesday.

Mclnnis: This scems like it would be accepiable, since the public who wishes o comment will be
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at the meeting location already (in association with Pacific Council meeting).

McIsaac: Let's meet on Wednesday from 7-8 p.m. If we need to announce impromptu meetings
between Sunday and Wednesday, we will post a notice in the hotel,

Barnes: Do you need the official presence of the Technical Team to model possible options? .
Meclsaac: Tl leave that up to the Chair's prerogative.
Wilkinson: The HAWG meeting is scheduled for 9 am. until noon tomorrow.

Adjourned.
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Attachment 3

Fabruary 14, 1985

FINAL AGENDA
Kiamath Fishery Management Council -- Meeting #40
March 1-2, 1955
Fureka Inn, Eureka CA

830 am Convene. Introduce members. Review background materials (Parker).

1. Review and approve agenda.
2. Approve minutes of meetings held: August 1 and October 20-21.
3. Elect Vice-Chair

TECHNICAL REPORTS

9:15 4. Summary of PSMFC workshop en mass marking (Mclsaac)

9:30 5. Status of KRTAT assignments (Barnes):

A 1994 Posiseason review

B. 1995 Stock size projections

C. 1995 KOHM
10:45 BREAK
1995 MANAGEMENT SEASON
11:00 8. Report from the Hawesﬁ Allocation Work Group (Wilkinson)
11:45 7. Other proposed options to achieve Council goal in 1285
12:30 LUNCH

1:30 8. Council discussion



3:45 9. Public Comment

4:00 10. Action. Develop a range of options for the 1995 management .
season
5:00 Recess
MARCH 2
9:00 Convene. Announcements.
915 11. Action: Develop a range of options for the 1995 management
season (continued)
10:30 Break
11:45 12. Technical Team Assignments
12:00 Lunch
ADDITIONAL COQUNCIL DISCUSSION ITEMS .
1:30 13. Report on the high priority data needs that were forwarded to the
PFMC (Boley)
1:45 14 Council discussion on seeking funding for high priority data
needs (e.g. Klamath Task Force)
2:30 15. Action: Assignment to Technical Team to develop proposals
3:00 16. Review of ESA listings (Mcinnis)
3:15 17. Report from members on re-appointment status
3:30 18. Report on status of Trinity re-authorization
4:00 19. identification of agenda items for the April 2 Klamath Council

meeling in Portland. Identification of future meeting dates and
locations (e.g. the fall meeting could be held in Yreka).

ADJOURN




Diraft 2/17/95
Internal

Klamath Fishery Management Council

Meeting #40
March 1.2, 1965

Handouts

Agendum #5 Stock size projections

Agendum #3 1994 landings table

Agendum #5.A Preseason Report

Agendum #5B Oceran Stock Size

Agendum #18 Letter regarding Trinity re-authorization

From Peterson to Mclsaac, 2/6/95

her items in binder
Operating Procedures

Motion/Amendment Form

Status

Mailed with final agenda2/15
Expected 2/21 from Dixon
Expected 2/27 from Coon
KRTAT

Copies made for distribution
at meeting

Copies in binders

Draft in Ron's box
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Fehruary 13, 19%5

FINAL AGENDA

¥lamath Fishery Management Council -~ Meeting #40

Mayrch 1-2, 1985
Pureka Inn, Bureka Ca

Introduce members. Review backgyound materials (Parker) .
rReview and approve agsnda.

Approve minutes of meetings held: August 1 and October
20-21.

Elect Vice-Chair

summary of PSMFC workshop on mass marking (McIsaac)
tatus of KRTAT assignments (Barnes):

A. 199%4 Postseason review

B. 1995 Stock size projections

.  19%% KOHM

1998 MANAGEMENT SHASON
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Report from the Harvest Allocation Work Group {(Wilkinson}

Other proposed options to achieve Council goal In 1835

Council discussion

rublic Comment

Lotion: Develop a range of options for the 1555
managemaent seascon



E: 00 Recess

MARCH 2

S:00 Convene .,  Announcements.

9:15 1k action: Develop a range of options for the 1%85
managemsnt geason (continusd)

10:30 Break

11:45 12. Technical Team Assignments

12:00 Lanch

ADDRITIONAL COUNCIL DISCUSEION ITEMS

1:30 13. Report on the high priority data needs that were forwarded
to the PFMC {Boley)

1:45 14. Council discussion on seeking funding for high priority
data needs (e.g. Klamath Task Force)

2:30 15. Action: Assignment to Technical Team to develop proposals

3:00 16. Review of ESA listings {(MoInnig) .
3:15 17. Report from members on re-appointment status

3:30 18. Report on status of Trinity re-authorization

4:00 19, Identification of agenda items for the 2pril 2 Klamath

Council mesting in Portland. Identification of future
meeting dates and locations {e.g. the fall meeting could
e held in Yreka).

ADJOURN
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United States Department of the Interior

FI8H AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Copgtal California Fish and Wildlife 0f£{ice
1128 16t¢h, Birest, Room 2098
Arcara, California 35523
(707 -822-7201

Dacember 07, 1384

MEMORANDUM

ek parricia Parker, FPlshery Bilologist, XKRFRO
Yreka, CA

FROM: Jim Craig, Fishery Biscloglst

SURJEST: Corractions to Drafe Oct 20«21 EPMO minutes

Reagarding Barry Colliine statements (answers) on pg.ld concerning havchery
and netural fish and egcapement counting; Barry 18 espousing the DFG party
line baged on their hatchery manual and net necessarily that which is
artually ccourring.

At the recenr Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force meeting in Klamath
Falls, CDFPG’s Paul Hubbell gave these numbers; 14,366 chinock entersd Ircn
fate Harehery {IGH), 13,808 cf which were adulns. 2,333 non ad-clip agults
weye lefr ventrally (LV) fin ¢lipped end returned to the river (2§ of which
showed up later at vthe Shasts River racks in addition to 22 ad-clips).
Eubball concedad thar not all of the figh tryving to acoess IGH were
handled. In fact, the fish ladder was c¢lomed off virtually the entlre tims
afrer October 7 (egg take met at IGH) with no further fin clipping etc
occurring. By the way, all of the ad-clips and LV clipped figh geen at the
Shasta River ragk wers cpserved after Oorober 7, Two indspendent and
knowledgeable gources have told me that the toral estimated raturn to IGH
was clese to 30,000 figh, So it appears that IGH handled approximatsly 1/2
of the return ts the hatchery, An estimated 158,000 fish were never allowed
ro access the ladder, were neveyr LV clipped, and probably attempted to
gpawn Ynaturally” in the Klamath River or nearby tributary. Right or
WRCNG, these Z£iah will probably be considered part of the natural 35,000
egcapement .

In additicn, CDFG dess not do “"carcage counts® on the meinstem, CCFWO doasz.
As Tom Shaw pointed cut in his meme to you (Nov 7, 94}, the spawning crew
Ames not routinely examine carcasses for marks, spawning conditicn etc.,
The crew 1z responsible for counting redds and that's pretty much it.
Anything else they can accomplish during thelr full days is & bonuz and
provides ancillary data only. CDFG dose use the CUPWO redd count
informaticn to estimaze numbers of spawners in the mainstem. Since only a
gmall percentage of returning IGH £ish are actually markad and returned to
the river, and since nobody really locks for those marks in the mainstem
anyway, how CDFG comes up with an estimate of hatchery and natural
contribution to the mainsrem area is beyond me.

T don‘t know If anv of this information could be usged fo correct ancther

parscon’s statement but I thought I'd peint out some obviocus inconailstencies
berwesn what CDFG saye lg going on and what 1s actually going on.

OPTIONAL FORM §9 {7-80) PO \t{\
FAX TRANSMITTAL  joomer |
ek e[ D Latoty
. Dap./Agency Uw S | Phore # {‘ %{mo
: Fax #
" QJ {[ 81"2_ HSI:}' RENCRAL SERVICES ADMINIETRATIGN

HEN 7540-01..317-7358 065151
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YUROK TRIBE |

FISHERIES PROGRAM

P. 0. Box 218 (707)-482-2841
Klamath, CA 95548 (707)-482-0384 (fax)

December 7, 1994
TO: Tricia Parker, Fishery Biologist, KRFRO
FROM: Joe Polos, Fisheries Program Manager

SUBJECT:  Comments on minutes of Qct. 20-21 KEMC meeting,

My first general comment is that the two weeks that are being allowed for comments are not
sufficient. Due to the myriad of committees, teams, work groups, etc. thas many people are
mvolved in I think at least three weeks and preferably four weaks should be allowed,

Page 9. The answer referring to the letter from the Yurok Tribe to Mike Ryan concerning flows at
iron Gate Iam (IGD) is incorrect. The mininum flows identified in the FERC license are 1,300
cfs, not 900 ofs as stated in ihe answer, The letier from the Yurok Tribe refers to the 900 ofs
which the BOR said that they would release in September. The Jetter alsg states that the Tribe
considers this amount (960 cfs) "far below the amount necessary for the protection of fishery
resources”

Page 10, answer by Fletcher. Add to the last sentence " intervened in the process" to state ©.
intervene in the process o ensure that the BOR fulfilled s promise to provide 900 cfs below 1GD
in September and throughout the Spawning/rearing season”,

Page 12, Yurok Tribal Fishery., "(aliows fishing 5 days/week)” should read "(allows fishing &
days/week during the fall fishery)".

Page 15. Comment by Fletcher concerning the low escapement in tributaries (sub-basin stock
strength) . Replace "these different maturity rates.” with “the different run timing of the Klamath
and Trinity stocks and attempt to afford protection to the weaker stock. "

Page 25, Clarification of harvest rate management and variahle recruitmen (I don't know i you
want to put all of this in the minutes, I hope this will clarify some of the confision)

Under harvest raze fanagement, ocean and inriver harvest rates are determined the by
stock-recrult equilibrium model, In this model, factors for the productivity of the stoek
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(2lpha) and the Klamath Basin (beta), along with factorg specific to the various fisheries
that impact the stock and biclogical factors specific 10 the stock (ie maturity rates, ete) are
used to determine MSY harvest rate combinations for ocean and wriver fisheries The

. output of this model provides orean and inriver harvest rate combinations that aliow 3394
of a brood to spawn. These harvest rate combinations are for equilibrivm conditions
Since recruitinent varies from year to vear, with the constraint of the 33% brood
eseapement rate, the harvest shares are the onlv variable that can deviate from equilibrim.
The variable recruitmens crealing variable age camposition of the oeean stock leads to the
variation in harvest shares if the equilibrium harvest rate combinations are used. Under
20750 annual barves: shacing, the varighi Lty in the system is transferred from the harvest
shares to the Bicapement rate,

Under harvest rate management, harvest rates that should provide 33% brood escapement
are applied 1o the ocean and inriver populations so the difference in recruitment (which
oreates the shift in equilibrium age composition in the ocean) does not matter. It is the
35,000 natural sscapement floor that necessitates 3 reduction in harvest rates which, in
affect, is managing for a higher brood tscapement rate, When this ceours, the stock is no
longer being managed by harvest rate and is then managed by an escapement goal,

Page 40, Fletcher Comment (top of bage): Statement should read: "Mo, not to define the Trust
relationship beiween the Tribes and the Bureay

Page 40. Fletcher Comment. statement should read: "The lower Klamath River has been

. identified as an area in need of 3 larger work plan. For example, the Yurok Tribe is currently
developing a restoration plan for the Lower Klamary Basin with the Califormia Coastal
Conservaney and Simpsen Timber Company.
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comments on minutes of Oct. KPMC meeting by Bitta:

p. 7: 3000 tags were recovered in troll fishery socuth af pt., Arens;
140 wera fall Kilamath, I don’t recall anything about 10,000 total tags
recogeread.

p. 14: add te my conment: in the past, that definition has been: a
fish spawning in gravel is a natural spawner. T helieve I said this.

p. 15: T helieve my comment was also to the effect that at recent
pcean harvest rates, it’s dlfficult to achieve any further pratec@inn
of weak sktocks within the Klamath basin by further ocean restrictions.

p. 24: I was thankling stalf as much for prasenting us the background
naterials ahead of time as for reviewing thea.

p. 30: Jerry Barnes’ comnent at top of page neads work: ‘90 was the
first vear of low escapenments, nct f91.

p. 38: after ete., insert Has Klamath populations rise," § Our catches
will increase... then our access...., Impact rates on Klamath stocks
will not rise, but numbers of Klamath fish caught will, as Klamath
populations continue to rige-~sven after acgess to other stocks has
maxed out.

