Klamath Fishery Management Council
3-5 March 1992
Eureka, CA
MINUTES FOR THE RECORD
March 3, 1992
Meeting called to order at noon by Chairman Charlie Fullerton.

ADMINISTRATION

Tntroduction of members (see attachment 1y.

Annmouncement: Federal poliey calls for this meeting to be held in a smoke-free
TOOMm,

svproval of previous minutes and agenda (Attachment 2)

*% (onsensus #¥
TECHNICAL REPORTS

Fall echincok (Technical Advisory Tesm (TATY)

19981 escapement,

Baracco: In attachment 3 {table II-2) you can see that the in-river run size
is estimated to be only 30,900 fish. In addition, only 1,300 jacks returned.

Q: What do really low jack counts mean in the future? Where does the
data really come from? Creel surveys? Carcass counts?

A: The runs are enumeratsd by several on-the-ground programs to estimate
the numbers of fish returning to the basin. None of the escapement numbers
are generated from anything other than actual data.

Q: How long did fish counting continue in 19917

A: 1 do not have the specific dates. The fish were counted as long as
they kept returning. It is generally sometime in mid-December that the
counting operations are closed down. The peak time of river entry Is the
last week of August or the first week of September. How far up river they
go is dependent on many other factors. Fish might be delaying their entry
into the river.

1992 stock abundance,

Baracco: The Klamath River Technical Advisory Team (TAT) and the Salmon
Technical Team (STT) projected stock abundance for 1992. The two teanms used
different methods to make the projection so the numbers were slightly different.
The STT’ s method was used to make this year’s projections (as shown in attachment
4y, In Table II-4 (page 2-7), the ocean impact rate by age and the ocean
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population ave shown., 1,300 lacks ave estimated to have veturned in 1991, This
is neteworthy because 1t is far below any previcusly observed level of jack
return and 1t is “outside the range of avallable data.” The adult age
composition is from coded wire tag (CWT) infermation.

Table I1-5 {(page 11-9) shows the wide variability in estiumates of 3 vear olds,
There is a fairly goed relationship betwesn the 4 vyear old pre and post season
estimates,

Flgure I11-2 (page 11-10) shows the actual methodology for predicting age
composition. The asterisks show data that were not used in the regression,

For 1992 the STT did not use any of the above metheds. They assumed the 1992
brood year has a similar 2-year old maturity schedule as the other low brood
years {1981, 1982, 1987). The average maturity rate for all years is 5% but
for these low vears, ths maturii{y rvate was 2%4. The aversage from these 3 low
years 1s 19 fish in the ccean for every jack that came In the river. When 1,300
jacks (1991 return) are plugged into this relationship, the stock projection is
25,000 3-year olds. The STT based thelr proiection of 25,000 fish upon: #1 this
evidence, #2 the performance of other low abundance broods, #3, their meeting
with the Science and Statistical Committee (58C).

Table 11-6 (page 11-11) shows some other options, but the SIT and the $SC sgree
with the 25,000,

Figure II1-3 (page 11-13) shows age & regressed upon the age 3 data. This method
has a good track record. It is used to preduce the estimate of 35,800 age 4
fish.

Discussion on 2% vs 5% maturitv rates:

Baracco: For the 3 broods that returned to the river in low abundance, their
age 2 maturity rate was only 2% as opposed to the 5% maturity rate average for
all years.

Q: Would it be reasonable to assume that the maturity rate for these fish
was 5% instead of 227

A: We could, but it would only reduce the number of fish even more. It
would lead us to believe that there are only 15 fish out in the ocean
(instead of 19 fish in the ocean) for each of the jacks,

Q: In 1989 we bad a high spawning escapement, Now this dismal jack return
comes off a 66,000 jack return in 1989. Why?

A: We have seen declining stock abundance since 1988 for many reasons.
We have had 6 years of drought, we have had less than optimum ocean
survival conditions for the fish that have been in the ccean since 1988,
stocks of fish in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers are down, water
management dilemmas and 31 million people have not helped the fish to
prospetr. When we look at years like 1987 and 1988 we have to believe that
ocean conditions must have had something to do with it
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Q: Figure I1-2 appears to have a falrly good fit with the lines. There
seems Lo be a disparity between what shows up on the graph and what shows
up on the data table {Table 11-33. The poatsesson estimates ave making
this look good but why is there such disparity between pre and pest season
estimates?

A: There is a high variability between sge 7 pre and post sszason estinmates
based on the wariability of thelr wmaturity rates. Since we started
collecting data, the age 3 predictor has not performed wvery well.
Management may veconsider the methodology. But in a year like 1991 where
only 1,300 jacks returned, we can’t be that far off in predicting low
abundance of age 3's in 1992,

(3: Has there been any discusslon of improving the performance of the age
3 on 2 predicoor? Length information may give us hetter data. If we had
known pre-seasen what the maturity schedule was for the upcoming brood,
then it would have helped our prejesctions. What I'm locking for is an
indicator that is more predictable than using 35 on 27s.

A:  He have locked at all options. Right now we are projecting from
September of Year 1 to May of Year 2 and we have large variability. The
variability may be due to interactions with other specles, abundance,
acean conditions, ete.

Q: The 4 year old forecast track rvecord spesks for itself, The 3 year
old ferecast would have been 60,000 if the traditienal regression method
were used. I think it was a prudent decision o use the poor brecds for
this forecast., Would you characterize the forecast you have made?

A: There is always variability in the estimates. The data (Table 1I-35)
suggest that we are just as likely to be under as cver.

Fullerton: We can guess and estimate what the faults may be with this estimate,
but this is the best that the tesm can come up with.

Q: If we had a medium abundance of fish, would you have used the same
predictors you used?

A Yes,

19292 harvest rates.

The preojected 1992 stock size (25,000 375, 35,800 &' s5) will not suppert harvest,
[Attachment 4, page 11-12, fifth paragraph, has an error: The sentence with
~#1991” should read *1%927.]

1991 scale analvsis.

Last year the TAT set up a program to collect scales from 16 sampling

locations to estimate the age composition of the 1991 Klamath River fall chinook
run on coded wire tag (CWT) data (attachment 5),
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Table 5 shows estimated age compositions based on CWT and scale sampling data
to be very similar. The TAT wants to carry out this type of data gathering for
anothery vear to Ffurther verify 1t.

Q: Is 55em {21.5 incheg) used te differentiate hetween jacks sod adulis?
A: Yes. Although, there might be a sampling bilas at the hatchery because
jacks were being killed then szampled, while adults were kept inm the ponds

until ripe then sampled, Tt might be more prudent to sample fish as they
come in to the hatchery.

Q: Is it the technical team’ s opinien that the estimated percentage of
jacks is too high at Trinity River Hatchery?

A: Yes. Semetimes 3 year olds are over 55cm, sometimes under. The cut
of f point between jacks and adults is fork length, not total length.

The technlcal team’s recommendation is that the scale sampling program hbe
continued,

Spring chinook (TAT),

1991 Escanement

Polos: A couple of years ago we came up with methodolegy to project the
abundance of spring chineck. During the past two vears, this method has not
worked at all. Table 1 (in attachment 6) shows the data. The TAT does not want
to make a projection based on this data. The team hasn’ t been formally sssigned
to look into spring chincok abundance.

McCovey: The Hoopa Tribe is really interested in spring chineck because they
are used for subsistence, I think that the council should put more effort into

developing methodology for projecting thelr abundance.

Q:  Are any of the impacts of the high seas driftnet fishery considered
for theilr impact on spring chinook?

A: No.
Q: Are there any hatchbox programs In place for spring chinock?

A: No. There is a problem with capturing spring chincok for hatchbox

broodstock.
Masten: My concerns are with the threat of listing spring chinook. It is
cruelial that we come up with a methedology for projecting their numbers. 174

like to recommend that we ask the TAT to develop this methodology.

Options for allocation of f£511 chincok harvest,

Baracco: The TAT did not prepare harvest allocation options for fall chinook
(because the projections do not show snocugh fish to be harvested).
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Council discussion;

Masten: I thought that someone would be drafting harvest impacts and how far
back we would have to go with different harvest options.

Raracce: There is no way for the TAT to do that unless you give us something
to model,

Q: If the indicators are that we can’ t have an in-river or ocean flshery,
then how far do we have to go up and down the coast to minimize the impact
to Klamath fish?

A:  Some level of impact on Klamath fall chinook oeccurs all along the
coast.

o The chances to get an emergency amendment to harvest fish below the
fleor of 35,000 sare low,

o If we arve talking about a “no-fishing” option, what will this mean?
We will need to gpecify and guantify the specifics of this before we give
a recommendation to the PFMC.

o In Portlsnd, at the PFMC s Salmon Advisory Subpanel meeting, the Salmon
Technical Team briefed those in attendance on the opticns for closing
fishing in the Klamath Management Zome, The evening user group meetings
should decide the specifics of closing salmon fishing. Fovr exawmple, the
Columbia River spring chinook are listed, but they are still harvested at
a reduced rate.

o We need to determine the escapement number that is our goal. If we
are going to develop a&n coption, then we need to have the specifics.

Q: VWould we need an emergency amendment to allow other fisheries to
operate if they have an incidental take of Klamath chineok?

A: No. Because they are incidental take. Although, any directed salmon
fisheries would need an emergency amendment.

Q: Why should the salmon fishery be restricted to de minimis levels while
letting significant takes of Klamath fish occur in the whiting fishery?
{”de minimus” means insignificant}.

o My recommendation is to move the whiting fishery north and south of
the zone,

o The relative contribution rate dees not bind us to consider enly
biological data, we can also consider economic data. The whiting fishery
will not be c¢losed down to protect the salmon fishery.

Q: With the low stock asbundance in the ocean, what is the percent
contribution of Klamath fish in the different zones?



A: 1t depends on the time of year. Picture a bell shaped curve centered
on the Klamath and ending at Monterey and Coos bay.

G: Can vou let us know what the impacts are Lo these areas?

A Yes. 1711 provide this Information to the council in a handout, We
could use the harvest rates of other areas to determine the de minipus
impact. The avevage of the Klamath observatilons for the total Klamath

impact south of Pt Arena is 6% (contribution ratej.

Geotions for allecation of spring chinecok harvest

The technical team d1d not draft an option for allecating spring harvest because
they did not feel that their methedology for projecting abundance was accurate.
They have not rveceived a formal request from the council to look into spring
chinook abundance.

Charlie asked the technical team to make a recommendation on an option for
allocation of spring chinook,

Technical Advisory Team Assigrments

#1: Plot contribution rates by the area along the coast and by the wmonthly
period of catch.

#2: Estimate sbundance of spring chinook.
#3: Make a harvest recommendation for spring chinook.
#4: Review/evaluate hatchery performance.
#5: Cohort analysis -- Shasta Riwver tags,

Projection of 1992 envivommental conditions.

Water abundance. Klamath and Trinlty basins,

Odemar: Bureau of Reclamation projects only 48% of the average infleow into
upper Klamath Lake. Because of these low inflows, agricultural users were
notified to discontinue diversions. Presently only 200 cfs is being released
from Keno, and only 300-350 cfs is being released from Iron Gate. This is less
than last year and less than the FERC license requires,

Grover: The Bureau of Reclamation is under consultation with Fish and Wildlife
Service for protection of endangered species. The March 5 lake level for suckers
will not bhe met. March 15 lake level goal will also not be met. Without the
water, they will not be releasing flows to meet the minimum flows In the Klamath.
Until consultation is through, they will not be releasing more water inte the
Klamath. L

The Secretary of Interior has established that 340,000 acre feet will be releasad
from the Trinity. There have been no similar flow levels established for the
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Klamath.
McCovey: 340,000 acre feet of water 1s needed on the Trinity River for spawning
habitat and to maintain cool water temperatures. We are concerned that water

should stay In the Trinity basin, not be shipped to the Sacramento basin.

Odemar: The water situation and water temperatures will determine how long fish
can be held at the hatchsry.

Grover: Overall it seems that anadromous fish on the Klamath are #3 on the list
to get waley,

COUNCIL PARTICIPATION IN 1992 FISHERY MANAGEMENT

Technical Advisory Team Assignments

Baracco: There are almost an infinite variety of things that you can ask the
TAT to look at.

Q: Is it possible to show us a transition place where you suddenly shift
from a “reasonably lot” of Klamath fish to ”not many” Klamath fish?

A: Yes, we could have this information prepared for you. The information
would also centain the contribution rates based on blocks of tlme.

Q: Do you have the ability to break down the data by small geographical
areas?

A: MNo. We can only use the data the way it is collected: {five broad
ocean areas.

: 1Is there any chance of dampening the amount of Klamath fish that are
caught in the San Francisco bay area?

A: Tag data indicate a higher Klamath impact in the commercial fishery
than in the sport fishery, in that area.

Concerns:

o Why are we spending all this time on these harvest issues if we will
be dipping into escapement?

o What are we buying with all this negotiation? A season? Two seasons?
Are things going to change a year from now? Ever?

o When we manage for the floor and for 2 years fish below it, how long
will it take us to recover if we intentionally fish below the floor?

o Commercial fishermen cannot consider the option of "no fishing” unless
we are paid to stay off the water. This problem of low fish muebers has
not been caused by fishing (either in the river or in the ocean). We are
tired of paying for problems that are not a result of our actions.
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o HNatural escapement has failed to meet the floor four times since 1978 .
(1983, 1984, 1990, 1991).

o What about minimum nesd?
o The resource should come first.
o We can’t contirue spending the credit card with no money in the bank.

o We are trying teo avoid any management action that will leopardize stocks
that are in critical condition. There is no viable fishery from Canada
to Mexico. Our objective for the Klamath will be to harvest at minimum
levels.

o  Commercial fishing is down by 3/4, some people are changing gear in
arder to fish for black cod or rockfish instead of salmon.

o I would like the TAT to model an area in the ocean for zero that will
be a "no fishing” option.

o Let’s try 5% harvest {(the same rates as last year). It will give us
a better idea of what things look like. Could we also look at 5% sport
in the absence of other fisheries?

Baracco: Technicisns can model the fisheries structure, but we carmot model a
level of harvest because it depends too much on regulations -- there are many
regulatory combinations that could produce a given harvest rate.

Aszsignments to ad hoc committees of in-river and ocean harvezsters.

Pave Bitts will chair the ocean users meeting and Virginia Bostwick will chair
the in-river users meeting.

Break
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Jim Welter, vepresenting Brockings Harbor cealition: Attachment 7 shows Klamath
Basin spawner escapements from 1978-1991 and hatchery releases in May and June.
When you jump from 3,406,599 to 17 million fish released from the hatchery
something significant had to happen. There was also massive natural spawner
escapement during this time.

Cdemar: The 1983-1984 releases were bigger fish, but the problem seems to be
teo many cattle on too small of a pasture.

Polos: When we set traps to capture outwmigrating juveniles in April, we catch
natural fish at low levels. In June when the hatchery fish are released, we
see a big pulse of (hatchery) fish so they would be in competition with any
natural fish that stayed upriver. We started keeping track of the temperatures
in 1987. 1In June/July the temperatures are up in the 70’ s.
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Bill Hornbrook, representcing himself: I don”t find the facts and figures produced
by the technical team to be accurate. 1 don’t believe that ocean sport fishery
caught as many as 20,000 chinook in the KMZ, in 1991 (see Table 1-11, attachment
33, I have 451 salweon punch cards from 1991 that were not mailed to California
Department of Fish and Game. Of these cards: May 4 chincok, June 389 chinook
(CAY, 33 {Oregon), July 402 CA, 18 OR. This is a total of 896 chincok. If you
divide 450 by 896 then anglers caught 1.99 fish each for the season (46 day
season, only 14 days were open because of weather). 1 don’t believe the counting
procedures. We can’t verify your numbers,

During a warm water vear (like the ones we have been having for the past several
years) salmon do not necessarily enter a river let alone make it to their
spawning grounds. The Nimbus hatchery has 13.25 million chincok salmon, the
Feather River hatchery has 30 million salmon. Since salmon do not go wheve flows
and temperatures are not good, many of the Klamath fish have gone to another
river te spawn. I feel that the council is using inept management. The 20,000
figh estimated by the technical team is grossly overestimated,

McTssac: Based on 1.99 fish per pevson, and based on 20,000 fish estimated by
the technical team as being caught, this gives only 9,000 people catching fish
all up and down the KMZ. Isn’t this reasonable?