.’I don’t understand Kautsky’s comment at all.
pid T say the difference between the /93 and 704 seasons?

p. 42: Hooking mortality rates will drive ocean fisherles, especially
1f coho are listed. They won’t drive the listing of coho. Logging etc.

plus politics will do that,
7 Pt
Jzybbhfflf/



MEMORANDIUM

To: Kiamath River Technical Date: FPebruary 27, 1395
Advisory Team |

From: Rich Dixon, CDFG

Subject: Calibration of the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM)
for 1995.

calibration: The KOHM has been calibrated over the five base

years (1986-1990) and scaled to 1985 expected stocks strengths.

Calibration for each of the base years involved the determination

of Klamath fall chinook exploitation rates by age using harvest
vate information from the cohort analysis distributed to mode 1
cells based on coded-wire tag estimates in the commercial and
recreational fisheries as summarized in the partitioned data
hase. For age-3 distribution, only fingerling tag codes weare
used, for age-4 distribution, all tag codes were used. The
exceptions to that method were for age-3 distributions in 1989
and 1990, when there were so few recoveries in ocean Ligsheries
from fingerling codes that all codes were used.

Afrer calibration, 1988-1990 exploitation rates were adjusted in
some model cells when fisheries were restricted, so that 1988,
1989, and 1990 were comparable to 1986 and 1987. Adjustment
factore for 1988 were as described in Alan Baracce’s memo Lo the
Team dated March 10, 1989. Adjustment factors for 1989 and 1950
were those used in modeling the option adopted by PFMC for each
of those years.

Stock scaling factors by age for Klamath chinook were computed
from the appropriate ocean population size compared to the
projection for 1995 (Table 1).

Other stocks (Central Valley and Rogue) were scaled relative to
the expected population size in 1995 {(Table 2). In the model,
rhe two northern and two KMZ cells are scaled for other stocks
based on the method in the March 10, 1989 memo using the 1986-88
average for all five years (Table 3). The scaling of the two
southern cells was based golely on the CVI.

The above procedures prepared the model to be structured for 1995
option analysis. This structuring involved the additional step
of replacing fall catches and Klamath impacts with those that
accurred after August 31, 1994, expressed as summer equivalents
(Table 4). Klamath impacts were taken from the Stock Projection
Report.
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Table 3. Scaling Factors [or Other Stocks in the KOHM

KMZ Orher Stoack Sceaera

1986 (0,27 * 0,720 + [{1-0.370 * 0D,17] 0,37
1987 {(0.37 * 0.80) + [(1-0.37] * 0.14] = 0.385
1988 (0,37 * 0.53F 4 [(1-0.37) * 0,311 = 0.39
1989 (0.37 * 0.99) + [{(1-0.37) * 0.86] = .91

1990 {(0.37 * 1.1%} + {[{1-0.37) * 1.0517 = 1.09

NOR and CSE Other Stock Scalers

1986 (0.49 * 0.72) & [{1-0.49) * 0.17} = 0.44
1987 (0.49 * 0.80) + [{1-0.49) * 0.14] = 0.46
1988 (0.49 * 0.52) + [{(1-0.49) * 0.31] = 0.42
1989 (0.49 * 0.99) + [{1-0.49) * 0.86] = 0.92

1990 {0.4% * 1.15) + [{1-0.48) * 1.05] = 1.10

Table 4. 1994 Fall Catches and Klamath Impacts

Klamath

Age 3 Age 4
Area Sum. Fouivw. Sum. Eguiv.

NOR
CSE
KMZ~T
KMZ-5
FTB
S0C

DLDOCDCDO(D
(%]
o

Total

Total Chinook

NOR 5,000
CSB 2,100
KMZ-T 1,000
KMZ-S 1,600
FTR 4,900
s0C 6,300



KLAMATH OCEAN BARVEST MGDEL:

EXPLOITATION RATE

USING 86-90 BASE PERIOD
‘KPLQE?AT!QN RATE CHANGE FROM BASE PERIOD: a{.jk)

VERSION: 95 O
DATE: 2-27-95
TIME: 02:40 PM

FALL-94  MAY-95  JUNE-SL  JULY.95 ALG-95
NOR 1.000 1.0060 1.000  1.000 1.000
csB 1.000 1.060  1.000  1.000 1.000
KMZ-T 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
KMZ-5 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
FT8 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
SOC 1.000 1.000  1.000 1.000 1.000
1995 CALIBRATICN
KLAMATH ADULT OCEAN LANDINGS 80300
KLAMATH INRIVER HARVEST IMPACTS 0
KLAMATH TOTAL SPAWNING ESCAPEMENT 40800
KLAMATH NATURAL SPAWNING ESCAPEMENT 25400
AGE 4 KLAMATH HARVEST RATE 56%
KLAMATH LANDINGS - ESTIMATES: Liijk)
AGE 3 FALL-94 MAY-95 JUNE-95 JULY-95  AUG-95 TOTAL
NOR O 10 40 750 540 1340
CsB 0 420 970 11320 8760 21470
KMZ-T 0 120 4130 1170 1180 6600
KMZ-5 O 260 1480 1660 410 3810
B 0 1540 4960 8410 1100 16010
ocC 0 1590 4570 2510 350 9020
AGE3 TOT 0 3940 16150 26820 12340 58250
AGE 4 FALL-84 MAY-95 JUNE-85  JULY-95  AUG-95 TOTAL
NOR 0 50 90 320 90 550
CSB 40 850 870 5010 1450 8180
KMZ-T 0 160 1840 650 420 3070
KMZ-S 30 20 200 500 160 880
FTB 0 1160 2310 1730 210 5410
S0C 100 770 1590 480 40 2880
AGE4 TOT 170 3010 6900 8690 2370 21140

CATCH PROJECTIONS BASED ON EXPLOITATION RATE SHIFTS

NOR
CSB
KMZ-T
KMZ-S
FTB
SOC
TOTAL

FALL-94

5000
2100
1000
1600
4900
6300
20900

MAY-9b

2500
900

JUNE-05

19500
9300

JULY-85

5800
13800

AUG-85 95 TOT
8700 36500
48600 28600

KLAMATH CONTRIBUTION-AGE 3+ 4 COMBINED

AREA

NOR
o
KMZ-T

KMZ-S
FTB
SOC

FALL-94
0.0%
1.9%
0.0%
1.9%
0.0%
1.6%

MAY-9b
0.9%
6.6%

11.2%

31.1%
9.1%
1.6%

JUNE-85
1.0%
9.8%
30.6%
18.1%
11.5%

5.7%

JuLY-95
5.2%
20.7%
31.4%
15.7%
14.3%
4.5%

AUG-95
B.2%
23.6%
18.4%
12.4%
5.0%
1.5%



SELECTIVE FISHERIES ASSESSMENT

Notes for PSC Workshep - December 2, 1994

. CONCEPT: « Apply a visible mark to hatchery fish

e Retain marked fish, release unmarked fish

QUESTIONS:

e

® Do selective fisheries save wild salmon?

® Can the viability of the Coded-Wire-Tagging (CWT Program be Maintained?

RELEVANCE TO PACIFIC SALMON TREATY:

Potential management approach 1o increase escapements and reduce exploitation rates on unmarked
stocks

Potential effects on viability of Coded-Wire-Tagging (CWT) program
¢ Bilateral commitment

o Vital to management of chinook and coho coastwide

e No viable alternative now available for stock-specific assessments

PSC requested Coho and Chinook Technical Committees to conduct a study of selective fisheries
in October 1993

e How much would selective regulations reduce fishery harvest rates on unmarked fish?
» Effects on catches?
» Effects on incidental mortality?

» To what degree can selective fisheries be expected to increase escapernents?
» Under what conditions?
e Can impacts be reliably measured for evaluation?
e TFeasibility for chinook and coho?

e Potential positive and negative impacts on CWT program and fishery management?
s Could negative impacts be overcome?

e What are the logistics for implementation?
* Mark of choice?
» Required changes in marking and sampling programs?
e Estimated start up and annual costs?

Page 1
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CONCLUSIONS
{Coho only - Assuming adipose fin clip as selective mark)

Impacts on unmarked stocks:

® Reductions in selective fishery harvest rates:
Sport  70% - 80%
Troll 60% - 70%
Net 10% - 50%

Reductions in landed catch:

-

30% - 70% in selective fishery
Total landed catch of marked and unmarked fish across all fisheries does not increase

-

ncreases in incidental mortalities: 100% - 400% (could be equivalent to as much as 35% of the

landed catch)

»

Relationship between landed catch and incidental mortalities is significantly altered

Factors affecting results

Release and drop-off mortality

Ratio of marked to unmarked fish
Marking mortality

Retention regulations & mark recognition
Fishery harvest rates

Management of other fisheries
Frequency of recapture

Impacts on stock escapements and exploitation rates

e Varies by stock characteristics and selective fishery implementation

L

Escapement for some stocks can be expected to increase by up to __ along with decreases
in exploitation rate of ___. For other stocks, potential benefits can be expected to be much
more modest.

For some stocks and implementation scenarios, slight decreases in escapements and
increases in exploitation rates can occur (e.g., stocks not significantly affected by selective
fisheries, but impacted indirectly by quota management).

* Renefits increase when:
e Selective fisheries have larger impacts on stock
e Potential for subsequent harvest by non-selective fisheries is low

Page 2



Logistic considerations:

Interagency cooperation required.

Implementation of selective fisheries would entail a coordination of substantial number of “pizzce&’.
(technology, marking and sampling, stock assessment and management planning tools, etc.)

Mark of choice: Adipose fin clip, 1-1/2 length CWTs, and electronic tag detection

Estimated costs of implementation in Georgia Strait and Puget Sound
¢ $3 million (US$) capital expenditures -
- Canadian costs = $1.7 million (CANS)

- U.S. costs = $1.5 million (US$)

* $2 million (US$) annual expenditures
- Canadian costs = $1.2 million (CANS)
- U.S. costs = $0.8 million (US$)

Lead time required: 2 years minimum to put technology in place, once decision is made to proceed.
Interagency coordination could take longer.

Assuming that ad-clips are employed as the selective mark, "partial" implementation is not an
option, i.e., marking fish first and deciding later whether or not to implement selective fisheries.
The presence of a much larger number of marks in a fishery would inevitably affect the ability t

recover CWTs once marking occurs.

Selective fisheries would affect many important management and stock assessment tools

* Improved sampling and mark detection technology increases reliability of CWT recovery data

s Improved estimation of marked hatchery fish contributions can provide information on relative
abundance of unmarked stocks.

* Selective fisheries would, without adjustments to tagging and smpling programs, jeopardize the
viability of the CWT program.

* Implementation of selective fisheries would negate the primary assumption that enables current
management tools to be used for assessment of fishery impacts on wild stocks.

Page 3



MAINTAINING THE VIABILITY OF THE CWT 5YSTEM

Viability is defined in terms of not increasing uncertainty and management risk (o
unacceptable levels.

Best hope of evaluating impacts of selective fisheries lies in CWTs, not escapements.
Extensive changes in tag detection and sampling programs would be required to maintain quality
of recovery data. In particular, voluntary CWT recovery programs for sport fisheries would have

to be replaced by systematic catch sampling.

Interagency coordination is required; unilateral implementation would severely disrupt the viability
of the CWT program.

During phase in/out time periods for selective fisheries, there is a risk that management capabilities
would be degraded, along with a diminished ability to collect useful CWT recovery data.

Single index group tagging would only be useful for evaluating impacts on tagged fish.
o Lose the capacity to use CWTs to assess impacts on unmarked fish

Double index group-tagging (releases of marked-tagged and unmarked-tagged groups) can recover
most, but not all information presently provided by the CWT program.

* The independence of individual CWT experiments o assess impacts on wild fish would be lost,
regardless of whether or not wild fish are tagged. Wild fish tagging experiments wpuld need
to be accdompanied by double index group tagging of representative hatchery fish to provide
useful information.

Adequate numbers of fish must be tagged in each index group (i.e, doubling the number of tags
released)

[ ]

Gain capacity to evaluate total brood impact of all combined selective fisheries on stock
exploitation rates

Under the most optimistic assumptions, differences in total stock exploitation rates between
marked and unmarked groups must be at least 10% for reliable detection, given current tagging
levels and sampling rates.

Probable loss of the ability to allocate incidental mortality losses among selective fisheries. This
loss in information would become more important for assessment of wild stocks, fisheries
management and allocation (for inter] urisdictional and domestic legal obligations) as significance
of incidental mortalities increases.

Substantial changes would be required in cohort analysis procedures, management models, and
abundance estimation. The feasibility of making necessary changes has not been determined.

Page 4



RECOMMENDATIONS

Adipose fin clips hold the most promise as a selective mark for achieving potential benefits of selective
fisheries. Use of this mark should be accompanied by the use of 1-1/2 length CWTs, electronic 1a
detection, and improved sampling programs.

® Feasible for coho

® Not recommended for chinook
* Questionable ability to mass mark at present
* Uncertainty regarding tag detection capabilities at present
* Release mortalities -
Life history complexities and altered mortality schedules
¢ Far-north migratory behavior substantially expands implementation impacts

»

Evaluation is required to estimate actual effects of selective fisheries. Potential biological impacts
presented herein are hypothetical, based upon simulation modeling procedures that have shown that
results are highly sensitive to uncertainty in key parameter values. At a minimum, double index group
tagging must be employed.

Because of interjurisdictional implications, a protocol for consideration of selective fishery proposals
should be established. The role of the PSC should be clarified, as well as the obligations of the Parties
to maintain a viable CWT program. A minimum of two years notice should be provided prior to initial
implementation of selective fisheries to allow for: development, acquisition, and installation of tag
detection equipment; design and implementation of required changes to catch sampling programs; an
development of new stock assessment and management planning tools.

Page 5
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To . Mr. Boyd Gibbons, Director Dote . December 13, 1994
Mr. Charles Raysbrook, Acting Chief Deputy Director
Mr. Al Petrovich, Deputy Director
Mr. Banky Curtis, Depuly Director
Mr. Tim Farley, Chief, Inland Fisheries Division
Mr. Rolf Mall, Chief, Marine Resoruces Division

Mr. Richard Elliott, Regional Manager, Region 1

from : Deportment of Fish and Game

¥lamath River Basin Fall chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement,
Subject:  Tn-river Harvest and Run-size Estimates, 1978-1994

The attached table is for your information.

please note that all figures for years, 1978 through 1993,
are final; 1994 figures are preliminary, and subject to revision.

Paul M. Hubbell, Supervisor
Klamath-Trinity Program
Field Operations

attachment

cc: Mr. Forrest Reynolds, IFD
Mr. Gene Fleming, IFD
Mr. L.B. Boydstun, MRD
Mr. M. Ralph Carpenter, IFD
Mr. Terry Mills, IFD
¥r. Tim Curtis, IFD
gse? Alan Baracco, MRD-Rancho Cordova
Mr. Don Weidlein, Region 1
Mr. Randy Benthin, Region 1
¥r. Robert Corn, Region 1
¥r. Mark Pisano, IFD-¥reka
Mr. Mark Zuspan, IFD-Arcazta
Mr. Barry Collins, IFD-Arcata
¥r. Bernard Aguilar, IFD-Weaverville
¥r., Michael Dean, IFD-Weaverville
¥r. Bill Jong, IFD-Arcata
Mr. Michael Wallace, IFD-Arcata



KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FALL CHINOOK SALMON RUN-SIZE,
HARVEST AND SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT--1894 SEASONY

The 1994 adult fall chinook salmon run into the Klamath River systen
has again turned out to be significantly smaller than that projected
preseason. It is, however, the largest run recorded since 1989.
This year's grilse return is the largest recorded since 1588.

parlier this yvear, based on management decisions affecting the 1584
season fishing regulations, fisheries scientists projected that
21,200 adult fall chinook salmon would return to the Klamath River
this fall. Using this figure, they projected an in-river harvest of
14,300 adults, with the remaining 66,900 going to natural and
hatchery spawning escapements. The following table presents, in
abbreviated form, 1994 preseason adult harvest and spawner

escapement projections, along with corresponding postseason
estimates.

Preseason Postseason
projection estimate (*)

Harvest
Indian net 11,800 11,595 (98.3)
angler 1,400 1,768 {126.3)
Net & angler mortalities (unlanded) 1,100 963 (87.5})
Subtotals 14,300 14,326 (100.2)
Spawner Escapement
Natural 15,100 33,361 (95.0)
Eatchery 31,800 14,536  {45.7)
| Subtotals 66,900 47,897 {71.6)
Totals 21,200 €2,223 (76.8)

*Percent of projected figures in parentheses.

Complete run-size, harvest and spawner escapenent figures for both
adults and grilse for years, 1978-1994, are presented in the
acconpanying takle.

¥  prepared December 12, 1994 by the California Department of Fish
and Game, Klamath-Trinity Programn.



. Klamath River Basjo Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, [n~river Harvest and Run—size Estimates,
19781994 *

Page 1 ol 7

I SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners a8

WWWWWWWWW s || Griisg Adults  Telais
on Gate Hatchery s | @8 8828 7, 5856 || 461 | 2412 ZEES
Trinity River Hatchery 0 | 1325 6034 7359 || 964 1335 2299 || 2256 _ 4099 63
Subtotals [ T22e0 12959 15499 j 1 221 B8 4857 |1 2707 6511
Natyral Spawners [ -
Trinity River basin :

(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH) 4712 31,052 35764 3,536 2028 11564 16,837 7700 24537
Saimon River basin 1,400 2,600 4,000 150 1,000 1,150 200 800 1,060
Scott River basin 1,908 3,423 51332 428 3,398 3,824 2,245 2032 4277
Shasta River basin 6,707 12,024 18731 1,040 7,011 8,151 4,334 3,762 8,088
Bogus Creek basin 651 4928 5579 494 £ 444 %838 1,749 3321 5,070
Main Stem Klamath River
{excluding 1GH) 300 1,700 2,000 466 4,180 4656 867 2,468 3,335
Mise, Kiarnath tributaries

bove Hoopa and Yurok Rasenations) 735 2,765 3,500 147 1,068 1,215 500 1,600 1,500
Hoopa and Yurck Resenvationtribs.:, =~ b we b - Bl 100c  400c  500c 250 ¢ A0 ¢ 650 ¢
Subtotals €474 58.492 74806 || 6761 30637 37098 | | 26682 21,483 4B4ES

. [ Total Spawner Escapement | | 18654 71451 90,105 [ 7882 3e213 42255 || 29,689 27,994 57683

L iN--RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest Grise  Adults  Totals | Adults Tolals |
Klamaih River alow Hwy 101 badge} 122 54 9786 216 127 1,582
Trinity River basin fbove Wikow Creek) - - d e R 765 8998 3,454

Balance of Klamath sysiem 1,960 840 2,800 1,200 2771 5371

Subtotals 2082 1,694 3,778 2.181 2.141 4322 4 496 10387

indian Net Harvest®

Klarnaih RIVET beiow Hwy 101 bridge) — - U —— - 495 §605  10.100
Kizmath River fHwy 101 to Trinty mouh) - - | Ei — —— - 72 1,528 1,800

Trinity River fHoopa Reservabon) | == - - 1 P - —m 4] 220 880 '

Subtotals i 1800 18,200 QQ,SOQJ 11,350 13650 15,000 887 12,013

Total In—river Harvest | [ ass2 39894 23776 |[ass1 is7e1 1sse2 || 6878 16502 23,357

E?ﬁéwi’%f‘{ﬁiﬁ BUN

]

Totals Toials

in—river Harvest and Escapement | 25236 91,845 113581 H 1513 61577 || =
Angiing sorality £ of tareest | ; 42 34 75 | 44 a3 &7 i% 118 30
. Net Mortality @ o hevest § | qea 1455 E00 i 108 1082 1200 1L 79 961
[ o Tiverfun | (72722 92835 115857 || 11865 S1195 62861 Tiivas  atasa 8238

Procared 1277254



Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In—river Harvest and Run—size Es:im.
19781994 *

Page 2 of 7

SPAWHNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners Gritse  Adulls Adults  Tolais Grise  Adults  Totals |
frony Gate Halchery 464 540 2055 2585 1,833 8,353 10,186 514 8371 & 885
Trinity River Haichery gndg 1,004 2370 3374 4,235 2058 6,293 271 5484 5765 |
Subtotals 1.544 4 425 £969 | 6068 10,411 16 479 785 13,885 14,850 |
Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin - %
{above Willow Creek, excluding TRH) 5806 15,340 21,246 §,149 9274 17423 853 17,284 18,137
Saimon River basin 450 750 1,200 300 1.000 1,300 75 1,200 1,275 .
Scott River basin 3,409 3,147 6,556 4350 5820 10,178 170 3,388 3568
Shasta River basin 4330 7,890 12,220 1.822 £,533 g 455 753 3,118 3872 |
Bogus Creek basin g1z 2,730 3,642 2,325 4818 7,143 335 2,713 3048 ¢
Main Stemn Kiamath River
[exciiding IGH) 1,000 3,000 4 000 1,000 3,000 4,000 200 1,800 2000
Misc. Klamath tributaries :
Ebose Hoopa and Yurck Reserabions) 500 1,000 1,500 &00 1,500 2,100 140 1,270 1410 ¢
Hoopa and Yurck Reseovation tribs. e 1 - b -~ b -—b -— b - —-—D - —— 0
Subiotals 16,5067 33,857 50,264 18,6486 318581 50,597 2,526 30,784 3330 ¢
[ Total Spawner Escapement | | 18,051 38282 56333 || 24714 42362 67,076 || 3,311 44649