Wilkinson: There is a concern in Oregon sbout the uniform application of the
punch card for establishing uniformity within the zome. Would you be willing
to help ODFW with this effort?

Welter: Yes,

Jobn Wilson, salmon troller, technical tesam member:

1) This {(attachment 7) indicates that June releases are not surviving.
Hatchery practices need to be changed. The reason that we ave in this mess
today is because the hatcheries are using the wrong methods. 1 would like
to see & Sept/Oct release based on water temperature. The problem with
June release is the assumption that there is additional rearing capacity

in the river.

2} There have been reguests from this council to model the salmon season.
1¢ like to see the techmnical team model the greatest number of fish that
could be caught along the west coast while impacting Klamath fish the

least.

Bill Johnson, Breookings: If we can figure this out, why can’ t the technical team?
Will T get a refund for my license fees?

Robert Rohde, representing: #1 his 7 yr old daughter wheo may never sese fish and
#2 the fish: The numbers ave accurate. It is best to recognize that we are at
floor levels and to go beyond it is to recognize that we are causing these fish
to go extinct. We simply need to recognize that we are at minimum levels. 1
propose that we have a 5 year moraterium on all commercial harvest. Let the fish
decide whether they can survive. Give them one full generation to prove if they
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can make 1t. Commercial fishermen may pgo bankrupt during these 5 vears.

Russ Orabtyee, chaly of the ¥MZ Fisheries Coalltion: 1'm here to ask the council
to consider the econcmic impacts of closing fishing. Attachment 8 is a letter
explaining our ideas.

Warrens: {an vyou tell me of any developing whiting processing facilities?
Fureka fisheries has one and Crescent City has the potential to develop one.

Rocky McoVay, Curry County Commissioner: I hope the council seriously conslders
the socio-economic impacts of clesing fishing in the KMZ.

Carol Davis, commercial fisher, Brookings: The whiting flshery is impacting the
salwon fishery a lot.

Bob Hallmark, Marina in Trinidad: I'm concerned about the economics. We can’t
open until we have a better idea of what is golng to happen. We must have a
complete season of some sort or we ave out of business. Permanently., It is not
economically viable for us to continue 1if we are clesed this year. This wouldn’t
impact just us, it would also hit motels, trailer parks, marina owners etc,
Sportfishing and tourists are the reason for Trinidad’ s exlstence.

Warrens: Perhaps some dampening measures could be instated that would help you.
For example, if fishing were limited to 5 days a week. Other possibilities
include a one fish bag limit, or some kind of other restrictive scenaric that
would still allow pecple to come and f£ish.

Ken Burdis, business owner, port commissioner: The council has a tough task
shead. I couldn’t help but notice the “maybes” that were stated during the
technical team report. For us though, it will not be an estimate, it will be
extinction of an industry.

Ken Neil, Trinidad, RV park: I've heard that there is a sucker living behind some
dam upriver. I’ve heard suggestions to close down all fishing. 17ve heard
estimates of fish populations. We just cannot afford to close down all fishing.
I don’ t zee how we need to have 35,000 fish return to the Klamath if there are
so many fish in other rivers. The pumber of fish needs to be correlated with
the people who make their living off the fish.

Fred Stutzman, ex-charter boat operator, Brookings: Shutting down the sport
fishing last year broke me. I can only say that we need a viable fishery in
order to keep going. It’s too late for me.

Jack Samen, Fish market, Brockings Harbor: When the season was closed last year,
I had to lay off people. Scme sort of season that keeps at least 50% of the
people coming to the Brookings area is necessary. The fishing season involves
everyone in Brookings. It is a fishing town.

Anna Sparks, Humboldt County Supervisor: 1 have great empathy for all the people
whose lives are dependent on fish. I have yet to see one accurate projection
from the technical people. It is imperative to have fishing in this county.
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State money needs to be allocated to keep fish hatcheries golng. T am trying
to find the balance in protecting fish for the lifestyle of people. Block
closures arve extremely detrimental. The season needs to run continuously
througheut the sesson.

Don MeCann, president of chanber of commerce: Concerned that the technleal team s
projection about “ne fishing” 1s being publicized before it has been fully
decided. Zero season is sensatlional to the media, bulb pesople need o understand
that it has not been decided yet,

Adjourned.

March 4, 1992
LONG TERM PLANNING

PFMC salmon fisherv managsment plan Issue 7 Modificastion of Klamath fall
chinook escapenent soal,

Analvsis of the issue

Barnes: This document on the modification of the Klamath River fall chinock
spawning escapement goal (attachment 9) was put together by Robert Kope -- he
will be able to answer any gquestions you may have.

Table 1 shows the estimated landings using alternative 1 {currvent harvest rate
management) compared to alternative 2 (partial ceiling on spawning escapement).
The columns on the right illustrate the change that occurs with alternative 2.
In terms of escapement this alternative doesn”t buy a whole lot.

We admitted we did not know the spawning capacity of the basin when we adopted
the 35,000 fish as the spawning escapement goal.

Bitts: Can you can show me a relationship between spawning escapement and 3 yr
0ld recruits {(attachment 10)7

Barnes: You are asking the basic question, ”“Do spawners generate recruits?”
This goes right to the heart of harvest rate management. High spawning
escapement didn’ t bring back too many fish, while low spawning escapement brought
back better runs.

Comments

o We need to remember that some unusual environmental conditions are also
playing a large part of why things are happening the way they are.

o There is no evidence that spawning escapement drives production in the
database that we have. River conditions are shown to be eritical as well,

o Until we know what restoration of the river holds for us, I don't think

that we should put a ceiling on the number of fish that are allowed to
spawn,
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produce poor veturns. This fall we will see poor escapement on top of
poor conditions. 1 suspect the worst returns this £all., We can lesarn a
lot frem this year s rveburns.

o High escapement duving perlods of peor envirenmental conditions can .

o It is a bit premature to change the experiment that we are in. I think
that there is a relationship hetween spawners and vecrults.

Barnes: 1 think it is a good ldea to continue Lo look at rhe natural systenm
the way we have been for the past several years. DBecause of the efforrs of the
Heopa Tribe we have a commitment for 340,000 acre feet of water flowing down the
Trinity, therefore we should see relatively good spawning in the Trinity.

Q: We have heard about the terrible water conditions in the upper basin,
what about the water conditions In the tributaries (Salmon, Scott and
Shasta)?

A: Tt will be strictly a function of how much precipitation we get. The
council might want to recommend a letter be written teo Roger Patterson at
Bureau of Reclamstion to emphasize the need for water for anadromous fish,

o We do need to see what a good escapement could do under good conditions,
but T would like to see us concentrate on doing the best we can with
whatever conditions we have each vear. We can’t influence ocean conditions
but we can Influence river conditions.

o If we are concerned with the poorest spawning escapement and the highest
spavning escapement, then we need to also be concerned with natural (river
and ocean) conditions. For example, the drought following on the heels
of the El Nino appeared to be bringing about the poorest spawning
escapement ever. We were all surprised when the worst conditions {(in
recent history) brought about the best ocean escapement. The years of big
seasons and high abundance came after bad natural conditions. We need to
pay attention to the good things that happened too. We need to look at
what we can do with what we’ve got in terms of watershed conditions.

o This could be a result of the 1 million yearlings that were put into
the estuary in the fall. Remember, hatcheries are necessary because we
lest the prime conditions of the rivers.

Public Comment

o I think that we understand the importance of hatcheries. We would
like to see more large smolts released from the hatchery.

o We need to look at the number of fish that come back to the hatchery
besides the natural spawners,

Council recommendation to PFMC
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Trem #1;

Tha PFMC needs our recommendation on issue #2 of the PFMC's salmon fishery
management plan.

The council censidered several ways of carrying their findings forward to the
PFMC, including motions by Dave Bitts and Llsie Reed {(later withdrawn}, then
the council forged ahead with the following actions!

#4% Motion *%

MeTsaac: The KFMC recommends against continued consideration of Amendment 11

Tasue #2 as proposed. The KFMC recommends a full review of the spawning
escapement goal for Klamath River fall chinook.

Second {(Warrens).

Discussion,

Q: Who (KFMC or PFMC) will initiate this review?

A: 1 would presume that the PFMC will hand it back to us for review.

*% Consensus %

Motion carried. Charlie will convey this message to the FFMC.

Item #2:

*% Motion *¥

Bitts: This council should send a letter to Roger Patterson of the Bureau of
Beclamation expressing our stroung concern over the critieal flow situation for
anadromous fish in the Klamath River.

*% Consensus *¥

Reed: May I suggest that the tone in your letter be helpful by realizing that
he (Mr. Patterson) has 3 problems: endangered sucker, agricultural users and
water flows for the Klamath? If you would work with FWS in helping to get the
water levels resolved for the sucker, you may get a lot farther along in the

process.

Courtesy copies will be sent to Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition and
the Pacific Council.

Item #3:

Odemar: Another letter should be sent concerning instream flow studies In the
Scott and Shasta Rivers. This kind of work had been proposed under CDFG’'s
director Pete Bontadelli, now that we have a new director it would be helpful
to show support in this area, A show of support may help to direct funding to
this activity.
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o 1 would like to see some expresslon of purpose from this council
regarding escapement and survival besed on river conditions.

o We must be extremely careful in usurping habltat rebhabilitation concerns
from the Task Force.

o KRFRD is putting together a meeting agends for the 3 chalrs. Perhaps
that meeting could be a chance to carry these thoughts forward., Let’s

ask Ron to add habitat concerns as an agenda item for that meeting.

Fullerton: The intent of this councll is to communicate to the Task Force our
concerns about hablitat restoration.

Break

EFMC long-term harvest managesent olan

Whitehouse: Draft #2 (November 1991) was revised after being discussed at the
Hovember council meeting. These revisions are shown in Draft #3 that we malled
to you on January 17, 1992,

Review of draft plan changes agreed on at the last meeting

Whitehouse: At the November meeting, two options were added., Option 4.4
regarding adding a seat to the council for a Karuk representative and Option
7.2 regarding allecation strategles,

On January 17 we also mailed you the revised comment digest with public comments
that still need to be addressed. The subcommittee had veviewsd all the comments
received on the plan and decided to forward a select few to the full council for
review. The notes from the last council meetings do not reflect that the council
has considered these comments.

The issues that we need to consider today are:

#1 discuss option 7.2
#2 address the remaining comments.

Dave Mackett provided comments on this digest (attachment 11).

It will be up to the council to decide how they want the public comments handled.
Discussion:

0 Some comments can just be acknowledged. I feel we have addressed these
comments, even though we haven’ t discussed them individually. I have read and
thought about these, even if we haven’t discussed them as a group.

o I suggest we consider just the amendments from the last meeting (attachment

12) as the remalning work. This is a living document that can be amended later.
When we rveach consensus on options 4.4 and 7.2 we will be done with the plan.
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wk HMotion *%

GConsider the 44 comments as having been considered in draft #3 {(Mclsaac).
Second (Wilkinson}.

Discussion

Fullerton: Do you mean to use the draft as written?

Mclsaac: Not necessarily. The record will reflect that public comment has been
considered,

% Consensus ¥R
k% Mprion #%

Language in the appendix (attachment 13) needs to be reworded to be pertinent
to current option 7.2. {Meclsaac).

Secounded,
Discussion
Let’s clarify wording of 7.2 first.

Fullerton: The minutes of our November meeting (pp 9-10) say that members were
to take the new wording back to constituents., This agrees with my memory.

McIsaac: I thought we agreed on final language.
McCovey: I have problems with the language in option 7.2.

Bitts: So do I. 1 don't like the wording ”“2-tiered” and I dom’t like the
"legally defined” phrase.

Wilkinson: it sounds like constituent review of these options is still a
problem.

Odemar: The subcommittee who worked on re-wording option 7.2 recognized that
tribes wanted recognition of legal rights without quantifying tribal rights

because that decision is yet to be made by the courts.

Ritts: It seems redundant, but 1 see your point. My other ceoncerns are that
once the tribal right is defined, what is the allocation role of the KiMC?

Fullerton: There are still lots of fish to allocate among other users. The
jssue of the level of harvest will also need to be worked on.

Bitts: How do we desal with salmon harvest allocation in the interim untilithe
tribal right is defined?
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Fullerton: Hete that theve is an sgenda ltem on a renewed allocation agresment
later in this mesting. 1 think we need the legal interpretation to make the
agreement meaningful,

Resd: Without the legal interpretation, we are better off working vear tfo vesr
on the allocation,

Bitts: Can we dalete 72 tilered?”

MoCovey: Our council discussed this language. We feel it doesn’t provide for
trust responsibility, and we prefer the language in option 7.2 (alternate) that
was stricken (attachment 13). We cannot support the current version of eption
7.2.

Melsaac: 1 don’t see that there was a motion on this recerded in the notes,
but I believe we did pass a motlon that the plan we developed in NHovember was
final.

Fullerton: I disagree.

Bitts: I disagree. I was there and I vemember the 7.2 language was only
provisionly adepted, although I'm not sure Lf there was a motion.

Masten: The Department of Interior (DOI) solicitor’s opinicn is forthcoming.
For this year, we don’t need te adopt languapge on allocation. If we want to
rewrite, we can send the language back to subcommittee. It doesn’t matter If
this plan is final, for the ’92 season.

Reed: But we want to have a final plan, to clean it up. The minutes of the
November meeting are adopted and they say the issue was not finallzed,

McCovey: This language says we will wait for the soliciter’s opinion. We want
our rights recognized now, not later.

Bitts: 7.2 says ours is ours, and yours is negotisble. I can’t buy it.

Fullerton: I think it says that the legal right of the tribes will come off
the top and the rest of the tribal share is negetiable, along with other shares,

Q: Can somecne define trust responsibility as it is now used? What are
current legal constraints on the allocation between ocean and river?

A: The legal constraints on the allocation between ocean and river is
being drafted. The earlier opinion from 10 years ago will be superseded,
I understand that the guideline is the trust responsibility lies with DOI.
The basic tenets are that tribes have a property right to some fish and
DOT is respensible to see that right is managed appropriately, 1i.e.
conserved. Second, absent guantification of the right, DOI is to try to
get as large a tribal share as possible, as opposed to conceding to a
smaller amount. Courts say there is a right to a certain amount of fish,
but they haven’t established a percent mark. {(Reed)
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:  So, absent guantifisble rights, would we not default to ocur current
5 year agreement as the basis for arnual allecation until we get legsal
interpretation?

A: Probably not, according to what lawyers tell me (Reed). You see, back
in 1987, the agreement chould have clearly put conservation of rescurce
first - by wus {government)}, yel the 3 year agresment didn’t do this,
Second, the deficlency was from the lack of quantifiable tribal rights.

Warrens: S0 we arve laft to negotiate allocation thils year. Conservation will
prevail. We neesd a reasonable way to finish this plan and lmplement iv. Let’s
stop second guessing how the allocation ruling will come out, T am happy with
rhe November wording of 7.2 which deals with this issue.

Reed: 1 agree. The language is fine with me. I wish we knew the quantifiable
right, but we don’t, so lets use flexible wording,

#% Motion *%

Revise option 7.2 to read “establish an allocation system.” (removing ~two
tierad”) {(Odemar).

Seconded.

McCovey: We need the wording to say “2 tilered.”

Bresk -- 5 mipute tribal caucus.