IN-~RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest Adults Totals Tolals

Kiamath River pelow Hwy 101 bidga) 536 1714 2580 11 1,252 3,538 4,791 60

Trinity River basin gbove Wilow Creel) 1,456 3,174 4 630 2554 2321 4875 116

Balance of Klamath sysiem 5,280 1.085 € 355 8,678 2478 11,157 175

Sublotals 7,252 5983 13235 12.484 8339 20823 351

indian Met Harvest®

Klamnath River felow Hwy 101 bridge) 912 23087 24009 280 4,547 4 837 12 800 12

larmnath River fHwy 101 to Trinkty mouth) 1,104 8405 8,508 1,185 £,424 8619 121 5700 5821

Trintty River Hoops Beservation) 449 1,531 1,980 314 1,511 1,825 30 1,390 1,420

Subictals 2485 33033 35498 1,793 14,482 16,281 163 7,830 8053
Total In—river Harvest § i G717 28016 48733 | = 14,283 22.82% 37,104 § i 514 12,125 12838

IN-RIVER RUN

Totals i

Grilize Tolzls ! _Adult
in—river Harvest and Escapement i 27,768 77298 108068 | 56,774
Anghing Morlality 2% o rarvesty | ‘ 145 120 265 | 50 85
Net Mortality @ o ravesy | 187 2643  2B4D ;i 144 £31
i . ; M os o " L ana cE & ] = Y
1 Toial In-~river Run 1 | 25,110 80,061 108,171 || 85391  €6509 105800 | ] 3,845 57,480

Fremared 1RG5

{continued on next 2age)



.Oamazh River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spa

SFAWN‘QRE_%?&}?EBENT

Hatchery Spawners
tron Gate Hatchery ¢GH)

Subtotals

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin
{above Willow Creek, excly dissg TRH}

Salmon River basin
Scott River basin
Shasta River basin
Bogus Creek basin
Main Stem Kiarmath River
{axchidng IGH)
Misc. Kiamath rributaries

{ahove Hoopa and Yurok Rasarvabions)
Hoopa and Yurck Reservation ribs,

Subtotals

5285 16064

| Grise_ _Ady
CTye4 5,330
766 2,166
1530 7,496
e T
3416 5654
2165 12269
358 1443
480 2,362
465 3038
200 1,350
150 930
—~b -=—b

19781994 *°

woer Escapement, In

Totals

1 Grilse

R ————E

Adulis

15,795

—river Harvest and Run—size Estima

Fage 3

‘?o

18

1§957 22,110 k 1461 17,096 .

5070 32891 3

92548
2,71¢
3,176
3,274
6,124

603

4818

5
b

2832 |1 18166 2583 20748 || 3509
T 9026 27534 42858 | 5010
0070 || 29454 9217 38671 || 20458
14429 | 905 2,259 3,164 949
1,801 1357 3051 4408 4865
ogap || 2227 2897 5124 683
3,504 1156 3481 4,647 1,184
1,550 156 468 624 196
1,140 646 4214 4,860 606
- b s0n  80h 130N ~~b :
57340 || 95951 25677 61628 || 28942 113380 142

Total Spawner Escapementj

es1s  23.560

30375 || 56,276

48211 104487 |[ 34012

146,251

180

IN—RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest
Kiamath River pelow Hwy 101 bridge)

Trinity River basin bove Yikw Crock) |

Balance of Klamath syslem
Subtotals

indian Net Harvest®

Kamaih RVEr Selow Hery 101 bridgs)
Kamaih PIVET fwy 101 o Teinly mouth)
Trinity River Hoopa Reservation)
Subinials

Total In—siver Harvest |

f

Griise  Adulls Totals ults Totals Adults oo
75 £48 723 24271 3906 764 ~ 2456 3
393 736 1128 154§ 5,596 3438 12,038 i

384 2056 2440 10011 5275 5266 6532  1°

g52 3340 4292 35821 14777 g408 21027 3¢

192 11878 12010 i_ a5 5700 5832 |, 191 15286 n

<83 5692 5805 || 476 3,925 4401 || 377 5033 ¢
140 1470 1310 || eazj 1841j 2888] | o8s 4808 f
TT4Es 18670 18125 ({1585 11568 13321 || B854 25127 &
iﬁﬁ{é? 29010 23417 | 12750 15,148 27888 [ T10262  26,15¢ 5t

% o A5 570
: 18 £7
: 38 1,494

IN-ANVER BUN

sCIAS

325G 132,385 i'g 44774
72 26 || 188
i

3

(I——

i otal in—river Run

Prerared 1277254

CBarr 47331

64356 133730 [ 44530

{continues on next



Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, Ia—river Harvest and Run—size Es;iim.

1978 - 1994 *
Page 4 of 7

{ EPAWNER ESCAPEMENT
Halchery Spawners Griss  Adulis  Tolals Griise _Adults  Totais - :
ron Gate Malchery ¢o1) 1825 15,188 17,014 605 15,106 16,715 831 10,859 11,680 ¢
Trinity River Halchery e 2453 13,934 16 387 4752 17,352 22,104 239 11,132 11,371
Subiotals 4578 29123 33401 £361 23,458 38819 1070 21991 22061 |

Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin ;
{above Willow Creek, sxcluding TRH) 5548 71920 77868 10,626 44 618 55,242 2543 29,445 31,588 :
Salmon River basin 118 3832 3.950 327 3,273 3,600 €35 2915 3810 ¢
Scott Rver basin 757 7,769 8,566 473 4727 5,200 1,188 3,000 4,188 |
Shasta River basin 398 4,289 4687 256 2,586 2,842 137 1,440 1577 |
Bogus Creek basin 1,208 8,748 10,958 225 16,215 16,440 444 2218 2662 ‘
Main Stem Klamath River i
{exciuding 1GH) 55 863 528 164 2982 3,146 214 1,011 1,225 ¢
Misc. Klamath tributaries
Iabows Hoopa and Yurok Resarvations) 237 3,286 3523 418 4,167 4 585 248 3,239 3,487
Hoopa and Yurck Reservation yibs. -—~p w-b - U S5k 820k 875k 40 k 600 k 540 k
Subiotals B772 101717 110488 } 12,544 79,388 91,930 5508 43868 48 377

[ Total Spawner Escapement | | 13,050 130840 143890 |[ 17905 112844 130749 || 6579 65859 ‘:

IN-RBIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest Grilse  Adultls  Totals Adulls Totals :
Kiamath RIVer Geiow Hwy 101 biidge) 146 2455 2601 124 3367 7 3491 137 7 1328 1,465 |
Trinity River basin ebove Willow Creek) 923 9433 10,356 2,735 9341 12076 209 3,054 3263 .
Balance of Klamath system 4367 8281 12648 2852 9495 12,047 1921 4393 6314
Subtotals 5436 20,168 25605 8411 22203 27514 2267 8775 11,042
Indian Net Harvest®

Kiamath Biver peiow Hay 101 bridge) 36 35878 40,014 138 36,914 37052 0 37,130 37,130
Kamath River ghwy 101 to Trinity moutt) 117 8,136 8,253 173 9667 9,840 120 4961 5081
Tririty RIver Hoopa Resarvation) 262 4982 5244 267 5070 5337 71 3474 3545
Subiotals 415 "53086 53,511 ! 578 T 81651 52229 191 45565 4878

[ Total inrtiver Harvest | | 5651 73285 791416 || 5988 73854 79,843 | [ 2458 583:0 58788

Totals | Griise  Agulls j | Gri _Aduits _Totals |

in-—-river Harvest and Escapement g 18,801 204105 223,006 i! 03,894 186698 210532 8,037
Angling Moniality g% of rarvesg § | 109 403 512 E] 108 444 s52 | 45
Net Monality &% of e ¢ {33 4248 4281 | 46 4132 43178 ' 1B
| Total In—river Run | | 19,043 208756 227758 || 24048 181274 215322 | 9,097

Frecaoed JE LTS

{cortinued on pext pagse’



. ¥iamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In~river Harvest and Run--size Fstimates,
19781994 *

Page bol7

r' SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Halchery Spawners

- Adufls B S Tolals  Grilse  Adulls  Tolals |
iron Gate Halchery (6 TTTAZY 6704 7,025 4002 4,067 3,737 3,581 7318
Trinity River Hatchery (v 871 1348 1718 206 2482 2687 211 37¥9 3990
Subtotals | 652 BpS2z  BT44 570 6484 6754 || 3948 7360 11,308
Natural Spawners i o ~ _ _
Trinity River basin -
{above Willsw Creek, sxcluding TRH) 241 7682 7823 382 4,867 5,249 2,563 7,138 4702
Salrmon River basin sa51 40711 48871 143 1,337 1,480 547 778 1,325
Scott River basin 236 1,379 1615 146 2018 2,165 965 1873 2838
Shasta River basin 13 415 533 10 716 726 66 520 586 |
Bogus Creek basin 53 732 785 20 1,261 1,281 556 598 1,154
Main Stem Klamath River ;
{exchuding IGH) 58 505 564 8 572 580 234 a66 600
Mise, Klamnath tibutaries
fahave Hoopa and Yarok Pesensations) 30 £94 724 g 4395 504 153 280 433
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tibs, 17k 118k 135 Kk Ok 382k 382k 53 k 474k 533
Subtotals {350 15596 16,946 | 578 11649 12367 || 5443 12028 17,171
. [ Total Spawner Escapement | | 2042 23848 25690 |[ 988 18,133 19,121 || 9091 18,388 28.479

IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest Grilsg  Agulis Grilse  Aduits  Toials

Klamath Biver below Hwy 101 bridge) 58 291 13 20 33
Trinity River basin @bove Wilow Creek) 22 328 158 314 472
Salance of Klamath sysiem 2020 2534 3,848 668 4817
Subtotals 2,100 3,553 4120 1,002 5122

indian Met Harvest®

Klamath RIVET felow Hwy 101 bridge) 13 3,648 3681 || 7 3,902 2,808 §'§ 124 1,132
Wamath Bivar fiwy 101 to Trinky mowh) 141 3,447 588 25 5016 5041 200 3687
Trintty RiVEl Motps Reservaton) | 36 811 547 30 1,280 _ 1.310 ¢ 3 42 G946
Subtotals {480 7906 8096 | £ 0168 10,260 || %66 5785
T Yotal Inoriver Harvest | | 2280 11458 13748 | [7es  i3sst 14328 | 4286 6787

i

Totals ! L Adults
In—-rver Harves! ang Escapement 4322 235107 29438 | 1736 31,714 iy 375 7z
. Angling Mortality 2% of bavesy | 42 71 113 14 £8 82 Ei 82 20 107
Nat Monality ®% o rervesy | ! 15 832 647 14 S 818 21 239 e
) . P T S 1 PR
; Tgtai tn—rhver Run I 1 4389 35810 20,489 14 1,755 32,598 34,353 | 13,688 26 858 40,244

Propared TRALEE



Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In—-river Harvest 2nd Ron-size Estia.
19781994 *
Pagebof 7

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT !

Hatchery Spawners Grilse  Adulis Totals Griise  Adults Totals
iton Gate Hatchery g6ig 883 20,828 21,711 758  11.475m 12,233
Trinity River Hatchery (TR 736 815 1,551 4251 3061 7312
Subtotals 1619 21 643 23,262 5004 14 536 19,545
Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin
{above Willow Craek, sxcluding THH} 2,465 5905 8370 3,150 11,208 14358

Satmon River basin 456 3or7 3,533 4926 3,833 4 258
Scott Biver basin 265 5035 5,300 462 2,367 2829
Shasta River basin 85 1,341 1,426 1,411 3,947 5,358
Bogus Creek basin 431 3,285 3,716 618 7,585 8,204
Main Stem Klamath River

{excluding IGH) 31n 847 n 678 ni £20n 3228n 3B48n
Wisc. ilamath tribularies

fabove Hoopa and Yiurok flaservalions) 92 2470 2,562 154 1,126 1,280
Hoopa and Yurok Aeservation tribs, Qh 38 h S8 h Oh 88 I 65 I
Sublotals 3825 71858 258583 6,842 33,361 40,203

Yotal Spawner Escapement | | 5444 43501 48945 || 11,851 47897 59,748 |

IN--RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest Grilse  Adulls Totals Grilse  Agulls Totals
Klamath Biver Sslow Hwy 101 bridgs) 23 669 §92 23 538 768
Trinity River basin fphove Wilow Creel) 172 391 563 308 366 674
Balance of Klamath system 1,730 2112 3842 2,121 864 2,585
Subtotals 1,925 3372 5,097 266D 1,768 4,428
indian Net Harvest®

Klarnaih River below Hwy 101 bridge) 62 3017 3079 81 4,313 4394
Kiamath River fwy 101 o Trindy mouth) 80 s127 5,207 78 5,016 5,094
Trinity River Hoopa Reservation) 33 1,482 1,525 84 2,266 2380
Sublotals 175 9636 9811 253 11.585 11,648

[ Total In—river Harvest | [ 2100 12508 14908 || 2913 13383 16,276 |

i N~ RIVER RUN

Totals Adults  _Totals Grilse  Adulls lals
In—river Harvest and Escapament 7544 58309 63,853 14,764 B1260 75024 |
Angling Mortality % o tervesy | 39 &3 102 £3 35 88
Net Mortality o% of rarvesy | 14 771 788 20 aze @ig |

[ Totaln—riverRun | [ 7.597 57.143 64740 1 1e837 22203 77,080 |

Frepared 12/1204
{continued on next pags!



Klsmath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In-river Harvest and Run-size Estimates,

1978-1994 a/ {continued)

Page 7 of 7

a/

b/
¢/
df

ef

/

n/
i

il

k/
i

mf

n/

Prepared December 12, 1934, Al figures are California Department of Fish and Game {CDFG)
counts/estimates unless ctherwise indicated. Al figures for lron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries
represent counts of fish entering those facilities. Al spawner escapement figures for the Shasta
River basin for 1978-1987, plus these for Bogus Creek basin for 1880-1991 are based on counts
made at counting stations located near the mouths of those streams. All remaining spawner
escapements and all harvest figures are estimates developed from data obtained through ongoing
field investigations in the Klamath-Trinity system. Figures for years through 1993 are final; 1994
figures are preliminary, subject 1o revision.

Figure not available.

USFWE sstimate.

in 1878, the Kiamath River system sport salmon fishing season was closed August 25, There
was essentially no sport harvest of fall chinook in the Trinity River basin in 1978.

USEWS estimates for years through 1882; 1983 through 1993 estimates jointly made by USFWS
and Hoopa Valley Business Council Fisheries Department {HVBCFDY; 1994 estimates jointly made
by HVBCFD for the Hoepa Reservation and Yurok Tribal Fisheries Department for the Yurok
Reservation.

Factors for non-landed catch mortatity calculated by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team
{KRTAT, 1986, "Recommended Spawning Escapement Policy for Klamath River Fall-run Chinook™).
U.S. Forest Service estimate.

HYRBOED estirnate. Estimate for streams in Hoopa Reservation only.

In 1885, the Kiamath River system sport salmon fishing season was closed to the taking of all
salmon below the U.S. Highway 101 bridge from September g through December 31; the Klamath
from the U.S. Highway 101 bridge to Iron Gate Dam and the Trinity River from its mouth t0
Lewiston Dam were closed to the taking of salmon 22 inches and longer from September 23
through December 31, 1985,

Estimates for Hoopa Reservation portion of catch (=847 grilse and 1,941 adults) are of catch
occurring during open fishing periods only.

Estimates jointly made by USFWS and HVBCFD.

Final figures for Salmon River basin natural spawners shown in the December 11, 1991 tabie were
incorrect. Corrected figures, plus necessary revisions to the 1990 totals, are presented here.
Figure does notinclude 2,333 aduits that, following entry into lron Gate Hatchery, were returned
10 the river alive and unspawned, and which are presumed to have spawned naturally.

CDEG estimate based on USFWS redd count data.
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Oeean Stock Size Projectione and Appropriate Harvest Levels
For ;i Fall Chinook, 1995 Season 1/
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Klamath River Technical Adviscry Team

SUMMARY
Ccean stock size proiections for Klamath River fall chinoock
calmon are 134,500 and 37,600 for age-3 and age-4 fish,
respactively. The age-3 proijection is approximately twice that
of the comparative 1954 preseason projection (89, OO“). The =zge-4
projecticn 1s 55 percenc of the comparative 1584 preseason
projection (68,600). The post-season estimates of age-3 and age-
2 Klamath fall chincok were 98 500 and 23,300, respactlvewy
Under the current Pacific Fishery Management Cou ncil (PFMC)
Pramework Plan (Amendme , 33 to 34 percent of each cohort be
allowed to escape the fisheries to spawn, with the remaindey
available for harvest. In addition, Amendment 9 regquires that no
less than 35,000 natural spawners be provided in all years.
In the f oeean and river fisheries in 1985, the stock
sorengt iong will produce a 199%5 spawning population of
82,000 h, 50,%00 of which will spawn in natural areas.
Harvest {occean and river combined) that provide a 23
percent ent rate would produce a spawnung populatﬂcﬁ of
33,30¢C n, of which 20,600 would spawn in natural areas.
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ort presents ocean sStock size projections for Klamath

all-yun chinook in 19%5. The current Framework Pinﬂ of
] specifies an esscapement rate fory Kiamath River £all
chino of between 32 and 34 percent. The p‘an also r96“°re$ &
minimum escapement of 35,000 naturally spawning adult fish.
Naturally spawning adult fish are defined as age-3 or eld&r fall
ghiﬂo@% Syaw-izg outside of the hatc%@ry environment regardless
of their origin. Apmrsuﬁwat% ocean and inriver ﬁ&rvﬁﬁt levels of
Klamat i chincok are determined from the Klamath River
Technical Advisory Team’'s (KRTAT) Harvest Rate Nﬁael {HRM, using
age-specific st abundance projections ‘KRTAT, 1988).

DATA AND ANALYTICAL METHGDS

Klamath River fall chincoock contribute to ocean and inriver
fisheries primarily as age-3 and age-4 fish and, secondarily, as
age-2 and age-5 fish. 8tock abundance predictions are developed
for a1l adult age classes {age-2, -4. and -5) in this report.
ABges-3 Fish

Regression an alys s with the y-intercept forced through zero was

used for the age-3 ocean stock slze proijection. This model was
selected o reduce positive bias associated with proijections at
low stock size. Further, this progedure is consistent with
Z@u@ﬁm,@ﬂﬁtl@ﬁ“ of the FFMC Salmon Technical Team and the
Seientific and Statistical Committes. The regression was based
on ccean stock size estimates of zage-2 fish during 1982 through
19%3 {(brood yvears 1979 chrough 195%0) regressed on inriver run-
gize estimates of age-2 fish the year before, excluding brood
vears 1980 and 1%85 (Table 1}. The 128C brood was omitted
because survival between zage 2 and 3 was reduced severely (EL
Nific effect). he 1985 procd was omitted because of its poox fit
with other data points in the relationship {i.e. excessive age-3
ooean recruitment from a relatively low age-z2 irriver run size
{Figurs 1).

Agz-3 stock sizes have besen projec

similar methods to those describesd

these projections may be sevziuated

@atzﬁates of crean stock size (Tabl

stock-slize estimates for ags-3

re”onstvuct‘on methods for hat

stock that accommodatss the va

as described in XKRTAT, 1280

{(Table 1) was estimated by 2
rate for completed broods to th
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Takle Z. Comparisons of Pre-and Post-season Ucean Abundance
Estimates for Ages 3 and 4 EKlamath River Fall
Chinook, 1985-1%34 Seasons
Preseason PCoBLBseason
Zge Season eztimate estimate Pre/post
3 1985 e, 500 138,000 0.41
1386 213,000° £C4,000 0.35
1847 255,%00 416,300 0.81
Lo88 185,400 04,200 0.31
LUES 225,300 125,708 .74
1990 239,500 113,500 2.11
18591 52,100 43,800 2.01

1522 25,660 21,200 1.18

1554 58,000 S8,500° .70

4 1882 45,500 46,000 0.239

1285 53,000 56,100 0.524
1587 164,500 192,560 0.85

1589 172,400 185,000 0.53
1990 40,100 68,700 .58
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1953 31,303 10,700 2.583
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1824 &8,900 33,300 07
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regression method applied for age-3 L owas used for
ag: h, except that all vears were includ {Table 1) The
relationship between age-4 ocean abundance estimates and inriver
run-size estimates of age-3 fish of the same cohort is shown in
Figure 2. An age-4 maturity rate in 1384 (1350 brood: of 0.%24

erags 19792-198% maturation probability from cohore

reconstruchionl wags used to produce a post-season ocean sLoOCK
cize estimate because the cohort is not yen complete The
performance of the age-4 predictor is summarized in Table 2.