*% pmendment to Motion %%

Take out “two-tiered allocation system” and replace with “After providing an
allocation of fish that is consistent with tribal veserve fishing rights, the
repaining f£ish will be allocated to maximize social and economic benefits.”
{Read)

Discussion

MclIsaac: “After” implies that, at low run size, one group will get it all. I
prefer "After providing an allocation ghare”

Reed: I'm sorry to tell you that in some years tribes will indeed get all the
harvest (at low fish levels). This is because the tribes have a unique property
right.

McIsaac: But in treaty areas to the north, we don’t have the history of
excluding the non-Indian share. Sometimes that share is put into escapement,

but we have never had the tribes get all the harvest.

Reed: I still dom’t like to use word share, because the legal entitlement iswt
o be shared.

McIsaac: That is not my intent.

17



Warrens: 1 oppose the amendment on 2 grounds. First, it implies an exclusion
of all other harvesters., This is incensistent with the Boldr decision, which
speaks of sharing in common (50/50). It would be presumptuocus of us to prejudge
the pending legal disposition of this issue. Second, we don” t know what tribal
rights are.

Bicts: Let’ s review the tasks of our predecesser group which was to devise a
sharing program to meet the minimum needs of all. Ve asgreed in 1986 to share
in both scarcivy and sbundance. This language departs from that agresment.
Reed: 1 withdraw my amendment and return us to originmal wording.

% Amendment withdrawn. %

Masten: We need to work on the clarifying paragraph for option 7.2. 1 don't
think we have consensus on this. I don’t know if 1”11 accept this, since the
definition isn” t written.

% Motion #%

I suggest we drop 7.2 from the plan (Reed).

*% Vote #*%

Motion does not carry.

*% Motion #%

I move we strike option 7.2 and the clarifying discussion (Reed).

Second (Wilkinson).

Discussion:

o 1 agree that we need to get the plan done. I think we need to display
the draft versions, so can show there was work on it.

o Could we table consideration of this option, pending definition of
tribal harvest share?

o Without this option, our plan is missing its “guts.” 1 do not support
a plan that leaves ocut allocation.

o One problem is that the people making up this council have changed from
when the plan was first drafted to now. Without knowing the legal
entitlement, I am reluctant to agree to giving up the second tier. The
tribe should have a shot at getting more than their property right. It
seems like the soclo-economic part of this option leaves out the tribes.
What if the tribes are entitled only to bare subsistence? The present
language leaves tribes short in an abundant year.
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o 1 fear the legal interpretation would do the opposite - cut commercial
Fishing out,

#% Metion withdrawn, #%
% Morion &%

The wording for option 7.2 would be:

Establish an allocation system that is consistent with the legally defined
harvest share allocable to tribal reserved fishing rights and allocate the
remaining share to optimize social and economie benefits {(McIsaac).

Seconded,

Biscussion;

o 1 speak against it because it deesn’t address troller concerns for the
possibility of a generous legal opinion on indlan rights. For exasmple if
the legal opinion is 50,000 fish for indians, then that leaves little to
share In most vyears.

o This council’s language will not change what DOL or the courts decide.

o What if we changed the wording? We could return teo the stricken
language of 7.2 on page A-12, adding "This 2-tiered allocation system
will be consistent with legally defined tribal share, once that share is
legally defined” or “pending legal definition.” I1f we had this in place
now (in a vear like this one, where minimum needs clearly wont be met)
then we would go back to the old cne-year agreement to share the pain.
This would mean a proportional cutback from minimum needs, to satisfy
escapement.

o I endorse the motion. I foresee that each year, each group will bargain
to meet their minimum needs, consistent with the tribal right.

o I am against the motion. In the Boldt area there is no harvest without
sharing.

o At low abundance, indian ceremonial and subsistence would be the only
harvest.

o Tribes can do what they want with their share, like reallocate 1t to
the sport fishery, or ocean fishery.

o Another five year agreement may be in line here.

Public comment period postponed until after lunch and after this discussion is
finished,

RECESS FOR LURCH
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Hike Orcutt is now serving as Pliny MeCovey' s alternate.

Further discussion;:

w4k Amendmeni FF

Bitts: 1 propose an amendment that reads: “allocate remaining share among
ocean (troll and sport) and in-river harvesters.” This identifles where the
“remaining” goes, and names the other groups. 1 feel this takes care of

providing something more than the legal minimum for tribes, but specifies that
others are inveolved too,

*% Amendment ls adopted, *¥
Oreutt and Bitts abstain.
#% Motion passes., F¥%
Oreutt and Bitts abstain.

Whitehouse: Now that Option 7.2 has been considered, the council needs to look
at page A-8. The clarifying language for Option 4.10 needs to be cleaned up,

Fullerton: Klamath office staff can write the clarifying language for Option
4,10 and 7.2. This language will be mailed to us for comment prior to being
distributed to the public.

WYhitehouse: If everyone agrees to the other changes that were made to the plan
in Novewber, then we are at the point of accepting this plan.

% Motion #%

Move to adopt this plan as final (Wilkinson).
*% Motion passes. *¥

Bitts abstains,

Public comments on long-term management plan

Doug MeCullough, troller, Trinidad:

Q: I wonder what you will do with option 7.2 in the absence of legal
opinion. Why are you pushing the plan through?

A: We have been working on the plan for a long time and we want to finish
it. Final approval of the plan is a ways off, and by then we expect to
have the legal definition of trust rights. We don’t expect to put this
plan into operation this fishing season. By the time plan is signed by
the Secretary, we should have the legal opinion on trust rights. This
should occur in time for 93 season. If by chance, the opinion doesn’t
come through by then we will continue as we have in the past. (Fullerten,
Reed)
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HMeCullough: Your process still seems to circumvent the legal process.

We will follow the law on the properiy rvight, and maximize benefits on
the rest. 1 agree we are setting a precedent, but I don’t see a problem.
{Reed)

Q. If you don’t get a court decision what will you do?

A: 1 foresee the DOT solicitor will offer an opinion to the Secretary. He will
uge that opinion, or scme other legal opinion at his discretion, then he will
meet with the Secretary of Commerce and Department of Justice -- the outcome will
be the federal position. If the Secretaries can’t agree, then it will go the
President to resolve. The FFMC be guided by the Secretary of Commerce to abide
by that position. If some group disagrees, and if they have standing, then they
can go to court to challenge. If the court interprets otherwise, that beconmes
the law {Reed).

Fullerton: In case we do not get legal opinion, then we will continue to follow
the PFMC framework. As it stands, the PFMC framework guides us to set aside
escapement, then allocate by negotiation at Klamath Council meetings in a public
setting. If we get consensus, we will take that to FFMC and expect that they
would adopt our recommendation. If there is no consensus, then the PFMC will
adopt something for us.

Bitts: TFarlier, I felt that the language in 7.2 would not hurt us..., but now
I'm having second thoughts aboult not voting "no.” Charlie, will you re-open

the issue?

Fullerton: As chair, I ecan’t re-open the issue., I need a person who wvoted
*yes” to ask for the issue to be re-opened.

Public comment

¥en Neal, business owner from Trinidad:
Q: Can you influence CDFG's hatchery releases? Will you?

A: Hatcheries are for mitigation. The funding entities may not want Lo pay
for some things we recommend. Still, we may get involved, in conjunction with
efforts by the Task Force, to work on changing hatchery releases.

Tom Richardson, RV Park Owner frem Trinidad: I hear there may not be any
recreational fishing this year. If there is any, 1 suggest outlawing
downriggers because they are really more like commercial gear than sport gear.
Most king salmon are caught with downriggers. If they are ocutlawed then the
catch would shift more to coho and it might prolong the season. We would like
to have a season,

Warrens: I like your idea but now we are taking comment on the long-term plan.

Tomorrow we will discuss the ’92 season, If you are not here tomorvow, I will
insure your idea gets considered.
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Odemar: These kind of sport fishing regulation changes would be made by the
California Fish and Came Commission at the May meeting.

Un-named BV Park Owner, Klamath: I an concesrned sbout option 7.2, 1 want to
insure sharing in lean and abundant vears.

Fred Stutszman, Brookings Harbor: T don’ t understand the controversy over option
7.2, Allecaticn 1s done by the PFMC. Option 7.2 deesn’f allocate, it is just
a preocedure for handling allocation.

Russ Crabtree, KMZ Coalition spekesman: Thanks for your work.

Carol Davis, treller:

Q: Do we pay for Trinity Hatchery enhancement?
A: No, not from salmon stamp funds.

Letter from the Shasta River Valley Coordinated Resource Management Plan (CRMP)
{attachment 14):

Wilkinson: This letter shows a lack of understandiag of how the fishery is
managed. We could respond by giving the letter to the technlcal team, or by
insuring that these groups working with the task force ave better informed.

McTsaac: 1 locked over the data on fish returns back to 19307s -- 1 am concerned
about the low number of jacks in 791. Note that Shasta stocks did not respond
during the late 1980"s “power broods” and 1 think they may deserve special
protection. 1711 discuss this more tomorrow.

Odemar: We feel environmental restoration is key e.g., identifying instream
flow need. We already have regulations against angling in the Shasta River
while spawners are present.

Bostwick: Is regulation of the sport catch enough of an effort to protect Shasta
River stocks?

*% Action *%

The council should respond to this letter. Mel Odemar will work with the Klamath
Office to draft a response.

Public comments on issues to include in the plan

Are there any public comments? No.

Reconsideration of Option 7.2

Bitts: Is anyone willing to re-open this issue?
Discussion:
o Ocean harvesters are concerned zbout whether we would be excluded with .
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this language. Will our oppertunity will be lessened by the soliciter’s
ruling?

o When we discussed this Issue in La Jolla, Nat Bingham and Bcb Hayden
wanted socic-economlc optimization, although I don’ t know how this breaks
cut in terms of alloecation.

o Suppese that 501 went to tribes and the balance to other users as
specified in present language, how would we determine the soclo-sconomic
optimization?

o I assume we would make studies to determine the soclio-sconomic
optimization and the KIMC would review the results. There would bhe
bargaining over allocations.

o Presently, the PFMC takes our recommendation and fits it into the
Magnuson Act, which calls for economic optimization. The act may call,
for example, on cutting trollers out of the KMZ to benefit other fisheries.
But the Magnuson Act doesn’t allow one group to be zerced out. Since
Commerce also provides approval, there is double scrutiny to ensure socio-
economle falrness,

o I have two concerns with Optien 7.2: First, we don't want to agree Lo
ceding a superior right to fish. If courts dictate this, then okay, but
we don’ t want to give it up wvoluntarily. Secondly, this language will be
activated by soliciter’s opinien, but the language may also do something
that will preclude the need for a soliciter’s opinion,

o Your concerns are not valid. You aren’ t ceding anything, just accepting
the legal opinion,

o 1f you disagree with the legal opinion, you can go te court to
adjudicate, Nothing that this council decides, can take that away from
you.

o I don’t see any problem for you in the first half of 7,2, but the second
part may bite you. Nat suggested the second half, assuming that commercial
trolling is the most economically beneficial, but it may not be.

o Nat’s logic was probably along the lines that every Klamath chinook in
the ocean will buy usg 30 fish frem other stocks.

Fullerton: Jim, do you want to reconsider your vote on the motion?

Walters: I am becoming convinced that we are reasonably protected by the KFMC,
so am fairly comfortable and prefer to let the decision stand as it is.

Orcutt: Originally we were opposed because we were concerned about losing
something, but now we feel that this is a reasonable compromise.

Harvest allocation agreement
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Melszae: 1 would like to see some action on this harvest allocation agreement.
1T would like to ses it extend te hatchery reform, envirvonmental issues, and i
would like to see a core group work on it. I’m troubled that we don’t have the
solicitor’s opinion, so I recognize that we can’t do it at the table today.
Maybe this new agreement could include discussion of spring chincek.

Reed: A key mechanism necessary fer tribe/user group agreement is settlement
of trading of economic value for harvest rights. Tribes feel uncertain about
doing this untll after their rights are defiped. Until that is done, tribes
aren’t in a position to negotiate this.

In the past, ocean users have said that they would concede Klamath fish to tribes
if you could get access to other stocks, but there was never a way to do this.

Bitts: Last year, tribes were leery of the offer from trollers, because of
their fear of jeopardizing their right. We can’t design effectlve troll seasons
at harvest rates less than .40,

Fullerton: You guys are missing the peint. If we get a solicitor’s opinion
before 1993, we still need allocation among other users. This will prevent us
from having to start from scratch every year. We need a plan for allecating
the fish in times of small stocks. We also need to have an agreement fo ensure
continuity because our membership will continue to change over the years.

Walters: Maybe the bind we are in now will just last for a few years. 1In the
future there will be times of abundance.

Reed: Let’s wait another vear, the tribes will be better grounded, and this
bad year will be behind us.

Fullerton: As soon as we get through this year (April), 1 would like to see us
start locking at a longer term process. A longer term process will prevent us
from making last minute decisions every year. I am not asking you to do this
now, but we need to start implementing the long range plan. The public doesn’t
understand what direction we’re heading so we need to say what our allocation
guidelines will be. ‘

Warrens: We need to look at why the previcus agreement failed.

Fullerton: We also need to look at successful examples in cother fisheries.
Other successes are mostly due to having predictable, long-term procedures.

Warrens: It will also require us to list our long-term needs,

Bitts: Other problems with the long-term agreement include the possibility of
a completely different management scheme, like an escapement range. This could
change our whole basis of predictions.

Warrens: We can’ t do this without first going back to our constituents. We
can’ t do it today.

Fullerton: What does the council want to do?
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Birts: How aboutr vevisiting the 1986 negotiations to see the principles that
preceded the actual agreement? For example, meeting minimum needs. The 5 year
agreement failed, but it was still on the cutting edge of a political process
involving the users themselves.

Odemar: I have records of those old Klamath River Fishery Management Group
meetings. 1 will provide coples of these meetings to council members.

Masten: Perhaps we could have a separate meeting after the season-setting
meeting. At this meeting, we could review the early discussions that led to
the five year agreement -- because 1t seems that there Is a wide range of

perceptions about what those discussions were.
Fullerton: 1 agree that we should lock at history. T plan to call a meeting
after the 1992 process is complete (September). The meeting toplc will eall

for ”setting of guidelines” (or policies) instead of "allocation agreement.”

Do we have any notion of when the DOI opinion is coming? Will it be an interim
opinion for this season?

The final opinien should be here by the end of this year. It reguires
consultation with the Deparvtments of Commerce and Justice,

Public comment on allocation agreement

Doug McCullough: The council’s long-term goal is fine, but our problems are
short-term. We are heading inte our second season of no fishery. Where do you
see us KMZ trollers fitting in? Trollers are affected coastwide by constraints
for Klamath chinook. It seems like the KMZ is in effect in a much wider area
than the official boundaries.

Odemar: The KMZ is a statistical cell, while management for Klamath chinook
may extend far beyond the actual boundaries of the KMZ,

McCollough: 1 don’t expect to see a season opening above Pt Arena this year.
so KMZ trollers are left out again. The industry is looking to fish further
south. What do we do to keep from being left out?

Fullerton: We need to consider these things in our guidelines for low abundance
years. Normally we rely on the trxoller representative as to where their
allocation is caught.

Bitts: It seems that KMZ trollers are out of business unless they want to travel
south of Pt Arena. It sounds like you may be out of business,

McCollough: It also destroys the industry in this area. I don’t want to go to
Bodega Bay and I don’t want to see us going out of business. I like your long
term options, but it is make or break for us this year. I feel the KFHC was set
up to carve out a niche for the KMZ troll fishery, yet I don’t see it happening.

Scott Boley, as member of public: (attachment 15)
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My main concern is a viable ocean fishery. 1 don’t care about quibbling over
ocean/river shares, On my handout, vou can pencil in a share for ccesn and in-
river. T urge vou o focus planning on getting fish Into the fisherles, rathser
than fine splitting of a dwindling resource. We need to start with geals for
harvest, filsheries and hatchery production -- these goals can be given to the
Task Force and hatchery managers.

Warrens: We need better tools for keeping track of harvest lumpacts cutside of
the KMZ. We also need to contrel these iwmpacts better during years of low
abundance. In addition, we nszed better habitast, more water, and better
hatcheries.

Un-named public comment: I heard Lisle Reed say a number like 50% that will be
provided for tribal fisheries. Sue Masten sald she sympathizes with XMZ occean
users. [ want to ask if she can tell us the tribes low/medium/high range of
tribal harvest nseds, so the KFMC can go shead with a long term allocation. In
this way, the council won’t have to wait for this number to come from above.

Masten: The fact is that we were party to the 5 year agreement which gave us
a mumerical share. Thal asgreement doesn’ t even apply this year. User needs
are secondary to allowing enough fish for spawning escapement. Minimum needs
for trollers have never been ldentifisd elther, beyond calling for wviable
fishery. When we had a really big ocean catch, nebody admitted that it was
bevond what was needed, Please don't confuse our needs with our legal right.
We may not need all of our right, and may decide to allocate to others.

Walters: Note that the tribes have given up thelr commercial fishery, and
gacrificed quite a birt.

Council discussion

Orcutt: Responding to the request for low/medium/high tribal fish needs, we
saw our low range last year with 12,000 fish. The wmedium range is 30% more
than that, but the high range is our entitlement, which we don’t know yet.

Regarding Boley's comments on hatcheries, I hope we will discuss this further
at the “Three Chairs” meeting.

Warrens: VWhen will we discuss the next steps (e.g. amendments) for the long-
range plan?

That will be appropriate for the September meeting. The cover letter to the
Secretary of Interior will address the amendment process.

Adjourned for the day.

March 5, 1992

New agenda item: HATCHERY CPERATION (Bitts)
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For 4 years, the hatcheries had more fish than they could handle. The fish were
released in warnm water in May or Jupe and it appears that the surviwval rate of
these fingerlings and was extremely poor. 1T would like this council to look at
hatchery practices with an eye toward having release practlces changed. 1 would
like to see changes made this year.

Fullerton: This issue should be taken te the Task Force for conslderation.

Ddemar: 1 am concerned about hatchery practices and 1 can assure you that they
will improve this year. One problem has been the warm recsiving water at Iron
Cate Hatchery. Changes are in the works to improve hatchery practices although
they won’t all happen before May. On the Trinity side we need to be careful
about the disease problem and the increased straylng rate. In the past, we were
criticized for trucking fish by the same people who are now criticizing us for
not trucking fish,

Normally hatcheries produce only 1/3 of the total fish in the Klamath. 1 see
no reason to indicate that hatecheries caused the natural stocks te crash.

Wilkinson: 174 like to carry these concerns about hatcheries to the Task Force
and continue this review process.

Mclsaac: Intraspecific competition between natural and hatchery fish is
definitely a concern., Other hatcheries have adjusted thelr releases to avoid
straying problems. On the Elk River, the time of hatchery release was reviewed.
Findings showed that highest survival came from the fish that were released when
the natural fish were present too.

Can we assign this task to the technical team for review?
#% Action **
The technical team will:

#1: Provide a preliminary assessment of survival of various release groups
of fingerlings and yearlings from Trinity and Iron Gate Hatcheries.

#2: Provide an assessment of the scope of the data needs to evaluate
effects of environmental conditions following release.

The team will report back to the council with their recommendations and
give a presentation of assignment #1 at the April Task Force meeting.

Grover: FUS is only imvolved with Trinity River Hatchery as far as the
restoratien program goes. We have conducted an ongoing evaluation program that
primarily looks at in-hatchery interactions.

Odemar: The response to the Klamath Management Zone Coalition letter (requesting
changes in hatchery practices) has been processed and is in Portland. That
letter says that trucking fish won’t work, and that the number of fish produced
for mitigation in hatcheries is determined under agreement with the Bureau of
Reclamation and Pacific Power and Light, but CDFG will maximize yearlling releases
in 1992,
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Beport on tschnical methods of fishery manaszement

Bepart on application of €81 to ¥lamath stocks. {(Barnes)

1 rvead the Gall geport in detall. There appsar to be malor errors In those
conclusions although it wmight be valuable te use GSI when we get low numbers of
fish and not enough CWT information is available.

Report on Klamsth Task Force veguest Tor emergency change in Klamath River
angling repulations (Cdemary)

There is a proposal to close 3 areas on the mainstem Klamath River to angling.
That proposal iz now before the California Fish and Game Commissgion. I have no
reason to believe that it will not be adopted this year. Tt will give added
protection to those stocks. The proposal was prepared by Dick Sumner and Region
One staff,

Walters: California Department of Fish and Game’s proposed regulation changes
are pot being conveved to the people in Northern California.

Odemar: We have sent press releases out, but we have no control over what the
newspapers publish. You might like to let the news editor know that you ave
interested in this type of information. We will check the list to make sure
that the small papers and local tv stations in your area are on our mailing
list.

1992 FISHERY MANAGEMENT

Beport from technical team

Baracco: The technical team was asked what the contribution ef fall chinook
were in variocus areas along the coast (see attachment 16).

Fishery contribution rates are broken down by age 3 and age 4 Klamath fish.
The figure in parenthesis is the average annual catch of all chinook over the
86-90 period. This information coupled with coded wire tag information gives
the conmtribution rate (2.2). For example, for Northern Oregon, an average of
2.6% of the fish landed were of age 4 Klamath River origin. The zone troll
fishery (KMZ-t) has generally operated under quotas within this time frame.

The model clumps contribution rates for February, March and April into May.

The rest of the handout looks at what levels of lmpact various rates of harvest
would have.

Q: Yesterday, we got the model runs showing ocean landings, spawning
escapement, ete. The ad hoc committee of ocean users was glad to have
this info. Now we are seeing big differences between that data and this
data. What's up?

A: T don't see any inconsistency. If you refer to page F of the handout
we gave the ocean users yesterday (attachment 17), it shows 3,800 Klamath
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ocean landings, apges 3.4, and 5, at an 8% harvest rate. Table A
{attachment 163 shows a catch of 5,700 Klamath chinook at an 8% harvest
rate, but that npumber is for all ages, Including 2-year-old shakers.
Different teols are used to project the numbers in different situations,
so there may be slight variances with the numbers,

Q: When our season re-opensed in August we caught 100 fish. Am 1
(Walters) right in seeing (attachment 17, page A} that out of those 100
fish, 7& were of Klamath origin?

A: Yes. The number was exitrapclated from the tags in just a few fish.

Q: Can this group ask for more tags to be put in more fish so that the
data needs less extyapolating and more fact?

A: The data is reasonably distributed across the board. The confidence
for thase numbers is good.

Walters: The watershed 1s damaged for whatever rveasons, I1f we stop all harvest,
the salmon are still going te die. 1 feel like we are still getting lowsr and
lower tumbers of fish so we need to get mere and move direction from rechnical
people to do a better job., Yesterday' s talk aboul water was very lnformative
and helpful,

Baraceo: Low fish numbers are really not a technical problem. The pelicy level
changes that the council is working tfowards seem to be the right direction to

direct energies to restore {ish numbers.

Q: When vou modeled the sport catch did vou model the change that would
oceur as a result of a clesed commercial flshery?

A: Ho.

Baracco: Charter boats are not randomly sampled. All the fish are counted,
but all the fish do not need to be counted,

Q: 1Is it correct to say that in May of 92 for the Southern California
cell (South of Pt Arena) 780 fish of Klamath origin would be caught under
1991 type regulations (page B)?

A: Yes.

Q: You said that there is no production tagging on the Sacramente River,
Does that mean that the tagging rates in the Sacramento River are too low
to get good data?

A: There are no production tags. Tagging is done for experimentation
purposes only, for example to check the success of fish from a hatchery.

Q: Woeuld it be helpful to the techmnical team if there were Sacramento
fish production tags?

A: Yes. Additvional data is usually helpful.
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COFC tags 3 million fish to study fish passage and mltigavion. Ve need Lo make
sure that more tapgging is needed before we move inteo largey tagging programs.

The council expressed apprecilation to the technical team for putting all this
information together.

Public Commpents

Orceutt: The Hoopa Tribe is locking really carefully at the levels of harvest
that could be possible, although the PFMC will make the ultimate decision.

Un-named Brookings business owner and port commissioner: Thanks to the technical
team for enlightening us on where Klamath {ish are caught. Thanks especially
for letting us know about the Scuthern California cell. People down there have
a lot of things that they could do for recreation. Up here, ocur communities
depend on filshing.

Jack Olsen, Harbor District: The regulatory agencles need to allow for
incremental development each year. If we do an econcmic study, it needs to kKeep
a running total of all the year’s that we have had cut backs.

Russ Crabtree, KMZ Cealition: I support what Dave and Keith have laid out for
options.

Reed: We are all in a precarious position. HNobody here likes what we are faced
with. My question for you is: “You' ve made an appealing case for a zone
fishery, but do you all treasure Klamath fish mwore than people in the SF area?
Do you think that it would be logical for the PFMC to provide only a recreational
fishery in the zone and zero everywhere else on the west coast?” I want to look
at the equity of this. I just can’t imagine a fishery just in the Klamath Zone
and closing it everywhere else. If we let everyone have a fishery and then close
the Klamath is that fair?

Doug McCollough: This council is looking at Klamath fish and the Klamath Zone,
If you are looking at the total picture, and if you want to talk about equity
for scutherners, then we need equity sll arcund.

Odemar: The PFMC will lock at the recreaticnal impacts of the Southern
California cell. 1 believe that there will be attempts made to reduce the
impacts.

Bittrs: VWe need to vemember the injured parties herve...
Reed: ... and the Klamath fish.

Preliminary Council recommendations to management entities for developing 1992
harvest plans

Warrens: All the regional management councils have decided upon a definition
of overfishing. PFMC's definition of overfishing is the failure of a stock to
meet spawning escapement objectives for 3 or more years. If this occurs, then
it is uwp to the PFMC to put together a plan to rebuild that stock.
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Bitts: The major damage to the winter run has not been flshing. If we zerced
out all fishing on the west coast, it still wouldn” € help the problem. FiMC
doesn’ t have the authority to put their finger on the roots of the problem.

Questions for the technical team

Q: Could the technical team glve us a rough estimate of the spawning
escapement that could occur for a 10% in-viver and 10% ocean harvest?

A: Tahle A (attachment 16) ocean numbers would not change -- there would
be a 7,100 vcean harvest, Table AA shows 3,900 fish for river harvest.
Yhen 10% ccean harvest is added the river numbers are reduced so natural
spawning escapement would be 26,200,

Q: If 35,000 is the minimum natural spawning escapewment, then is the
sminimum need for hatcheries 13,0007

A: Right. The hatcheries have not been full for any year except for the
middle yesrs when we had good returns.

Bitts: 1If the only occasions that hatcheries have met their mitigation needs
is a few cases, then for brood years where they haven’t met their needs, has
there been better recrultment?

. Lunch
The technical team provided corrections to the errors on attachment 17, pages
D and B for the Southern California cell. The number at the bottom that shows
the 1% contribution is still corvect.

Preliminary Council recommendations to management entities for developing 1992
harvest plans

Recommendatrions to PFMC for ocean salmon management options.

Zone Recreational Fishery

*% Motion *¥
(Wilkinson) This council should recommend the following range of optioms to
the PFMC:
Cption One: zero fishing
Option Two: 1 fish/day, 5 days/week
Option Three: 1 fish/day, 6 fish in 7 days.
Seconded.

Discussion

. ¢ I want to see the recreation and troll recommendations comblined.
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o It is eritical to the PFMOC that scean users werk out thelr options
prior to the PFHC meeting.

¢ 1 speak in favor of the option that has been proposed.
o Before 1 vote on any opitions, I want to sse all of them.

G: I had presumed that we would proceed In a fashion of locking at
spawning escapement firstc, then determining what quantity, if indeed any,
we could allow be taken from that. If we do allow some to be taken, then
how are we golng to do that?

A: 1 feel that we have to be prudent.

A 10% ocean, LY viver would glve 26,200 natural spawning escspement.
As much as I want to he liberal, this spawning escapement is the closest
1 can come to being realistic. There arve various ways of accomplishbing
these kinds of mmbers. For example, 1t Is probably not teo late to look
at Klamath lwmpacts south of Pt. Arena.

o I would like to explore with tribal interests the potential for
supplementing their subsistence take.

o Let’s rvecommend a rvange of options to PFMC. 1 am not comfortable
sending in something that is not realistic.

o The one other time that we got consensus was within a range.

o We need a rvange of options, one of which inecludes the zero option.

¢ let’s postpone this motion until after season structure motions are
congidered.

Wilkinson: Motion withdrawn,

¥ Motion *% ({Ritts)

Harvest Escapsment
River QOcean
OPTION 1)
zero ZETO 42,000
3% natural: 31,000
(1,000 already caught)
QPTION 2)
Zero 13% (6,800) 38,000
natural: 28,000

[Cption 2a)]
[18% (56,8007] [zero] [31,000]

natural: [23,000] .
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OPTION 33
ZEFD 162 (8,700 36,600
natural: Z7,000

[Ontrion 2a)]

[26% (8,700}] [zero] [27,800]
natural; {20,600
Seconded.
Bitts: My intent was that the zone recreational motlon be Iincluded in this

mobion.
*#% Motion tabled.

#% Motion *% (Melsaac)

OO8ATL rivex escapement
Option One: 0 G 31,400 =+
Option Two: 10 .10 26,200
Gption Three: L16 .16 20,0060
* This is the ultimate conservation effort that could be made this year. It

alse allows other fish managers to see that we have considered the zero option.
Seconded (Reed).
Discussion
o T don’t see how we conslder going beyond a 10% harvest rate (total)
becsuse it reduces the natural escapement too much, We should focus our
discussion within the 10% harvest rate.
Reed: We are at very low levels and we have been for many years. My feeling is
that we are not in a position to let little amounts geo, but we can’t let 5,000
fish go at this critical period. In good conscience, it Is impractical for us
to even offer options that go beyond this.
The next guestion is if 10% can be taken, where do we let that 10% come from?
Break

McCovey: We support Reed’s position. We need to look at conserving these fish,

Reed: 1T will vote no on this motion because the 3rd option is out of the range
of acceptability.

*% Motion failed.

#% Motion (reintroduced) %%
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{Wilkinsen) This council should recommend the following range of options to
the PFMC: .

Option One: zero fishing
Option Twe: 1 fish/day, 5 days/week
Option Three: 1 fish/day, & fish in / days.

Second., {Warrens)
Discussion

Reed: I could only consider voting on this motion 1if I could see what the total
goean take would be.

*% Amendment ¥

smend the motion by adding a cap of 3% (Odemar).
o This won’t work. L0¥ overall ocean havvest of which 3% is gone wminus
4% for recreational fishing leaves only 3% for the troll fishery. This
essentially cleses troll fishery.

o I would like to see how many fish I’m voting for.

o The final cap could be reduced depending on what we want for other
users.

o I can’ t support any motion or range of options going out of here today
that doesn’ t include 16% ocean harvest.

o We are talking about a 3% ecap. If the tvoll cap was 3%, then in no
event can the total exceed 10%. FPFMC can decide which one fo change.

** Amendment fails.

*% HMotion fails.

Discussion
o If it comes down to 2 halves that are so small that they arve not good
to anybody, then we aren’t doing anybody any good. We need to have 3,000
fish for each group for it to be worthwhile to fish.

o For equity, should we recommend zevro fishing for everybody right now?

*% Motion *% (MclIsaac)

ocean river escapement
Option One: 3 0 31,000
Option Two: 10 10 26,800
Option Three: 13 10 25,400

Seconded.
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o Indian people have always put the resocurce first.
*% Consensus *¥
HeCovey abstalned,

NEW BUSINESS

Hone,

PUBLIC COMMENT

No verbal comments, Written comments are attachments 19 and 20.