- is basesd on the age-
4 i 4 maturation

prob tey survival rate of
0.8O

o be n the absence of
dults g in natural areas
rived ving the average

z & perc tne total spawning
population during 1990-94 Th:ﬁ pe:god is pelieved to best
reflecr conditions expected to occur in 1955

¢ prediction was 52 percent natural spawnsrs (PFMT, 1594
t-seascn estimate of the 1994 natural escapement is 70
(CDFG, 19%94). The 1954 natural escapenent includes an
number cf hatchery fish This is especia.ly apparent in
1 River belocw Iron Gaze Hatchery where 2,333 chinock
tne hatchery in cess of broodstock needs These fish
bseguently marked and returned to the river Numbers of
ish were recovered in RBogus Creek and Shasta River in
rion, adiposs-marked salmon were recovered in both of these
sub-basins Further, the 19%4 operations at Iron Gate Hatchery
L1ded an asdditicnal undecumented number of fish that arrived
tatchery intake but were denled entry

- ama =
z 124,500

e
4 37,650
= “ e
ol .,;,,6Uv
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These age specific stock-size proijections prior to fishing in
12%% when inserted inte the HRM, without ocean or river
fisheries, would produce 22,000 spaw ning adults in the fall of
1995, 50,900 of which would spawn in natural areas. If full
fishing (33 to 24 p@zﬁwﬂa rocd escapement ratel oocurs on Lhe
projected ocean ﬁuphaé icns the spawning escapement would be
23,300 adults, of which 20,600 would spawn in natural areas
Thig is 14,400 fish below the 35,000 escapement floor
cear i all chincok in 19 ate
Ocea of Kiama L1 chinook in 19594 1
s2assc 2 embey-Novemn an fisheries totaled 180 summer
fishe e alents, incl d 17% age-4 fign oand 5 age-3 fish
{Table 3 previous yvears, Lhasse landings have bheen
subtracted from the ocean allocation in the coming vear.
TAE 3. Calculatior 1884, Ocean Fighery
Landings o ““fﬁaﬁk
Numbey BY OWT
Brood year CUearn otal expansion 0Ocean
(Bhge Clagel CWT! = river factor landings
1982 (3) & 0 iy 31,778 0.00 O
19381 {4) iz 10 lelz 29,234 18.25 17E
12305 1 1 128 1,231 £.09 5
Total = 180
EEFERENCES
California Department of Fish and Game. 1%%4. Klamath River
Bagin fall chinook salmon run-size, harvest and spawne
egcapement--1954 geason. December 1%%4, Sacramente, CA
Klamath River Technical Team. 1986. Recommendsed spawning
escapemsnt peliicy for Klamath River fzll-run chinook. 96 o.
echnical Advis Team. 1%%0. Cochort analyvsis
River Easin chinook salmeon ¢f the 1973
2 broods. Ja ry 1990, Rancho Tordova, Ck




CHAPTER 11
CHINOOK SALMON ASSESSMENT

SACRAMENTO RIVER FALL CHINOOK

Predictor Description

The Council's framework amendment escapement goal for Sacramento River fall chinook is a
range of 122,000 to 180,000 aduits. The fall stock comprises over 90 percent of the escapement
of all chinook stocks utilizing Central Valley streams and hatcheries. The Central Valley index
(CVI) has been developed as an index of abundance for the combined Central Valley chinook
stocks. The CVI is computed as the sum of ocean fishery chinook harvests in areas south of
Point Arena and the Central Valley spawning escapement of adult chinook in the same year
(Table 1I-1).

Predictor Performance

Prior to 1989, the CVI was projected by the Salmon Technical Team (STT) based on CVI levels
in recent years with general consideration given for brood year natural escapements, hatchery
releases and the previous year jack run. The preseason point projections for the CVI from
1985-1988 ranged from 58 to 79 percent, and averaged 68 percent, of the postseason CVI
estimates (Table I1-2). Prior to the El Nino years of 1983-1984, the CVI had been relatively
stable, but from 1985-1988 it increased significantly. The STT has used the relationship between
the Central Valley jack estimate for the year prior compared to total Central Valley abundance
of adults as the best indicator for CVI abundance since 1991.

The 1994 abundance index projection for the CVI of 503,000 chinook was based on the jack to
CVI relationship. The postseason estimate for the 1994 CVI was 577,800 fish, 15 percent above
the preseason projection. The postseason estimate of 72 percent for the Central Valley ocean
exploitation index was 36 percent higher than the preseason projection of 53 percent.

1995 Stock Status

Ocean abundance of Central Valley chinook stocks is expected to be somewhat higher in 1995
than the past four years. The CVI projection for 1995, based on the jack to CVI relationship,
is 654,000 fish (Figure II-1).

Evaluation of 1994 Regulations on 1995 Stock Abundance

The ocean exploitation index for the Central Valley increased dramatically, from 50 percent in
1985 to 78 percent in 1988, but declined 3 percentage points in 1989 when abundance was lower
(Table II-1). It increased 4 percentage points in 1990, but declined to 72 percent in 1991,
71 percent in 1992, and 72 percent in 1993 and 1994 in response to more restrictive commercial
and recreational fisheries south of Point Arena. Effort shifts of trollers from northern ports to
_more southern ports have contributed to a higher Central Valley ocean exploitation index since
1985. Greater restrictions also have been applied to fisheries north of Point Arena in recent years

-1



TABLE II-1. Indices of annual abundance and ocean fishery impacts on California Central Valley

chinook in thousands of fish. (Page 1 of 1)
Ocean (Zjhi;mak Haic{sﬁr‘y and Natural Abundance Ocean .
Landings Escapements of Index Exploitation :
South of P1. Arena Central Valley Adults (Ocean + River Index

Year Troll Sport Total Fall Other? Total Totals) (Parcsnt’)aj
1970 2268 1111 3379 190.5 55.6% 246.1 584.0 58
1971 150.7 166.3 317.0 190.6 62.0 252.6 569.6 56
1972 29.8 187.6 4174 99.6 46.1 145.7 563.1 74
1973 4225 180.9 603.4 2271 271 2542 857.6 70
1974 2827 1416 4243 203.6 357 2413 665.6 64
1975 234.4 92.7 3271 159.2 47.6 2068 5339 61
1976 237.9 68.6 306.4 168.8 43.8 212.6 519.0 59
1977 263.8 76.6 340.4 148.7 42.8 191.5 531.9 64
1978 291.0 65.9 356.9 136.9 17.1 154.0 5109 70
1979 234.1 108.5 342,06 167.9 113 179.2 5218 66
1980 2943 77.1 3714 1559 316 187.5 558.9 66
1981 289.9 738 363.7 1893 18.7 208.0 571.7 64
1982 418.4 122.5 540.9 177.2 36.8 214.0 754.9 72
1983 178.2 33.0 231.2 1210 14.2 1352 366.4 63
1984 2217 78.7 3003 197.5 17.6 2151 5154 58
1985 212.3 121.8 3341 3089 190 327.9 662.0 50
1986 502.5 114.8 6173 259.0 303 2893 906.6 68
1987 446.8 152.8 599.7 188.0 252 2132 8129 74
1988 830.5 1304 960.9 244.9 233 268.2 1,229.1 78
1989 363.8 130.9 494.7 149.6 i6.4 166.0 660.7 75
1990 336.2 112.6 448 8 1083 135 1218 570.6 79
1991 254.6 62.1 3167 1123 15.1 127.4 444.1 72
1992 163.5 66.7 230.2 853 7.6 929 3231 71
1993 259.7 - 993 359.0 1315 101 141.6 500.0 72
1994Y 2705 1484 4189 1488 101% 1589 577.8 72

a/ Ocean harvest landed south of Pt. Arena as a percent of the abundance index.

b/ Spring tun of the current calendar year and late fall and winter runs of the following calendar year.
¢/ Percent of adults in 1970 spring run assumed the same as 1971 (72 percent, 5,500 total).

d/ Preliminary.

e/ Winter run assumed to be the same as previous year.
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TABLE [1-2. Comparisons of preseason and postseason estimates for the CVlin
thousands of chinook salmon. (Page 1 of 1)

. Presecason/
Year or Average Preseason Postseason Postseason
1985-1988 - - 0.68
1985 524.8 662.0 0.79
1986 546.5 906.6 0.60
1987 592.9 8129 0.73
1988 767.1 1,229.1 0.58
1989 625-885 660.7 0.95-1.34
1990 500-500 570.6 0.88-1.58
1991 466 444.1 1.05
1992 452 323.1 1.50
1993 501 500.6 1.00
1994 503 577.8 0.87
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to reduce impacts on Klamath River fall chinook. The restrictive regulations probably have
provided a sanctuary for Central Valley chinook salmon, tending to offset somewhat the increased
exploitation rate in the southem areas.

Regulations comparable to 1994 would continue to cause higher effort levels in the southemn
fisheries. The expectation is that a repeat of 1994 regulations will result in an ocean exploitation
index similar to that observed in the previous four years of about 72 percent. Given the CVI
abundance projection of 634,000 chinook, the escapement for Sacramento River fall chinook is
expected to fall in the middle of the escapement goal range (Figure H-2).

KLAMATH RIVER FALL CHINOOK
Predictor Description

Linear regression analyses have been used for Klamath River fall chinook to relate ocean
population estimates for age~3 and age-4 fish to inriver run size estimates of age-2 and
age-3 fish, respectively, of the previous year beginning with the 1979 brood year. From
1986-1989, ocean population estimates, using cohort reconstruction, were based on California
Department of Fish and Game inriver run size estimates for jacks and adults, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) inriver adult age composition estimates, ocean exploitation rate
gstimates based on coded-wire tags (CWT) and fixed stock maturity rate estimates used in the
Klamath River Technical Advisory Team (KRTAT) Harvest Rate Model (HRM). In 1989,
KRTAT modified the cohort reconstruction methods previously used, determining river adult age
composition and maturity rates from CWT data for each year. Since 1992, age composition has
been determined by analyzing scales from throughout the basin.

The age-3 ocean population projection for 1995 is based on the 1979-1990 broods, omitting the
1980 brood because of El Nifo effects and the 1985 brood because of its poor fit with the other
data points in the relationship (Table II-3 and Figure 1I-3). The age-4 ocean population
projection is based on the 19791990 broods (Table II-3 and Figure II-4.) For years of low
stock abundance, particularly 1991-1993, the regression models have overpredicted stock size.
This positive bias in prescason predictions has been partially responsible for the resulting low
escapements in those years. For 1995, this bias is of concern for the population projection,
because relatively low numbers of age~2 and age-3 fish retumed to the river in 1994. The
y~-intercept of the regression relationship used to estimate ocean abundance has been run through
zero to correct the observed bias.

Ocean fisheries harvest small numbers of age~2 and age-5 Klamath River fall chinook. The
abundance of age~2 fish was not projected because no precursor to fish of that brood is available.
The abundance of age-5 fish was projected by multiplying the age~4 ocean cohort size remaining
at the end of the 1994 season (determined by dividing the age—4 river run size by the average
maturity for the stock and then subtracting the river run) by the over~winter survival rate of
80 percent assumed in the HRM.
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TABLE 1I-4. Comparisons of preseason and postseason ocean abundance estimates for age-3
and age—-4 Klamath River fall chinook, (Page 1 of 1)

. Preseason Postseason
Age Season Estimate Estimate Pre/Postseason

3 1985 56,500 138,000 0.41

1986 213,000% 604,000 0.35

1987 255,900 416,300 0.61

1988 185,400 604,200 0.31

1989 225,300 129,700 1.74

1990 239,500 113,500 2.11

1991 88,100 43,800 2.01

1992 25,000 21,200 1.18

1993 147,200 100,600% 1.46

1994 69,000 98,500%/ 0.70

4 1985 45,500 46,000 0.99

1986 53,000 56,100 0.94

1987 164,900 192,900 0.85

1988 149,100 109,100 137

1989 172,400 185,000 0.93

1990 40,100 68,700 0.58

. 1991 35,700 24,900 1.43
1992 35,800 20,000 1.79

1993 31,300 10,700 2.93

1994 68,600 33.300% 2.07

a/ A 75 percent jack count adjustment was applied because most of the jacks were in the Trinity River.
Also, the Klamath River Basin jack count was outside the data base.
v/ This is a very preliminary estimate as the cobort has not completed its life cycle.
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Predictor and Fishery Performance

The preseason ocean abundance projections for age~3 fish since 1985 have ranged from 31 to
211 percent of the postseason estimates, using the KRTAT cohort reconstruction method
(Table 11-4). The age-4 preseason projections for these same years ranged from 58 to
293 percent of the postseason estimates, For years of low stock abundance, particularly
1991-1994, the regression models generally have overpredicted stock size. The Klamath River
regression models have been updated each year using the revised data points for age-3 and
age—4 fish and the postseason estimate for the age~2 and age-3 fish of the previous year.