DATE, TIME, AND IDENTIFICATION OF AGENDA FOR NEXT MEETING

The next meeting will be held on April 5 in Millbrae to provide final
racemmendations to the PFMC on harvest rates. In September, we will meet to
look at our final leag-range plan.

Adiourned

List of attachments

1) Attendance Rostey

2) Agenda

3) EBxcerpts from the Review of 1991 Ocean Salmon Fisheries

4) Excerpts from the Pre-seascn Report

5} KRTAT: Age composition of the 1991 Klamath River fall chinook.,
£) KRTAT: Spring chinook run size projection

7} Klamath Basin Spawner Fscapement

8) KMZ Fisheries Coalition: Comments

9) Evaluation of the Escapement Goal for the Klamath Basin (Robert Kope)
10) Graphic of age 3 recruits to adult spawners

11) Dave Mackett’s comments on the comment digest

12) Excerpts from the November version of the KFMC s long-term plan
13) Excerpts from the January version of the KFMC's long-term plan
14) Letter from the Shasta CRMP

15) Graphic from Scott Boley

16) Average contribution rates of 3 and 4 chinook based on cells along coast
17) KRTAT: Rlamath Ccean Harvest Management tables

18) Shasta river chinook counts

19) Public comment: Ceorge Jewell, Humboldt County Supervisor

19) Public comment: Stan Dixon
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TABLE 1-2. Summary of aciual trealy Indian ocean and Asca AR rpall walmon seasons Tor 1991
{Page 1 -,?f i}

Minimum Bize

Seasons™ Limit (Inches)
Salmon
Tribe and &fsta Spocies Dates Days Chinook Coho

Cuiinault, Hoh, and OQuileute Tribes
Arcas 2 and 3 Chinook  May 1-June 30 &1 24 -
Al July 7-19 i3 24 15
Al Aug. 3-8 & 24 is
All Aug. 10-13 4 24 i6
All Aug. 19 ¥ 24 16

Rakah Tribe

Arcas 3N, 4 and 4A Chincok  May 1-June 30 &1 24 -
All faly 7-19 i3 24 i6

3

; All Aug. 3-8 5 24 3
All Aug. 10-13 4 24 16
All Aug. 19 1% 24 1

B
g
i

Arca 4B All Isn. 1-Apr. 30 120
Chinook  May I-Tune 30 61
Al fuly 7-19 13

pog
H

16

g fd B3 B B b
o

All Aug. 3-8 6 i
All Aug. 10-13 4 4 16
All Aug. 19 i 4 16
All Oct. 7-Doe. 31 86 g 2

s {Lower Elwha, Port
mestown)

All Jan. 1- Apr. 30 120
Chinook  May 1-June 30 6l
All July 1-Aug. 13 4

All Mov. 1-Dec, 31 61

Pl g
e
e s

s

tnd B3
s e
o
o

g/ Owerall g"; sotes for these fisherdes were 33,000 ohimook and 820,000 coho for the BMay 1-Sept. 30 ccoan
managoment poriod.

W The Aug 19 fishery was open 6 hours for the Quinault and Hoh wibes and 12 howrs for the Quilswie and Makah
rileem
[Egtate N

1-4



pronb 2y 10 ewmrene pmosford wodn

saa0ps i Bnguingy Jo o eam sy LU0 C0N0o 000657 10 nionh wown poseasaud B g DRV I9DIOG QOIS DD PUR HOOTRL adeny USDMID YMED [RUONREIDSL (TRIIAD
DR[APRIDS URIL EDIER ARD TG ENQ MO ATAUSE B uado oy pasn aram Asousty 21 Hmy-eg oung Ui

ErEESALE W (ST BOSTISULY 0N0n 00g'e Aruixorldy CAmmsioouun suipepm@ Mooy v TUDE SPRE ST 1SIAIRY OOUILD MO TOU0S 23 O) 852008 2Insse O By ut
(peep ) sunapnd waleqny 310U DU WOL DOAISDI MG O MM ooun yEnoun oyon ooy JO wonb voseosaid B iim g1 ndog wado oy popipaias ArenrBuo s ARSI RIYT
W Fnguingy

10 WRCE OUCO DEP NOOWTUD OG0} SR g7 {€) pue Sy Frgung o) vostr 0D WOI OO 10] SOYOUI QT DUY YOOUMD 0T S3YIUT 07 {Z) oow adey J0 quoU OYOD
0] SR QT PUE FOOUIED 307 SOQIUE p7 (1) as0m SINDT 9EE WOWMRK wondiouo)) N 01 19pI0g BpRR-GY QU W parmbas syooy sseqeg yueys-s1ius quod-apdug
L RO

,...wvw ﬁu@ mﬁﬁﬁ %ﬁm wmﬂvm.vﬁﬁmmymaﬁuﬁ&@gwﬁ«#g&ﬂwwﬂwﬁwéwﬂumgmmm@Emﬁw %.wamm Gmnﬁluauuxwlcomﬁmwwimm U pAUsnaRIsdy 00 ao.ﬁox RIS SUOSERS ) (0 HODINDY Y

s

E-p W peson (ieg oomuyLg m PUON it

(shvp 997) T AON-T el
UG JO YN0 TERU] § SUOY BORRASMUOTY CUOWIEY 7

ISPIOET OOINQN/ ST 01 RULIY 1]

o suaN v _ (shep ¢L7} L1 "AON-9T "4
UOTHIES 7 BIRIOMNE) RHIRY LI 01 1 WEI0H
BIONE TWOI BRI [EONNTY § PUOLN PRSOTD n 0N iy {shep 16} 16-1 0

RAYT BANNOUSHOS £ U UOIITES O WRLL BIOW 0N ‘WQUIpR 7

(sdep 71 Amo Aepung-Lepriy ‘6z-9 lug
Yafep ¢) 7 dog-1e iy
Yshep so) Suo Lepuop-Lepsmyy ‘g7 Ane-g7 A

e~ CBey pasor (UInomr JeaTd QITUIELE)
7 OGN0 EONTAREUOTY CBAED BARTISEROO L U] UOHIRS § i L0000 Y
wE A0 OF SRoouTyn ¥oeg Avis [ Ao wiaown fuowies 7

{shep 700 7 Ami-L7 Avp

BATD BANMOMSNCD £ W UDWNES § BRI BI0W O BOUHES 2 i UON 1y A IO 27 S WA (SAwp 97) 971 Aeiy

PRGN WHIOO CWING O DAY PUpRILY,

VTUIOTIES UM QRIOF O goforcs i Inguungy

vofiazy “ua Enquny o1 wodwy aded

OIS 7, Po el i {shep ¢) 97 Weg puw 9I-CY wWeg

uodes ‘eurt Aong Doy 10 YIhog

piaatn Apue Avparnagy-ATpung
S GUINOBE I0ATY RIGUINIOTE) T BUOF WORPARSNOT) Cuowies 05601 #0951 iy (sdep g¢) L Hoy-p7 oung

woRary ‘voareg odeny ot sorduTuses, g INGQRRY

Ao Aepsrmuy)~Arpung
WOWS 2 004’98 00T L 1 {shep g¢) p—€ "wlog 'ZL Fay-pg sung

UOIRTTEE AL N TONRGDEYTY O J9ATY §3990)

Ao Lepsamyy-Aepung
HOUIES I 009'r B0T v (shep 72) 0E-1 AlY

oy Loand swendy 03 varry aded

Ao Avpmmgy -Aepung
WOWEE 7 OOE'EY 00072 v (skep ¢o1) {uoou) 42-1 Anf

uifuryse s Barry odvny OF JOpIog TRRUED-SY

PSS rreds DR REEY Afrel) ity HOOHIY sapeds uomTeg UOFRIG DU RINY

(o Jourapms 1o
R TR

fr w0y ofegd 7 1661 0 suoprmiar Junyst vOIIEs [FU

a0 TETIOE 30 Armunung gt WIEYL



Coho

Coho are managed as a unit south of Cape Paleon and are discussed more fully in the Cape F:
to Humbug Mountain scction, The area scuth of Horse Bountain <id have a separale 1¢ cevation of

5 000 fish within the south of Cape Faleon overall quota, wh ieh were to be barvesied upon attainment
of the rest of the overall guota.

Hegulations

o attempting to achieve the above m,j eotives, a ic .ﬁ;ays of closure in June and July was

imposed within the May 1 through Seplen nber 30 area between Point San Pedro and
Point %z{’g‘za The opening of the fishery between Polat Are ;a"@ Horse Mouniain was delayed until
August L. The area south of Point San Pedro opesed May 1 and ran continu ously until
gz.piﬁimﬁéﬁ 34

tted from June 1 through July 11 under the
st 2 and f%i%gmi 12 ?;%f!}%:gh

Within these time frames, fishing for coho was per
sonoral %z’z%%?} of Cape Falcon quota, and from August 11 rough Aug

F { &
August 27 under the 5,000 coho reserve

S{fort and Harvest

Commercial trollers harvested 285,900 ¢ é’ﬁfmm{ sals aters south of Horse %f?ﬁaﬁﬁigéﬁ,
70 percent of the 1990 harvest of 415,800 hin a&: Tz u}z rs harvested 80,900 coho south of Horse
Mountain, including 3,200 fish, aflier the gézzza ral cohio quota south of Cape Falcon closed. This
compares 10 49 300 coho landed in %s‘zé same area in 1990, The Horse Mountain to U g/ Mexico
border troll fishery landed 5,200 coho in August, 4 percent anove the 5,000 {ish reserve.

Bffort by trollers fishing south of Home Mounta in totaled 33,600 days fished compared to
45,200 days fished in 1990

5

wry Go

Indices of ocesn harvest rate azzd g}apuégzéz}a size of Central Valley

based on ocean iroll and recreational harvests south of Foint Aren i ch
salmon spawning a}&:&;ﬁ),'ﬂﬂé‘s Central ’%’«n?g; chinook stocks probably comprise 85 to 95 percent
of chinook catches south of Polnt A ﬁa ¢ 1991 abundance index for Central Valley chinook was
440,600 fish {’? able 1~10, Figure I-1 =s€2é to $71,100 fish in 1990, The harvest rate index of

0,72 was 7 points lower than the E‘;Z?%”é; éfi {Figure 1-2).

Horse Mountsin to Humbug Mo

§g§f nawve g-b*g?g§ £ %:? S{E;yﬁ

Chinook
Man-oement obiectives for chinook salmon between Horse Mountain {near er Cove) and

Yot

74,

4
Tumbug Mountain (KMZ) were based on harvest rale goals for chinocok salmaon stocks originating
from local streams, particularly the Klamath and Rogue rvess, The adopted regulations took into

i
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i the Council’s harvest m?f‘ ;f m (Amendment 9) calling for a spawning escap
sok of 33 1o 34 pereent, with a natural adult spawning o8
s Klamain ﬁi;x’g:z inriver rug target for 1991 was 60,300 fal 1-run adults,
?,}”gfi‘ minimum namber meeting the escapement Hoor taking info account ap inriver harvest of 13,000
sdults and returns to hasin hatcheries. The Councils harvest rate plan projected a total occan harvest
of 15,900 Klamath River fall chinook and an ocesn harvest fale of 16 pereent on the age-4

component in all peean fisheries.

for Hlamath Biver ;—f%%é chie
33,000 fish, The Cound

it was :gzzfé“%ﬁ:*%zw;i ?’ﬁ;sé reduced harvest rates in 1991 would also benefil other depressed porthern

Catifornia coastal stocks and depressed south/locatized migrating Oregon coastal stocks.
Coho
Coho are managed as a unit south of Cape Falcon and discussed more fully in the Cape Falcon to

i seclion.

Humbug Mou

The low harvest projected for Klamath River fall-run chinook of 16 percent, compared 1o an ocean
tive of 37.5 percent in 1990, precluded general area troll fisheries in the KMZ. Two
heries were adopled by the © a,:ili’é%léi? {1} the arca from Sisters Rocks 10

harvest rate obj
late-scason special area fis
Mack Arch inside 6 pavtical miles from %;’si:ﬁ;zﬁ}ézf 1 through Sepiember 15 with a 7,500 chincok
quota, and (2) the area %’?" m Trinidad H Punta Gorda inside 6 nautical miles from September 1
through i}a?{\s{,f ’%}; with 2 15,000 chinook quota. The Sisters Rocks 1o Mack Arsch fishery was an
83}'""35:%S‘i’i{?s;“é%u@}iwZ,‘O?é{) fishery while the Trinidad Head to Punta Gorda fishery was an atlesalmon

fishery.

1

E

Corda fishery, compared
he Sisters Rocks io Mack

The ocean harvest rale goal of 16 percent on age~4 Klamath River fish was expected to be altained
in all ocean troll and recreational fisheries prior to ffig”f””i?"‘é;‘ E in the area between northern Oregon
and the U.S /Mexico border. Based on CWT recoveries in ocean and ingiver fisheries and spawning
§§§3§§€=§ nents {a method used in the past, but currently being reviewed by the KRTAT), the overall
the lete analysis

rvest rate on age—4 31%%‘; in 1991 {20 g‘kf&cm‘% excecded the goall A moe con
ided in preseason zeport 1, based on the KRTAT review.

intain fo Cape Falcon

Managem bisclives

nations for the area between Humbug Mountain and Cape Faleon, 25 for most areas
PEI N « LT i
ath River fall

Bessopn deter
between Cape Falcon and the US/Mexico border, were diiven by impscts on Kia

I-138
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d troll and recreational scason structures were designed
and inland) on \3{ B ocoho and 16 porcent
son objectives called for an @&,?‘é ceho

~ 5 w!?:

% and OCM coho stocks, The o
) i;zgg{:i a coastwide 46 percent total harvest m
~an harvest rate on Klamath River fall chinook.

cean harvest rate of 44 percent, These rates reflect a reduction from the 1990 preseason harvest rate
goal of 37.3 per ami {ocean) on Klamath River fajl {:E‘;é;gzzzr@k and 50 percent (ocean and Inland) on

tance of less than 400,000)

OCN coho {the OCN coho harvest ate fluctuntes with ¢
ries belween {:'f"ig}f; Faleon and the U5/ Mexico border incorporated
: van harvest gate goal
s n*wi i;é}}ss,i% 8 *@§ providing {Z“”‘éy&??}g‘m}f o harvest the
available coho, gi‘;f;miz:{ﬁ é.ﬁ e adoption of toll fisheries which were extromely restricied between
Point San Pedro, California and the “}s:sz'a*:;'eafe, Oregon south jelly.

&Je“&;?%% d reg :u»si ons for Bis
pris

Chinook

A discussion of details leading o the ado
harvest rate was preseated in the manag
10 Humbug Mouniain,

o of the Klamath River fall w0k 16 pereent ocean
sicctives section for the area from Hosse ?v%a::@.;zig;ﬁ

it was anticipaled that reduced would also benelit depressed Oregon south
1t

cozst chinook stocks and Snake River fall chinook, the latter of which has been proposed for listing
as threatenad under the ESA ?f};“ the Buske Rive fzzf hinock, the combined south of Cape Faloon

chinook harvest was estimated (o reprosent wreent reduction im edult equivalent ocean

a
exploitation rate compared to the 1990 observed levels,

Caho

The Council took emergency action to reduce the %gf:.fs'f harvest sate (ocean and |
on OCN coho from 52 percent to 46 percent. Preseaso 13 estimation sz%s,ékcsﬁa?g
35‘35 stock has consistently overesiima a:,é slock ahma;gf‘zw for %, past three years, and the %swagzzm’
capemenis have been far short of the annual gjss;ﬁ for the past four years. Uniil the
procedure s émg&;‘aﬁﬁd, the Council opied 1o purposely reduce harvest jmpacts fo hel ure ihat
permanent damage is not done to the OCN stocks, ’?"“s.fz seduction in harvest rale was anticipated 1o
result in 2 spawning escapement level that met or exceeded the floor goal of 135,000 adult coho.

Sharing of allowable coho impacts between ocean recreational and commercial troll fisheries, in the
arca between Cape Falcon and the US/Mexico border, was guided by the Council framework

amendment schedule. The framework amendment also provided for an inscason reallocalion of a
portion of the total ocean recreational quota 1o the troll fishery about Augnst 1, ﬁ“ the projected total
ocean recreational fishery harvest was less than the prescason harvest allocatio

A troll coho harvest ceiling was established for the area between Cascade Head and the U.S./Mexico
border. The coho smémg was designed 1o address port equity concerns in the Cascade Head to Cape
Falcon area. Tt also was {%&gégf&ﬁd 10 prevent geographical shifts in coho lmpacts that differ

substantially from those anticipated preseason.




4, £,
i

91 troll coho fishery between Cape Falcon and
overall impact of 390,000 coho, based on preseason osl
mortalily by <atch ‘ﬁ;«; An mated 29000 coho were gf@;f’{’iaé prescason 10 be lost 1o

; The remaining 361,600 coho were established as the harvest quota for
Jeon o the 1S Mexico border,  Within this overall quota, the arca
e .S /Mexico border was constrained under a 271,000 who harvest

the 117 ff«éaxém border was constrained by an
oll harvest and hook-and-release

A
]
s
\LD

w ; i
Faleon o the U S ,nf exico border, between the recreational fishery and the troll fishery in 1991. The
n was not sulficient to meet the season durstion goals of the recreatio nal fishery,

adjustment (i.e., harvest reallocation), in the area from Cape

£

EEF

coho allocat

Minimum size I
shank bosbless bo V% were required.

¢ for coho and chinook were 16 and 26 inches, respectively. Single-poiat, single—

fered betw
lations by s

5 subaress within the Humbug Mouniain
sea foliows.

Chincok and f‘z}%‘z@ ‘35’;3—3?3;?'3?‘3 fﬂ:is? ng regulali
to Cape Fal

September 1 through October 31 = salmon-except-coho ﬂ.ﬁ%%#ﬁf}‘

inbug Mountain to ! g%‘ e 1@%} é{:ié}; of Florence. The fishery
alic at:%a ure date of Cotober 31, 1 w‘?;égz Ge N%:m E ?’“
as an accounting measure, was rescinded when

aditional Iate-scason Oregon siale-waler 8D

Cape Arago to the South Jeity of Florence

‘The all-salipon fishery was open from June 24 through July 11 when the cob t coilis

aren from the U8 /Mexico border to Cascade Head was attained. The gzﬁf}szé’a copened ixas%’zs Euiy EZZ
rough fuly 14, and from August 1 through Auvgust 9 2s zn all-salmon-—except-coho fishery. “The
ishery was also open from September 1 through Ociober 31 a5 an all-salmon-czce pi-coho fishery
under a Eﬁ,{}é}@ g%aim{}}( guideline from Humbug Mounizin 1o the south jeity of Florence. See the
ntain to Cape Arago subarea for additional details on this fishery.

\MM‘

fuk
&;"
m{"
g
e
7»3
':I?‘
Lon
v
n.m.

South Jetty of Florence 1o Cascade Head

-

The all-salmon-cxcept-coho fishery was open from May 1 through June 23 with no more than
4 spreads per line gear restriction during June. The 1y reopened to all-salmon fishing from
Tune 24 through July 11 when the ccho harvest ceiling for the arca from the UL.S./Mexico border 10
Cascade Head was aitained. The subarea reopened from July 12 through July 23 and from August 1

through (ctober 31 as an all-salmon-exeept-coho fishery,

i-21



Cnscade Hegd 10 Cape Faloon

The all-salmon-except-coho fishery was open from May 1 through June 38 with a no more than
4 ié"":E{:E}{ES per 3%% e gear resiriction during June. The fishery reopened to all-salmon from July 1

through Iuly 14 when the south of Cape Falcon coho quota, minus the 5,000 coho reserve for the area

south of Horse Mountain, was 1eac f“sf‘{ﬁ The 5,000 coho seserve is discussed under the U8 Bexico

Py

berder to Homse Mounlain section. The subarea reopencd from July 15 twough July 23 and from
August 1 through October 31 a5 an all-w E, sxcept-ooho fishery.

Effort and Harvest

Trol fishery effort between Humbug Mountain and Cape Falcon totaled 14,100 vessel days. This
was 43 percent below the comparative 1990 effort (24,800). Total chinook landings of 73,700 fish
were 68 percent less than landings from the “‘{?ié} season (228,000). Total coho landings of
287 600 fish were 2.5 times greater than landings from the 1990 season (110,300} Pink landings
iotzled 1,600 fish. There were no pink landings in 1990,

’:sﬁ supgests that the observed 1991 coastwide ocean é‘z;?iﬂf*’"”‘i rate on Klamath

ded i"; ”‘53 crocat goal on age-4 fish (20 ;xgwm} d the combined ocean
ﬁEi;g in a?{‘% %"w “%ff,gt ate on OCN col é} equaled the 46 percent goal, The estimaled ocesn barvest rate
of 42 percent was below the g’*fswéwa i‘}§)§i‘i€-§§%’£ of 44 percent. Actual z’::éa ém;;s in Snake River fall
chinook exploiiation rates cannot be estimated al this time.

The combined Cape Falcon to U.S/Mexico border troll fisheries landed 366,600 coho, 2 percent
ahove the 361,000 harvest quola (Tables [ 33 and §-12). The landings for the area between Cascade
Wend and the 118 Mexico border totaled 274,700 coho, 1 percent above the 271,000 harvest esiling,
f% postseason ¢stimate of woll fishery cobo %ﬁ%kwmfﬁ-w lease ;m?z;é;f for the combined Cape Falcon

low the 29,004 prescason estimate.

118 Mexico border troll fisheries is 15,500 ”:a%é
E“bsf; level of hook-and-release moniality is a

51 ni -;:; from recent year levels, and is
largely a result of reduction in single species {{sm—zﬂu?’% fishery effort. With the additioa of coho
hooking mortality, the estimate of the ia}iaﬁ Cape Faloon to US./Mexico border iz@% fishery impact
is 385,100 coho. This impact is 99 percent of the adoptod prescason trofl mpact (390,000} and

’?‘Z ?@ﬁ"ﬁﬁ%s shove the 1990 trell impact (223,400). ;

The C&%ﬁ&df Tead to U.S/Mexico border harvest ceiling was not effective in preventing a substantial
shifi of coho harvest into the south of }z se Mouniain area. The ooho harvest scuth of Horse
Mountain was much larger than am:zé:;;;za%:m preseason,

The south jetty of Florence to Humbug Mountain troll fishery landed 12,000 chinock during the
September 1 through October 31 period, 20 percent below the 15,000 harvest guideline.
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RECRFATIONAL FISHERIES BY MANAGEMENT AREA

aralict m{?b“ discussed
ohiective to rpduce

Hecr 13l fishery regulations south of Hofse | ain were more restrictive than those in place
in 1990; however, é:%;a:a"hﬁ . hook requirements north of Point Conceplion, the daily bag limit of

1& 4% In provicus yearss.
while south of Point
sn, oan area
ed during

2 satmon and the minimun 3 .
scason north of éwzai Arens rom mid-1 “a;ary o m
ﬁsf& na it was f%zzzim% o open in eanly and close in {:{:

In addit
was

i wc%@ i%mizég at ports south of Horse Mountaln totaled 87,600 fish. These landings
e *9’*’3’%} Ee:as:ef%.’ s {116,100}, Recreational sagler effort south of Horse
wpler trips, red to 170,800 trips in 15%0. The chinook salmon catch
;:xu" éﬁgzr:{ trip ayggaggfﬁ g f%’? hinook amé to .68 chinook in 1990,

’ 48



mbug Mountain to Cape Falcon

3 i {"‘wgsgg

ol R . T

tion obiectives for this recreational fishery was
smber 15, Chinook harvest in this arca the fishery.
ination and allowable coho harvest levek 1 Humbug
on were driven by lmpacts on {}{fi?i cohio sl %3‘;3 The ﬁga wil took
cnoy action to reduce the targe i&j harvest zs e f}f‘m "f‘sfi ‘é%'ﬁ’ ad combined) on OCN coho from
52 percent 10 46 percent. A discussion of de option of the OOUN coho 46 porcen
harvest rale is presented in the coho man nt objectives %u? on for the Humbug Mountain lo

%Ezgzmg?z

ﬁ%&* untain efzfi Cape Fa

Cape Faleon troll fishery.

Sharing of allowable coho impacts %32;3%%“—@ ocean tecreational and commercial troll fisheries, in the
area beiween Cape Faleon and the ULS/Mexico border, was guided %33{ the Council g“s'*%:afi;;’f%(
n6eas0N %%E%m%}f‘z of a
st 1, if the projected total

w--h w--l

amendment schedule, ’ﬁ«,a ?ﬁiﬁ zemos& faszzafzzzi: at also provic

poriion {z{ the wial oeean ¢ wota to ihe troll fishery abe z%% A zgg,
i shery ,%wﬁ-’%é: was 3{&% ihan the preseason harvest allocation

f : wal coho fishery between Cape Faleon and the U8 /Mexico border was consina ined
by an overall | aﬁzc;i quota z;f 259,600 coho. Only the area between Humbug Mountain and Cape
i ’ %iw semainder of the season upon attainment of the coho {;@3?9 The fishery in the
Humbug Mountain 10 {l‘&;& ?méﬁ:}ﬂ area open to all-salmon fishing under a two fish daily bag
with 3 six fsh i?.’i ven days restriction. Minlouns size limits for coho %ﬁﬁé chinook were 16 and
20 inches, resp g {i in walers less %:é;'%. :

2 miles from = t,i':;f:%,af} fi May 27, Afer
area restriction. The open through Jul y
exceeded.

The Council 5 & not ma : : z‘z;xa%é%;&i%a}; , in the arca from Cape
Falcon to the 11.8/Mexico bordes, between the rocreationa ry and the troll fishery in 1991. The
~cho allocation was not sufficient 1o meet the scason éa;;@,ﬁ; on goals of the recreational fishery.

leon totaled 132,000 angler tips.
Total é‘:«%‘lﬁ{}ag landings of 6,6

Recreational fishery effort between Humbu g Mot
This was 22 percent below ;%*gz s:;;f&m arative fi?f*%} z,%"’;?s’wz'i {1569, ;{1@}

fish were 37 g’fmi’&“?? below landings from the 1990 scason (10,400}, Total cobo landings in this area
of 197,500 fish were 32 percent ‘“E}G’%’fi landings from the ;?éf‘ eason {149,100). Pink landings

totaled 200 fish. There were no pink landings in 196

Fizh iy Oinal Assessment

The combined Cape Falcon to U.S./Mexico border recreational fisher es landed 288,800 «
12 percent above the 259,000 harvest quota (Tables I-9 and 1-12). The est f;:s“a% d ocean éz%:‘%agt “zic
on GCN coko (42 percent) was below the preseason objective of 44 percent.
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INSIDE CHINC @%‘; SALMON FISHERIES
AND i‘%?ﬁ%é%?%é 3 BESCAPEMEN S

fATH RIVER STOCKS

Fisheries in the ?‘52:&*3@35& River harvested 13 Z% % :lts, the third lowest inrlver landing for the basin
since ‘3”1‘?% Both the inriver Indian and recreational fisheries were managed under quotas. The
averall inriver allocation consistent with the {iﬁs cil's ocean decisfons was 13,000 fall-nun adulis.
Adult z:z"if””zs:m 5‘"%%3é§%§‘?;§§ totaled 10,2 i‘% fish in the Indian fishery and Eﬁ?éﬁi} fish in the recreational
fishery (1 ,s‘.azz@féai and Indian gillact Osheries were the third
swest sinog

minary inriver run osti for Klamath Hiver basin f aook salmon s 30,900 adults,
the los west sinoe comprehensive inrver monitoring began in 19 f%.% ure 11~2) and 51 percent of the
predicted escapement of é}&é&i} aamés under Council-adopted regulations.

all chi
{Fig

The Klamath River basin spawning escapement of 17,600 adults was 83 percent © the 19%
escapement (21,100) and was the lowest since 1978, The cscapoment fo zz:m' ning arcas of
11,100 was 85 perecnt of the comparative 1990 cscapement (Appendix B, Table B- -4} and well below
the floor of 35,000, This is the second conseculive year that natural escapem af”i has been below the
loor.  The hatchery spawaing escapement was 6,500 adults.

o

"“ﬁ‘

Jatural spawning escapements in upper Klamath River tributaries totaled 6,600 adulis, 13 percent
greater than 1990, The Shasta River is the most imporiant o chinook salmon spawning stfeam in the
upper Klamath River. Counts of chinook salmon spawners in the Shasta River date from 1930
(Appendix B, Table B~6). The 1991 count of 700 adults was 75 percent greater than the 1990 run
{403}, bul was méy 11 percent of the 19711975 average (6,300). The Shasta River supporied a run
of 30700 adults, as recently as 1964, and historically received as many as 63,700 adults.
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TABLE -2

Wiamath River adult inriver fall chincok run size, spawning
recreational catch and Indian net harvest in sumbers of fish and percent of the wial anver run

eataptment,

size. {Page 1 of 1)

Inriver

Becreational Caich

Ircdian

et Caich

Inriver
Run Size

Porcont

Mumbers

Percent

Mumbers

Poreent

Bumbers

Year Numbers
1978 71,500
1979 34,300
1980 28,000
1981 51,300
1982 42 AG0
1943 44,630
1984 23,600
200
00

5

"

1985 48,
1986 146,

1987 136,800

k

Lk

1988 112,300
1989 55,700
1990 21,100
1991¥ 17,600

7B
&8
63

1,700
2,100
4,500
6,000
8,200
4,200
3,300
3,600

21,000

20,200

22200
8,500
2,600

3,600

2
4
10

Domsielh
~d o Lad G

i1
10
12

i1
10

Tg e
2 HEAY

13,700
12,600
33,000
14,500

7,500
18,700
11,600
25,100
53,100
31,7400
45,600

7,200
10,200

20
27
27
43

91,300
50,100

192,400
204,100
186,200
120,600
32,400
30,900

al Preliminary.
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\STAL STOCKS

MORTHERN CALIFORNIA O

armath River basin are not svailable, Indices of
stimates, for chinook salmon in California
al streams outside of ém %’ fzr"m?%i “‘i’ézs %_m,a__ﬁ Jted to one iributary of the Mad River and
tutaries of the Fel River (Appendix B, Table B The prefiminary resuits of the 19911992
surveys indicate very few chinook spa wned in those areas, E“w spawning escapement goals are in
place for these fver systoms,

harvest estimates

ing st

ndance,

OREGOM COASTAL STOURS

jor subgroups based on otcan

Oregon coastal chinook stocks are commonly ¢ ategorized into two n
5 oos somewhat é:}%sa;;‘E@, they have been

migsation patterns.  Altho ;g,h their occan
labeled as either north or southlocalized migrating.

siocks include stocks north of and inchu
ERCE *g ytion g}f -s‘ffzwf%zi Rwa’ spiing chinook. These stocks contribule primarily o ocean fisherics off
southeast Alaska, and to a Jesser dogree off Washington and Oregon.

ling the Elk River, with the

th/localized migrats ng chinook stocks inclode Rogue River ;;f‘f%
hinook from smaller rivers south « f the Flk River. These siocks are .
fisheries off Oregon and northern California. Anciher cenlral Qtsﬁig %éé«;%, Uinpgua E%;M ‘a;}i%”%g
ook, contributes primarily fo ocean fisheries off Oregon and California, and (o a lesser degree off

shington, British Columbia and southeastemn Adaska,

tuside recreational harvest of fall and spring chinock occuss ln most Oregon coastal estuaries and

Complele mis‘%af{z of the 1591 recre ¢ will not be available uatil the
f2ll of é%‘ff’ imates of estuary c%azzsé}s.w; ina, Sioslaw, Umpgua and
nos bays fm'n July 29 through September 2, mON $CASCN,
tolaled approximately 1,000 adulis. The imates of fall and spring
hinook, f% nwd from ODFW gaim@n fa:i retums, were 39,800 and

%

eational chinook ¥ harves

e.«;—*

éxf%wzﬁ in Tilamook,

ited to retums to private aquaculture operations. A total of
M.‘G‘% @e:i‘u 1% {éehgﬁ EEw@; wii ;mé to Oregon private aguaculture faeilities in 1991,

Esczpement and Coal Assessuie

3

Qregon coastal chinook are managed for an sggregale spav sving escapement of E;‘Eé}%,é}@ﬁ 0

f{éﬁ naturally ﬁzpﬂs\:m;;g adults. Actual cscapement is not cstimated for this stock aggrezate.
;%chfza:wm@i of this goal is asscssed through spawning escapement indices {e.g., stream surveys, f’am
counis, ete)). The escapement goal is @{%iﬁ{ﬁfdgﬁﬁi He iﬁ,a%; awner index counts of {:si} to 90 adults per
mile for both subgroups, and include both spring and §§ ,2 nook, as sialed in the PP,

-y
FAS.