Management of Klamath River fall chinook harvest since 1986 has been aimed at attaining
specific harvest rates on fully vulnerable age—4 and age~5 fish in ocean and river fisheries
(Table 1I-5). The Council has used a combination of quotas and time/area restrictions in ocean
fisheries in an attempt to meet the age~4 harvest rate goal set each year. River fisheries have
been managed on adult quotas (Indian net fishing) or partial quotas which trigger area closures
(recreational fishing).

1995 Stock Status

The age-3 projection of 134,500 fish is approximately twice the 1994 preseason projection of
69,000 fish. The age-4 projection of 37,600 fish is 54 percent of the 1994 preseason projection
of 68,600 fish.

Late-season (Septermnber through November) ocean fisheries in 1994 harvested an estimated
175 Klamath River age~4 fall chinook. These fish should be deducted from the ocean allocation
in determining the actual allowable ocean harvest level in 1995.

In the absence of ocean and river fisheries in 1995, the above stock strength expectations, in
conjunction with the average maturity rates observed for the 1979-1989 broods (34 percent,
94 percent and 100 percent for age~3, age~4 and age-5 fish, respectively) and expected spawner
distribution would produce a 1995 spawning population of 82,000 adults, of which 50,900 would
be expected to spawn in natural areas. Fishing levels (ocean and river combined) that provide
a 33 percent escapement rate would produce a 1995 spawning population of 33,300 adult fish,
of which 20,600 would be expected to spawn in natural areas, about 14,400 fish short of the
spawning escapement floor of 35,000 adults.

Evaluation of 1994 Regulations on 1995 Stock Abundance

The Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) has not yet been updated to evaluate 1995 ocean
fishery options. The KOHM was developed for use in evaluating 1988 ocean fishery options and
has been updated each year thereafter. When the model is recalibrated for 1995, it will be
calibrated to the average 1986-1990 fishery observations and expected 1995 stock strengths for
Klamath, Central Valley and Rogue chinook. A precise estimate of 1994 regulation impacts on
1993 stock projections for Klamath River fall chinook is not possible at this time. Nonetheless,
in general, overall ocean impacts would be expected to be very low, as the age—4 exploitation
rate in ocean fisheries in 1994 was only 6 percent.
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The Council's framework plan goal for Kiamath River fall chinook (Amendment 9) is 10 achieve
a 33 to 34 percent escapement rate for each brood of fish, except that a minimuim escapement
of 35,000 natural adults is to be protected in all years. The amendment allows for any ocean and
inriver allocation which meets the escapement rate goal if it also meets the minimum escapement
floor. The regulations adopted in 1994 by the Secretary of Commerce were estimated preseason
to provide an inriver escapement of 81,000 adult fish and an ocean exploitation rate on
age-4 fish of 9 percent. Ocean fisheries in 1994 are estimated to have harvested age~4 Klamath
River fall chinook at a rate of 6 percent (Table 11-6). An ocean allocation in 1995, similar to
the overall ocean exploitation rate on age—4 fish adopted preseason in 1994, would result in an
inriver escapement of about 75,800 adults, of which about 47,000 would be expected to spawn
in natural areas in the absence of any inriver fisheries.

OTHER CALIFORNIA COASTAL CHINOOK STOCKS

Other California streams that contribute to ocean fisheries include the Smith, Little, Mad, Eel and
Mattole rivers and Redwood Creek. All of these streams support fall stocks and are believed to
contribute to ocean fisheries primarily off the California and Oregon coasts. Information is
insufficient to forecast ocean abundance levels for these stocks.

OREGON COASTAIL CHINOOK STOCKS

Oregon coastal chinook stocks are categorized into two major subgroups based on ocean
migration patterns. Although their ocean harvest distributions somewhat overlap, they have been
labeled as either north or south/localized migrating.

Oregon Coastal North Migrating Chinook

North migrating chinook stocks include stocks north of and including the Elk River, with the
exception of Umpqua River spring chinook. These stocks contribute primarily to ocean fisheries
off British Columbia and southeast Alaska, and to a lesser degree off Washington and Oregon.

ipti t t

Specific techniques have not been developed to make quantitative abundance predictions for these
stocks. Qualitative expectations are based on strong parental year spawner escapement. Spawner
escapement is assessed yearly on nine selected streams from the Nehalem through Coquille rivers.
Peak spawning counts of adults are obtained from standard index areas on these rivers and
monitored to assess stock trends (Review of 1994 Ocean Salmon Fisheries, Appendix B,
Table B-11). Natural fall chinook stocks from the Nehalem River on the north Oregon coast
south to the Elk River near Humbug Mountain dominate production from this subgroup. Also
present in lesser numbers are naturally produced spring chinook stocks from several rivers and
hatchery spring and fall chinook produced in the Trask, Nestucca, Salmon, Yaquina, Alsea, Coos
and Elk rivers.

The generalized expectation for these stocks in 1995 is for a continuation of average to above

average abundance, as observed in recent years. Record adult spawners per mile observed during
1985-1992 are a primary indicator that these stocks are generally healthy.
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TABLE I1-6. Harvest levels and rates of age~3 and age-4 Klamath River falt chinook {biological years are defined as
Sept. 1 through Aug. 31 for ocean fisheries). (Page 1 of 1)

Ocean Fisheries

KMZ River Harvest
Nonk of  South of Ocean
Year Troll  Spot Subtotal  KMZ  KMZ  Subtotal  Total Net  sport™  Total
HARVEST LEVELS (thousands of fish)

Age—3
1986 30.0 3.8 33.8 58.1 103.1 1612 1950 8.1 18.1 26.2
1987 24.9 6.0 30.9 43.6 4.7 1283 1592 11.4 114 228
1988 295 7.6 37.1 443 155.0 1993 2364 12.5 156 28.1
1989 0.7 53 6.0 12.1 10.3 223 28.3 27 0.9 36
1990 1.3 8.8 10.1 43,1 202 63.3 73.4 13 14 2.7
1991 0.0 1.5 1.5 08 22 3.0 4.5 21 20 41
1992 0.0 0.0 0.0 05 0.0 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.7 1.7
19937 00 13 13 11 8.7 98 111 54 3.0 84
1994/ 01 04 04 0.0 3.5 3.5 3.9 4.5 0.7 5.2

Age-4
1986 36 0.5 41 121 129 25.0 29.1 17.0 29 19.9
1987 13.8 3.0 16.8 485 36.7 853 1020 41.0 RS 49.5
1988 6.0 29 8.9 124 278 402 49.1 38.6 6.2 44.8
1989 12.4 8.1 20.6 34,1 244 58.5 79.1 41.0 7.7 487
1990 11 27 38 29.5 8.7 382 42.0 6.0 22 8.2
1991 0.1 0.7 0.7 0.7 3.7 45 52 7.6 14 9.0
1992 &/ &/ 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.8 0.9 4.4 0.4 4.8
1993 00 00 0.0 04 0.8 1.2 1.2 3.8 0.2 4.0
1994 &/ 0.6 0.7 D4 1.0 14 23 6.6 0.9 75

HARVEST RATES

Age-3
1986 005 001 0.06 0.10 0.17 0.27 0.32 0.05 0.11 0.16
1987 0.06 001 0.07 0.10 0.20 031 0.38 0.09 0.09 0.19
1988 0.05 001 0.06 0.07 0.26 0.33 0.39 0.09 0.11 0.21
1989 001 004 0.05 0.09 0.08 0.17 0.22 0.17 0.06 0.23
1990 001 008 0.09 0.38 0.18 0.56 0.65 0.14 0.15 0.30
1991 0.00 003 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.15 0.14 0.28
1992 000  0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.14 0.10 0.23
1993 0.00 001 0.01 0.0 0.09 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.06 0.18
19947 & &/ & 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.14 0.02 0.16

Age—4
1986 0.06 001 0.07 0.22 023 0.45 052 0.63 0.11 0.74
1987 007 002 0.09 0.25 0.19 0.44 0.53 0.47 0.10 0.56
1988 005 003 0.08 0.1 025 0.37 0.45 0.72 0.12 0.84
1989 0.07 004 0.11 0.18 0.13 032 0.43 0.39 0.07 0.46
1990 002 004 0.06 0.43 0.13 0.56 0.61 0.23 0.08 0.31
1991 d/ 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.15 0.18 0.21 0.42 0.08 0.50
1992 d/ d/ & 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.26
1993 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.11 0.11 0.48 0.03 0.50
1994 df 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.23 0.03 0.26

a/ Provided by USFWS, Arcata.

b/ Provided by CDFG.

¢/ Preliminary data.

d/ Harvest leve! less than 50 fish or harvest rate less than 0.005.

-14




South/Localized Migrating Chinook

South/localized migrating chinook stocks include Rogue River spring and fall chinook, and fall
chinook from smaller rivers south of the Elk River. These stocks are important contributors 1o
ocean fisheries off Oregon and northern California. Another central Oregon stock, Umpqua River
spring chinook, contributes primarily to ocean fisheries off Oregon and California, and to a lesser
degree off Washington, British Columbia and southeast Alaska.

Predictor Description and 1995 Stock Status

Quantitative abundance predictions are not made for these stocks, although an abundance index
for Rogue River fall chinook has been developed. General trends in stock abundance for
southern Oregon coastal chinook stocks are assessed through escapement indices (Review of 1994
Ocean Salmon Fisheries, Chapter 11 and Appendix B, Tables B-8, B-9 and B-10).

Umpqua River and Rogue River Spring Chinook

Umpqua and Rogue rivers spring chinook contribute to ocean fisheries primarily as age-3 fish.
Jacks (chinook less than 24 inches) counted over Winchester Dam (Umpgqua River) and Gold Ray
Dam (Rogue River) consist of both age-2 and age-3 fish. Thus, jack counts in one year cannot
be directly used to predict the abundance of age-3 fish for the following year. However, both
jack and adult counts in 1994 indicate one of the lowest returns observed since 1960, and it is
expected that abundances in 1995 will be depressed (Review of 1994 Ocean Salmon Fisheries,
Appendix B, Table B~9).

Rogue River Fall Chinook

Rogue River fall chinook contribute to ocean fisheries principally as age-3 through age-5 fish.
Mature fish enter the river each year from mid-July through October, with the peak run occurring
during August and September. Historic assessments of abundance have been based on
observations of carcass counts during spawning surveys (Review of 1994 Ocean Salmon
Fisheries, Appendix B, Table B~10).

For the purposes of ocean impact modeling, a Rogue River fall chinook ocean abundance index
has been developed based on carcass counts, ocean exploitation rates and cohort reconstruction
methods (Table II-7). Linear regression analysis is used to relate the Rogue River fall chinook
ocean abundance index for age-3, age—4 and age-5 fish to inriver carcass counts of age-2,
age-3 and age-4 fish, respectively, of the previous year. The inriver age composition estimates
are based on scale sampling of carcasses. Ocean exploitation rates are based on Klamath River
fall chinook CWT analysis since 1979 because Rogue River fall chinook ocean exploitation rate
information is not available. The ocean harvest distribution and age composition of both Rogue
and Klamath fall chinook are similar. The Rogue River fall chinook ocean abundance index for
1995 is not available at this time.