. sdult spring and fall chinook hatchery
C{Page 1ol 1)

ey

TABLE 11-3.  Oegon coastal

pacancment and freshwaier harves
H

Hatchery Return Freshwater Harvesty

{Thinook

Year Spring Fail Spring Fall

THOUSANDS OF FISH
1976 2.9 0.5 135 243
4 42 13.8 356
1978 1 13.1 434

1979 7.0 2.0 16.4 312
1980 79 1.8 11.9 22.7
1681 2.3 1.8 112 30.0
1982 ’ 4.1 2.3 116 75.1
1983 3.9 4. 49 21.5
. 1984 56 33 4.1 29.0
1985 5.7 4.5 9.0 29.5
1986 30.6 5.8 173 365
1987 22, 7.1 20.2 54.8
1988 220 6.4 289 61.7
1989 2.7 43 23.7 53.7
1990 6.3 34 5.5 35.8
1991% 52 2.6 NA NA

a/  Freshwater harvests are derived fiom powh card returns and tepresent fish larger than
24 inches,

W Preliminary.
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TABLE 11-4. Number of salmon returning to Oregon private haichery .
facilities, (Page 1 of 1)

Chinook {hinnok Coho {oho

Year Adulis Tacks™ Adults Yacks™ Chum

THOUSANDS OF FISH
1978 0.2 89.03 8.1 3. 05
97g 0.3 0.4 485 0.7 6.0l
1980 0.8 2.6 382 4.2 0.5
1981 26 2.5 1113 6.6 4.5
1982 75 4.4 1765 7.8 1.1
1543 51 4.9 1381 4.8 6.5
1984 3.5 2.7 114.9 05 0.8
1985 9.3 254 33372 8% 32
1986 652.6 82 445.1 a6 0.8
1987 368 1.9 119 15 03
1958 209 3.4 1157 36 1.9

1989 137 0.7 45.4 1.5 0.5
1990 6.6 1.2 356 0.0 03
1991 4.1 0.0 151 0.0 NA

chinook jacks include adults less than 24 inches in length.

gical coho jacks only (separsted from small zdults by scale analysis).




North Migsating &

An index of ¢ )

natural o

s (peak count por ‘l%zécx 1

in ning aimgsﬁ ard streams is used to meas

ds for north migrating Tall ¢ ohi orks, Diata have been collecied

{:}%‘Si‘?%;é peak chinoo wdex spawning counts in 3991 are

spendix B, Table B8-113. ?‘*‘ iting stock
-

a2

Mﬂ.
2y ("
ek

i

"

5.

i“{} §w§z per mile exceeds the goal

nawning index escapemont data for the smaller southern Gregon coasta fivers
are available for the Winchuck, Cheico ap i ?a.sa}i sivers (Appendix B,
capoments are used:
%z%zzi in the Jower niver

o trend indicators of Rogue River fall ohi
v 1o detennine the average number of fish cat zgizi per seing

;a“?‘;zf. B, Tahle B-~10). 1n addition, two trend indicators of spring chinnok

g af o

3 (1) Rogue River

§§ gz’&}} 2}’;5?6 2 ’j {2} 3?”“1 g;%ﬁ% gﬁ%{,f
adix B, r?;i?}‘gajj B-9). L

status based on these indicators peaked
scellent survival due to favorable ocean
ment oocurred from 1989-1991,
inook escapement remained extre mely poor
Iy a result of reduced chinook
Tized migmting component

g{:ﬁa‘z‘:éés}* during 1 %{: B
FO al conditions.

ngas fiy low counis

soal of 150,000 10 200,000 adulis probably
nponent 1wl sained depressed. The stafus

The s egate Oregon &sa<15€<s§ chinoo
met in 1991, although the south/ios

of the north migrating componont remains healthy.

and spring chinook sefurms @ i}*sgwn coastal hatcheries in 1991
nook hatchery egg-take goals were not mel for the
goals were not met for the Alsea, Flk and Chelco

Spring ©
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INSIDE COHO SALMON FISHERIES
AND SPA Q%f?‘% NG BESCAPEMENTS

{‘“‘“‘“ﬁs
-
xfm
W
=
ottt

CALIFORNIA STOCKS

of any river sysiem in California. %;”;m?z;ﬁg e :
asin ha a;?mﬂ«z:% but not for spawning in natural areas. In
ty hatcheries were 2,800 adults, compared to a combined

2 for ¥lamath BEb
fi‘};}% aaé;{% §i‘:%’§€‘"“% 3 E on iate and Trini

goal of 2,35}{} adull cobo.

OREGON COASTAL STOCKS

yregate that includes coho produced from Oregon

OCK coho stocks are manag e} as one stock ¢

ivers south of the Columbia River. The OCHN stock aggregate coniributes primarily to ocean fisheries
off Cregon and C"'zéfﬁfﬁé% and fo a lesser degree 10 ocean fisheries off Washinglon and British

Columbia. As disrussed in the FMP, ocean fisheries within the OPI area (Leadbeiter Point o the
11.§ /Mexico border) are managed to achieve OCHN coho spawning escapement poals.

most Oregon coastal estuaries and rivers. Complete

e until the fall of 1992, Istimates

a;a,éa and Coos bays from July 29

rough Seplember 2, oce closure of the oceen son, ! tota 5;{5 approximately

VS éé} o h{; sdults.  This harvest exceeds the level anticip so. e 1990 adelt coho
nocoastal estuaries ;szz{% rivers is estimated al 9 500 fish (Table ME}‘

poe]

cidle ecreational harvest of coho ocours i
tos of the 1991 recreational cobo haw-“
2 Uina, 52 isiaw,

=i
of estuary coho harvests z:s Tillan

rivate aquaculture operations. A total of
Hities in 1991 (Table 11-4 in Chapler 2).

d for a 1991 aggregate spawning escapement of 200,000 adults. Becsuse of
concemn for over on of the OCN stock shundance, the Council, by emergency action, ade ;g:z‘iszd
a %*ﬁaz*%’eﬁ rate target of 46 percent. This target harvest rale was designed to produce a spawning
cecanement of at least 135,000 adult coho. Spawning surveys are not complete for Oregon coastal
river and lake systems. Therefore, a final apalysis is not yot av ailable. A ;}fﬂ%%fﬁ?mgy assessment of
1991 OCHN spawning escapement, adjusted for private az}j pu EQ hatchery sirays in some systems,
indicates about 109,000 adult spawnars (Ya?:;}f’ Jil-1). This number of adults is similar to the 1550

scapement of 104,000 fish. Prelimina 1’} information based on ?a*«{i&;ﬁ index surveys suggesis thal
the recent trend of disproportionate spawner distribution among coast tal rivers was not 2 problem in
591,

OO coho were o

A preliminary estimate of total coho refums to Oregon eoastal hatcherles is 38,700 adulis. Hatchery

egg—take goals were not met for the Til lamook, Mestucea, Umpgua, Fel Lake and Coquille sysicios.

11



CHAPTER 1V
SOCIO~-ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT OF TH
1991 OCE ﬁ%”% W%L%‘iﬁ?% FISHERIES ) B

iy

catler 1ol catch than 1990 resulting in 2

ewer prives and a s
In inflation adjusted terms, this bio cught the total

2d during the years of the B Mino effect
o on e West Coast decreased

. the 1991 season brought |
37 percent drop in exvessel value for the coast

?sﬁué, {is} Wi 0 4 ié vel more similar o th
her of recreational rips tak

al experien

R

MOOME IMPACTS OF THE 1991 OCEAN TROLL Al :
yted, in order o 8¢ tdence conceins about the effects of mmzéaéisﬁs

Coastal comi g;m;ﬁ%}f impacls are presen
sed in the Magnuson Fishery £ Conservalion ?‘iii Aanagement Act and

on Iocal ecor a}m s 8% LEpICSSCU

Regulatory Flexibility Act
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cial salmon §%§55f§; 1991

For coastal county residents dependent on income from the ocean ¢ Bﬁi?a;%’ﬁ'i’“?

was another poor year with esti ( §
£31.8 million f@f 1950 1o the $22.3 million mummaé for 1991, E‘"{}; those

é‘%ajngfié{uzi on the ocean

secreational fishery, there was 5 22 gmu,gzi decline in estimated incorme lmpacts as compared to 1990
(from 340.0 million (o $31.3 million). The total state level income hmpa egated for all 3 states
f : 28 pereent compared

was 366.4 million for the recreational and troll ocean fisheries combined down
to 1950 levels and 58 percent compared o the 1976-1990 average. Relailve to the 19761990
average, the declines zmg?ué to the teoll and recreational fishery were 72 and 34 percent, respectively.

Califom

In California, ted 1991 coastal arca pers
decreased by 22 percent {f:é"'sé.‘{éz ared to the 1990 estimate) io i {14
City and Fureka were hit hard leaving then with qﬁés;z;%wﬁ in acis of %’ and 92 percent,
below the 1976-1590 average, In Fort Brage, f%{; ;jff ve Lo this historic average
was about 75 percent and with I nificant reductions iﬁ&‘.é:%ﬁf?%iég in more southern poris,

al inoom i; £ edd a5 ¢ f»ﬂz;%é, of salmon trolling
Table IV--7). Crescent

On the meoreational side, relative to the 1976-1990 historic average, the decreases in the nosthe
ports were me %etf:«z (not more than 10 ;EQE’L};L%} ith i Increases socurring in Fort %Tﬁgg and 4: Hery.
There was a significant decrease in recreational activity out of San Francisco. Estimaied income
impacts for that area dropped by about one-third, §'°§;z€ ive 1o 1990, San Francisco, Eureka and
Crescent City caporienced reduction of between 20 and 40 percent, while e decrease in Monterey
was only 7 percent 2 % there was close to a 60 percent increase in Fort B

Oregon

el
)
e
i
A
(e

10,4 million in 1990 to $5.0 million in 1991 (Table IV-8). Troll relaied incom
port excent for Tilamook and Newport which bepefitted from a heavy Qé}hr
impacts for the Brockings area were down almost 90 percent relative o 1990 and 98 percent relative
to the 1976-1990 average.

Overall, the cstimated Oregon coast personal income generated by troll é‘éﬁ?’séz‘zg
e
Hr

arvest, he income

Recreational income impacts in every port dropped between 10 and 40 percent, with the largest
proportional decrease oo wa,szung in the Tillamook area. In 1991, Brookings was é below the 1976~
1990 average, farther below this average than any other pord

- M\‘i f,w \ N
\\\ / \__/ / J

‘«.
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CDYo
:{;@iﬁ%ﬁﬁ
VI
CWT
ESA
FMP
G5l
HEM
KMZ

KOHM
KRTAT
LAH

LRW
MCB

NA
MNMFS
OCN
OCKL
OCKNR
ODFW
OPl
OPIH
PRIV
SAS
SCH
55C
STEP
5TT
TAC
TR
URB
USFWS
WCVI
WOF

1IST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

California Department of Fish and Game

Pacific Fishery Management Counci

Central Yalley index

coded-wire tag

Endangered Species Act

fishery managemen! plan

genetic stock identification

Larvest rate model

Klamath management zone {occan zone between Humbug Mountain and Horse
Mountain where management emphasis is on Klamath River fall chinook)

Klamath Ocean Harvest Model

¥lamath River Technical Advisory Team

lowes Columbia River hatchery (fall chinock retuming t© hatcheries below Bonneville
Dam)

tower Columbia River wild (fall chinook spawning naturaliy below Bonneville Dam)
mid-Columbia River brights (hatchery fall chinook released in the mid-Columbia
River)

not available

Mational Marine Fisheries Service

Oregon coastal natural {coho)

Oregon coastal natural {coho) lake component

Oregon coastal natural (coho) river component

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Oregon production index (coho saimon stock index south of Leadbetter Point)
Oregon production index area hatchery {adult coho)

Oregon coastal private hatchery {adult coho)

Salmon Advisory Subpanel

Spring Creck Hatchery (fall chinook teturning to Spring Creek Hatchery)

Scientific and Statistical Committee

Salmon Trout Enhancement Program (Oregon)

Salmon Technical Team (formerly the Salmon Plan Development Team)

total allowable catch

trace

upper river brights (fall chinook originating primarily above McNary Dam)

1).8. Fish and Wildlife Service

West Coast Vancouver Island

Washington Department of Fisheries




. CHAPTER 1
COASTWIDE SUMMARY

Council framework amendment management goals for chinook and coho salmon are presented in
Appendix A, Table A-1.  Abundance expectations in 1992 for chisook and coho stocks are
summarized in Tables 1-1 through I-3.

CHINOOK
Abundance Projections Compared to 1991 Preseason Projections
Abundance projection detalls for individual stocks are contained in Table 1-1 and Chapter 1L
s Ceniral Valley chinook: similar to 1991 {third lowest since 1970)

o Klamath River fall chinook:  cossiderably below 1991, Lowest age~2 retums (age-3
predictor) on record and very low age-3 retums {age-4

predicior)
»  Oregon Coasta] chinook:
. - South/localized migrating: similar 1o 1991 low level

~  Morth migraling: average 1o above long-term average

s Coplumbia Riven
- URB: 23 percent decrease (second lowest seturn on record)
- LRH: 59 percent increase {(still below average)
- BCH: 27 percent decrease (second highest since 1984 but still

below average)

- LRW: 37 percent increase
- MCB: 12 pescent decrease (below yecent S—year average)

Impacis of 1991 Regulations

Given 1992 sbundance expectations, normal fishing patterns and 1991 quotas {caiches or harvest rates
for fisheries without quotas), the impacts of the 1991 regulations of regulatory procedures on chincok
stocks in 1992 would be as follows for stocks with potential problems.

s Sacramento River escapement in 1992 would be near or below the lower end of the Council's goal
range.