I1-15



"HBUILSS SALIDP O 3B ALNIRUL UPOW PAs(] S]qR[iRAR 10U HOY0d dojdwion ‘Areunwijpig
BIQEJIEAR J0U J1F SAjewnsd uosrosisod suotienbe uoissaidor woy paipald paeT 10} SONJRA XOpU] SPOYIDW UOHINLSUIAI HOYoD uo poseg
SIARUR LIOYOD JOOUTD [[B) 10ARY (IRWETY U0 Paseq ik 6LG] Souls sajel uonenojdxsy /4
“Burdwes opeds svealen woy padopasp
uohisedwos o3y Aujeuow Sutuwmedssid 107 paisalpe ggel pue 6261 ‘QL61 BT Sinoo ssRaIE]) Cseole Xoput Loains Sutumeds W sjunod sseoIes Uv paseq xapuj e

T =

¥N VN VN YN - - - - - - - 5661
T 90 A L VN " VN VN VN VN VN VN Yool
SULE 9'Q 91 prsc [ 8 LS 50 S'E (%3 €0 €66l
£'e §0 £ §¢ ¥ ¢ 8T SO b | £0 §0 661
£L 90 (3 9¢ 1< o1 6C S0 6'1 ?0 0 I66l
Pl 90 §C Pl s 59 6’1 0 ¥'1 £0 00 0661
[ 9'e '8 501 154 s 8L 't oy el S0 6861
[ 81 £HE 1ee 1% 6t 9'1g o1 591 e 60 BB61
g8t g0 69 6'06 133 8 £l Pa 861 ¢'8 BT LB6T
tell "1 'L 1ot s ks 6’8l $0 ve BTl [ 986l
L1e 60 ®HG 6el 6L Ll 6L 96 19 1 | L SR61
s [Ny oF 601 1% s [as 10 I't 80 (A 861
§1 Po gL 09 0L Y L'l 00 60 90 0 €861
Y8l 0 &'t £l 59 49 e |81 €1 €1 La 861
sl 50 1y g€l 99 (47 [ €0 60 I'e 01 g6l
56l 5T 8L £'6 SL 134 [ 90 6'0 0 Yo 0861
L9 [t 00 991 H9 o LL 00 9 01 20 6L61
&'BL v g LTL {9 O ) 0o £C I's &1 sLel
el g &1 LeEl 09 op Y o0 £0 80 6’1 LLOT
el ¢-a8y 08V ¢-98y Cp—-08Y -8y [e10], ¢c-3dy  p-ofy  ¢~08y  7-08y Teax
USL JO 1?3V &4 (a8ewediad) USId JO SPUESHOUL UE XOpU] Uy JOAL] Uy
spuesnoy ] ur xopuj uonemdog uessq apey oeduwy uesng

(1 Jo | 28eq) -soorput woye(ndod uEsdo pue UM JIOALIUT Yoouwd Jje] Joany andoy ‘/-1I AIAVL

II-16



Other Stocks

Information is insufficient to forecast the abundance of fall chinook from other smaller rivers
south of the Elk River. These stocks are minor contributors to general season mixed stock ocean
fisheries.

Evaluation of 1994 Regulations on 1995 Stock Abundance

Given the 1994 regulations and the predicted 1995 Oregon coastal chinook stock abundance, it
js expected that the aggregate Oregon coastal chinook goal of 150,000 to 200,000 naturally
spawning adults will be met. The north migrating stocks are projected to provide the majority
of this spawner escapement. The 1995 stock abundances for north migrating stocks are expected
to remain at average to above average abundance, as observed in recent years. The 1995 stock
abundances for south/localized migrating stocks are pot available at this time but are expected
to be similar to levels observed in 1994,

CHINOOK STOCKS NORTH OF CAPE FALCON
Columbia River Spring Chinook

Predictor Description.and Past Performance

Preseason estimates of the abundance of Columbia River spring chinook stocks are based on
observed abundance of recent age classes of the ocean escapement. Forecasts of abundance
assume that river returns of younger age classes of a brood reflect abundance of the remaining,
as yet immature, ocean resident segment of the brood. Annual ocean escapement forecasts arc
provided to the STT by the staffs of Columbia River management agencies. Separate forecasts
are made for upper and lower Columbia River runs, which have distinct management objectives.

Council area fisheries have only a minor impact on the ocean escapement of upper Columbia
River spring chinook stocks. The contribution of thesc stocks is generally one percent or less
of the total chinook catch north of Cape Falcon. The STT has not undertaken a Teview oI
assessment of abundance estimation methodologies for these stocks.

Lower Columbia River spring chinook stocks, including the Cowlitz, Kalama, and Lewis rivers
stocks, are important contributors to Council area fishery catches north of Cape Falcon.
Willamette River spring chinook generally contribute to the more northern Canadian and
southeast Alaskan ocean fisheries. The Oregon Department of Fish and wildlife technical staff
has reviewed the performance of preseason forecasts of Willamette River spring chinook and
found the average absolute difference between preseason and postseason estimates to be
14 percent for the 1980-1994 period.

Ocean escapement levels predicted for the Columbia River spring chinook runs of the current
year will not be affected by 1995 Council fisheries because most of these fish will have left
ocean waters prior to the start of the Council fisheries seasons. In modeling ocean impacts,
recent trends of average levels of ocean escapement are used in depicting the current status of
spring stocks in Council areas.
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The 1995 adult upriver spring chinook ocean escapement is projected to be a record low
12,000 fish, 76 percent below the 1994 prescason estimate of 49,000 adults, and 43 percent below
the observed 1994 return of 21,100 adult fish. The 1995 forecast continues the substantial 1994
decline from recent improvements (1985-1990 and 1992-1993) in the depressed status of this
stock.

In recent years, the natural component has comprised about one-third of the upriver spring
chinook run, compared to approximately 70 percent of the run when the original escapement goal
was developed. The 1985-1990 and 1992-1993 increases from the poor returns in the early
1980s are primarily the result of increases of hatchery stocks. The natural stock component
remains severely depressed, with Snake River spring/summer chinook now listed as endangered
under the Endangered Species Act.

For 1995, the Columbia River Technical Advisory Committee (CRTAC) has projected an ocean
escapement of Snake River wild spring chinook at 1,300 adult fish, based on the 1990-1994
average proportion of the upriver Columbia River spring chinook run comprised of wild Snake
River spring chinook. The 1994 ocean escapement of Snake River wild spring chinook was
2,500 adult fish. '

The 1995 ocean escapement of Willamette River spring chinook is projected to be 48,500 adult
fish. A 1995 Willamette River return of 48,500 spring chinook is 33 percent below the 1994
prescason estimate of 72,000 adult fish, but similar to the observed 1994 run of 48,800 adult fish.
This would be the fourth consecutive year that the Willamette Fish Management Plan goal of
100,000 Willamette River spring chinook returning to the Columbia River was not achieved.

Columbia River Summer Chinook

In the past, the STT has used recent year averages of inriver run size to project retumns of the
upriver summer chinook stock. Specifically, the STT has used the three~year average of
previous ocean escapements to project the current year inriver run size. For 1994, CRTAC
developed a predictive technique which compares the ratio of adult returns to the average jack
return at Bonneville Dam from the previous two years. After reviewing these data, CRTAC used
the recent five-year average (1989-1993) adult to jack ratio to predict the 1994 inriver run size.
The 1989-1993 period was used because it incorporated the most recent data and included the
primary brood years contributing to the 1994 retun. The CRTAC summer chinook predictor
performed quite well for 1994, underpredicting the actual return by 11 percent. CRTAC used
the same methodology (applying the 1990-1994 average adult to jack ratio) to project the 1995
return of adult summer chinook.

The upriver summer chinook run size increased steadily from 18,000 to 33,000 adult fish between

1983-1987; however, the summer chinook run generally has declined since then. The 1994
returnt of 17,600 adult summer chinook was 11 percent above the preseason expectation.

[1-18




AN

HARVEST RATE MODEL(DEVELOPED BY USFWS, ARCATA)

AN ABULT FARVEST 566
INRIVER ADULT HARVEST 17,200
TRIBAL ADULT HARVEST 15,300
NON-TRIBAL ADULT HARVEST 15,300
INRIVER REC. ADULT HARVEST 1,800

 NAT SPAWNING ESCAPEMENT 35,000

PERCENT SHAKER PERCENT
AGE osc LEGAL MORT MATURING
3 0.88  80.0% 0.25  33.7%
4 1.00 100.0% 0.00  93.6%
5 1.00 100.0% 0.00 100.0%
STOCK PREYV POTENTIAL
AGE STATUS FALL CONTACTS CONTACTS
3 134500 0 118360 11789
4 37600 175 37425 3728
5 1600 5 1595 159
SUM 180
ADULT RIVER RIVER
REMAIN RIVER CONTACT IMPACT
AGE POP RUN SIZE RATE RATE
3 124470 41996 0.59 0.19
4 33697 31551 1.00 0.32
5 1436 1436 1.00 0.32
SUM 159604 74983
PROP
SPAWNING IN NAT NATURAL
AGE ESCAPE. AREAS ESCAPE.
3 34048 0.62 21109
4 21429 0.62 13286
5 975 0.62 605
SUM 56452 35000

TIME:

RIVER REC SHARE OF
NON-TRIBAL HARVEST =
QCEAN
NATURAL HARVEST
MORT HATE
0.20 0.10
0.20 0.10
0.20 0.10
OCEAN SHAKER
LANDINGS DEATHS
9431 599
3903 0
164 0
13497
RIVER
DROPOFF RIVER
RATE IMPACTS
0.074 7849
0.074 10122
0.074 461
18531

ADULT ESCAPEMENT
ADULT NAT ESCAPE.

DATE: 2-27-95
12:17 PM

TRIBAL SHARE = 0.893

0,120

TERMINAL
HARVEST
RATE

0.82
0.32
0.32

QCEAN
HIPACTS

10030
3903
164
14096

RIVER
HARVEST

7364
9377
427
17167

56452
35000



Agendum #18
United States Department of the Intenior

BUREAL OF RECILAMATION
Mid-Pacific Regronal Office

FRO0 Collage Way FEB O 1995
N REPLY e g
;i\xiﬁ;é §m Sacramento, Californis 9538251808
MP-150 S ’
ADM-13.00 g 6 15gs

Dr. Donald ©. Moisaac

Plamath Fishery Management Council
.0, Box 1006

yreka, California S6087-1006

Subiect: runding of Monitoring porivities on the Trinity River Bevond
September 30, 19955 {(¥Your Letter Dated December 30, 1954}

Dear Dr. MCcIsaac:

thank you for your letfer regarding the conclusion of the Trinity River
pestoration Act (Public Law 58-541) (Rct). As you are aware, the Act
anthorizes the funding of the subject menitoring activities and specifies that
+his authority ends Septesmber 30, 1885, Ahsent new legislation, there is a
lack of clear authority te continue Federal invelvement in monitoring
activities on the Trinity River; we share your concern over the potential loss
of data that may result. We have recently advised the Califcrnia Department
of Fish and Game of the situation.

The Trinity River Task Force has endorsed draft legislation to extend the
program for a period of 5 years and to provide for necessary operaticon and
maintenance costs [(including reguired monitoring! in the future. The draft
legislation has been forwarded to the Administration for submittal to
Congress.

Should you have any questions or reguire any further information, please
contact Mr. Chip Bruss at (916) 979%-2482.

Regional Director