. s  Klamath River escapement would not meet the minimum spawning escapement floor.
» ‘The insiver seturn of LRH stocks is projected to be 59 percent shove the 1991 preseason

projection and 81 pescent above the Jevel observed in 1991, but siiil may not be sufficient to meet

I-1
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TABLE 1-3. Comparison of 1992 estimated ocean escapements for eritical natural coho

stocks under 1991 Council regulations, with 1991 and 1992 preliminary prescason abundance
forecasts. ¥

Ocean Escapement Estimates

1992 Prescason 1991 Prescason 1992 Spawning
Coho Siock Abundance Abundance Escapement Goal
COHO (housands)
Skagit® 29.0 408 300
Stitlaguamish® 157 329 17.0
Hood Canal® 8.5 176 9.1
Quillavute Fall 6.1 8.8 6£.2-158
Hoh 2.4 3.4 2.0-50
Queets 35 7.9 58-145
Grayvs Harbor 244 135.0 354
OCN 284 238.1 135.0%

a/ Quota levels include caich and hooking mortality estimates used in planning the Council's 1991 ocean
fisheries and 2 coho catch for the Canadian woll fishery aff the WCVT of 1.8 million.

b/ Spawning escaperment goals are not directly comparable 10 pcean gscapement since inside fishery caich is
not considered.

o/ Estimated number of fish entering Arsa 4B and available 10 US. net fisheries {excludes Puget Sound woll
and recyeational cateh)

& Goal varies with steck zbundances below 400,000 coho
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all hatchery production goals, since a large aumber of the 1991 jacks returned to a single
tributary, the Willamette River. Inriver fisheries impacts will determing achievement of LRH
brood stock needs,

o The insiver return of SCH tule fall chinook is projected to be 27 percent below the 1991
preseasen projection and 22 percent helow the level observed in 1991, Achievement of the
escapement goal for this stock depends upon impacts of inriver fisherics.

s The insiver retumn of upper Columbia River brights is projected 1o be 23 peroent below the 1991
preseason projection, 33 percent below the 1991 observed level and the second lowest retum on
reeord. Achievement of the spawning escapement goal for this stock will require very resirictive
inside fisherics.

s (Columbia River upriver spring and summer chinook retums will be well below their respeciive
goals. However, Council area fisheries have a minor impact on these depressed stocks.

COHO
Abupdance Projections Compared to 1991 Preseason Projections
Details for individual stocks are contained in Chapter {11 and Table I-2.
OPL

» 61 percent below 1991 prescason estumate and 67 percent below the 1991 postseason estimale.

s OCN ~- 37 percent below 1991 preseason estimate and 33 percent above 1991 postseason
gstimalte.

e Public haichery —— 68 percent below the 1951 preseason estimate and 78 percent below the
1991 postseason estimate.

Washington Coastal:

s With the exception of the Hoh and Quillayute rivers fall runs, most natural stocks are
anticipated to be less abundant than forecast in 1991. Decreases in abundance range from
27 percent for the Queets River stocks to 7% percent for the CGrays Harbor stocks. Increases
oves the 1991 forecast for the Quillayute and Hoh nivers fall stocks are projected to be 40 and
41 percent, respediively.

s Haichery stocks are expected 10 be less shundant than forecast in 1991, except for the Hoh
River run. The Hoh River hatchery mn forecast of 2,600 fish is B times larger than the 1991
forecast. Decreases in hatchery run size forecasts range from 1 percent for Quinault River
to 70 percent for Quillayute River.

Puget Sound:
s  Combined natural and hatchery stocks are 7 percent below the 1991 forecast. The abundance

of combined natura) stocks is expected o be 6 percent above the 1991 forecast while the
combined hatchery stocks are 12 percent below the 1991 forecast. The Hood Canal natural
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stock is expecied 1o be 40 percent less than the forecast abundance level in 1991 The Skagit
River natural stock abundance is expected 1o be 16 percent below the expected abundance
level of 1991, The Sillaguamish River natural stock is expecied 1o be 34 percent less than
the 1991 forecast

Tmpacts of 1991 Regulations

Based on the STT analysis for 1991 regulations and quolas with 1992 projections of shundance,
impacts on coho stocks with potential problems are as follows. Al matural stocks, except the Hoh
River stock, would not meel spawning escapement goals under the 1991 prescason expected
regulations (Table 1-3). Additionally, the Columbia River hatchery easly and late coho stocks would
acl meet their egg-take goals under 1991 planned fishery levels.



\-\/ (’m\\am/\/\/W

KLAMATH RIVER FALL RUN CHINOOK

Predictor Description

{inear regression analyses have been used for Klamath River fall chinook to relate ocean population
estimales for age-3 and —4 {ish fo inriver fun size estimates of age-2 and -3 fish, respectively, of
the previous year. From 19861989, ocean population estimates, using cohort reconsiruction, were
based on CDEG insiver run size estimates for jacks and adults, USFWS inriver adult age composition
estimates, ocean harvest rate estimates based on CWTs, and fixed stock maturity rate estimales used
in the XRTAT HRM. In years subsequent to 1989, ihe KRTAT has modified the cohont
seconstruction methods previously usad, determining river adult age composition and maturily rates
from CWT data for each year.

The age—3 occan popuiation estimate for 1992 is based on the 1979-1987 broods, emitling the 1980
wrood due to Fl Nino effeds, and the 1985 brood because of its poor fit with ihe other data points
in the relationship. The age-4 ocean population estimate is based on the 1979-1986 broods

(Table 11-4.)

Ocean fisheries harvest small numbers of age-2 and ~5 Klamath River fall chinook. The abundance
of age-2 fish was estimated by dividing the 10881991 average octan abundance of age-3 fish by
the over-winter survival rate (50 percent) assumed in the HRM. The sbundance of age-5 fish was
estimated by muliiplying the age—4 ocean cohort size remaining at the end of the 1591 season by the
over-winter survival rate (80 percent) assumed in the HRM.
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Predicior FPerformance

The prescason ocean abundance estimates for age-3 fish since 1985 have mnged from 30 10
227 percent and averaged 115 percent of the posiscason estimates, using the KRTAT cochont
seconstruction method (Table 11-5). The age-4 preseason estimates for these same yeans ranged from
77 to 134 percent and averaged 101 percent of the posiseason estimates.  The Klamath River
regression models have been updated cach year using the revised data points for age-3 and -4 fish
and the posiseason estimate for the age-2 and -3 fish of the previous year. The STT can only
speculate why the Klamath River regression model for age-3 sbundance has failed to sccurately
estimate stock abundance levels. Strong possibilities sre that over-winter natural mostality between
age-2 and -3, set at 50 percent in the model, is highly variahle, and/or variations in the age-3
maturity rale also exist

Prior to the 1991 fishing scason, the regression relationships traditionally used to predict age-3 ocean
abundance {(straight line relationship with a computed Y intercept) was reviewed by the Council. At
that time, the discussion ceniered around deletion of the 1980 and 1985 broods in the age-3 predictor
and whether or not the Y intercept should be computed or forced through zero. Forcing the
regression through zeso would satisfy the most reasonable biological condition; ie., U there are no
age~2 fish inriver, there would be no age-3 fish the following year,

There was gencral consensus by the 8TT and the 58C that the 1980 and 1985 broods should be
deleted when predicting the age-3 ocean population (a significant statistical relationship does not exist
if they are included). Consensus was not reached, however, on whether or not io force the Y
intercept through zero. The predictor for 1991 used by the Council (straight line regression with a
computed Y intercept) resulted in an overestimate of age~3 ocean stock size (Table H-5).

1992 Stock Siatus

The projection of age-3 Klamath River fall chinook ocean abundance in 1992 is difficult 1o predict
due mainly to a 1991 jack return below any jack relum previously observed. The jack eslimate
(1,300 fish) in 1991 compares to a previous low retum of 3,200 fish in 1983. Therefore, the methods
used by the STT in recent years to predict age-3 abundance (linear regression analysis based on
inriver run size of age-2 fish) is questionable, since the 1991 age~2 retum is outside the range of the
regression analysis data (Figure 11-2). Various regression methodologies produce estimates of 1992
age-3 ocean stock size between 11,800 and 60,100 fish (Table II-6). The STT investigation of
alternative estimation proceduses at Jow stock size indicales an age-3 ocean abundance of about
9§ 000 fish. These include looking at the number of age-3 fish produced per jack from other low
jack returns in the Klamath River basin (an average of 19 age-3 fish per jack the previous year for
the 1981, 1982 and 1987 broods) as well as analyzing average maturily rates and resullant age-3
population size during these same Jow ahundance years.

Based on all these analyses, the STT feels that an ocean abundance estimate for 1992 age-3 Klamath
River fall chinook of about 25,000 is reasonable. This is within the range of estimates examined and
is very close 10 estimates based on the other three low shundance brood years. The 3TT is concerned
that this stock has not met the minimum escapement goal for the past two years.

The projection of age—4 ocean stock size in 1992 is more siraightforward, since the age-3 inriver
setumn of 12,400 fish is within the range of the existing data. The linear regression of age-3 river
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. TABLE 11-5. Comparisons of preseason and postseason oCean abundance ¢stimates for age-3
and ~4 Klamath River fall chinook.

Preseason Fostsoason

Age Season Fstimate Estimate Pre/Posiscason

3 1985 56,500 138,400 0.41

1986 213,000 608,100 0.35

1987 755,900 420,300 0.61

1988 185,400 617,100 0.30

1989 225,300 99,300 227

1990 239,500 126,100 190

1991 88,160 49,500 218

Average 1.15

4 1985 45,500 46,300 0.98

. 1986 53,000 56,400 0.94

1987 164,900 194,500 (.85

1988 149,100 110,700 1.38

1989 172,400 19% 900 087

1990 40,100 52,400 0.77

1991 35,700 26.600% 1.34

Average 1.01

a/ A 75 percent jack count adjusiment was applied because most of the jacks were in the Trinity River.
Also, the Klamath River basin jack counl was ouiside the daia base.
b/ This is a very preliminary estimate as ihe cohort has not completed its life cycle.
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TABLE 11-6. Klamath River chinook agf -3 ocean populstion size for 1992
using various regression methodologies.”

Method Age-3 Geean gii}ck Bize
Linear Regression, Computed Y -intercept £0,100
L og-log Transformation, Computed Y-intercept 44,000
Linear Regression, Zeso Y ~intercept 11,800

a/  All methods use 19791587 brood yeers without 1980 and 1985,
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£

return and age—4 ocean population the following year for the 1979-1987 brood years {Figure 11-3)
was used to produce an age—4 ocean stock size of 35,800 fish.

Late~season (September through November) ocean fisheries in 1991 harvested an estimated 1,300
Yiamath River fall chinook (1,000 age-4 fish and 300 age-3 fish). These fish should be deducted
fi0m the ocean allocation in determining the actual allowable ocean harvest level in 1992,

The sge—4 ocean stock size of 35,800 fish, taking info account the 1,000 fish harvested in ocean
Bsheries in the fall of 1991 and a 94 percent maturily schedule, would produce an age—4 inriver run
{in the absence of any ocean fishing in 1992 scuth of Cape Falcon) of 32,700 fish (Table 1-7). In
the shsence of inriver fisheries, the escapement level in Amendment 9 of 35,000 naturally spawning
fish (and assuming no insiver fishery), an additional 14,600 age-3 fish would need to enter the river
1o clear the escapement floor. The average maturity rate of Klamath River fall chinook (37 percent)
would necessitate 8 minimum age-3 ccean population of 39,500 fish for the Door escapement to be

cleared.
Evaluation of 1991 Regulations on 1992 Stock Abundaance

The KOHM has not vet been updated to evaluate 1992 occan fishery options. The KOHM was
developed for use in evaluating 1988 ocean fishery options, and has been updated each year
shereafier. When the model is recalibrated for 1992, it will be calibrated to the average 1986~1990
fishery observations. A precise estimate of 1991 regulation impacis on 1992 stock projections for
Klamath River fall chincok is not possible &t this time.

The Council's framework plan goal for Klamath River fall chinook (Amendment 9} is to achieve a
33 to 34 percent escapement rate for each brood of fish, except that a minimum 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 and/or minimum escapement floor. The 1591
Council-adopied regulations were estimated preseason o provide an inriver escapement of
60,300 adult fish, an ocean harvest rate on age-4 fish of 016 and an inriver harvest rate of 028
Ocean and river fisheries in 1991 are estimated 10 have harvested age-4 Klamath River fall chinook
at rates of 0.24 and D.51, respectively (Table 11-8). An oceanfinriver allocation spht in 1992, similar
to that adopted preseason in 1991, would result in 2 spawning escapement of about 27.800 adults,
20,600 of which would spawn in natural arcas, 14,400 fish below the natural escapement floor.

The projections of 1992 siock size contained in this report will not support 1951 oczan and nver
fiskeries while meeting the objectives of Amendment 9.

OTHER CALIFORNIA COASTAL CHINOOK STOCKS

Ovther California streams which contribute fo ocean fisheries include the Soith, Lintle, Mad, Eel and
Matiole rivers and Redwood Creek. All of these streams support fall stocks and are believed to
coniribute 1o oczan fisheries primarily off the California and Oregon coasis. Information is
insufficient to forecast ocean abundance levels of these stocks.

12




SPOOLT L8R L-B/61 MOUOD SURS AL 1O HOOURID [f2) JOA IR c-aB2 JoAULI L0 b-0Br URedo 10 uoissesBel seeur 'g-)t aanbld

o0d

(sJ20k POOIQ 8.2 UMOUS SJEeA)

(ONYSNOHL HIAKNL €- 3DV
o0t 05 0

o5t

Cp0R'se = » oy elRuugsD 2661
0021 = ¢ ely pertesa) LE6L
QB0 = &4

oer + (0L . ¢ eby) =p by

|
|
|
|
!
|
|
3
|

ve8l &

B 3 ?
- ke

(SONYENOHLD NOLLYINGCd NV30O0 v-3DV

0Ge

i1-13



TABLE 11-7. Calculation of Klamath River fall chinock natura! spawning

escapement requirements based on 1992 ocean stock estimates.

Parameter Descriplion

1992 Estimate

Age—4 Ocean Stock Size

1291 Fall Fishery Impacis

Age~4 Ocean Stock Size Mow Available
Age—4 Maturity Facior

Age~4 Inriver Population

Inriver Population Needed 1o Provide 33,000
Matural Adults

Age~3 Inriver Population Required
Age~3 Matutity Facior

Age~3 Ocean Stock Size Required

35,800 fish
1,000 fish
34 800 fish
94 percent
32,700 fish
47 34} fish

14,600 fish
37 percemt
39,500 fish

af  Assunes no poean or niver harvesl in 1992
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OREGON COASTAL CHINOOK STOCKS
Oregon coastal chinook stocks are commonly categorized into two major subgroups based on ocean
migration patiems. Although their ocean hasvest distributions overlap somewbhat, they have been
labeled as either nonth 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 oceap fisheries off

British Columbia and southeast Alaska, and to a Jesser degree off Washinglon and Oregon.

dictor Description. and 1992 Steck Status

Specific techniques have not been developed to make gquantitative abundance estimates for these
stocks. Qualitative expectations are based on continued strong parental year spawning escepement.
Spawning escapement is assessed yearly on nine selected streams from the Nehalem through Coquille
rivers. Peak spawning counts of adulis are obtained from standard index areas on these streams and
are monitored 10 assess stock trends ("Review of 1991 Ocean Salmon Fisheries,” Appeadix B,
Table B-11). Natural fal] chinook stocks from the Nehalem River on the north Oregon coast scuth
io the Elk River near Humbug Mountain dominate production from this subgroup. Also present in
lesser numbers are hatchery spring and fall chinock produced in the Trask, Nestucca, Salmon,
Yaquina, Alsea, Coos and EIX rivers.

The generalized expectation for these stocks in 1992 is for a continuation of average fo above the
long~term average (1961-1991) abundance, as ohserved in recent vears. Record adult spawners per
mile observed during the 1985-1991 period are a primary indicator of the general health of these
stocks.

South/Localized Migrating Chinook

South/ocalized migrating chincok stocks include Rogue River spring and fall chincok, and fall
chinook from smaller rivers south of the EIk River. These stocks are important coniributors 1o ocean
fisheries off Oregon and northera California. Another central Oregon stock, Umpqua River spring
chinook, contributes primarily to ocean fisheries off Oregon and California, and 10 a lesser degree off
Washington, British Columbia and southeastern Alaska.

Predictor Description and 1992 Stock Status

Quantitative abundance estimates for these stocks are not made, ©General rends in siock sbundance
for southern Osegon coastal chinook stocks are assessed fhrough indices of escapement in area rivers
("Review of 1991 Ocean Salmon Fisheries,” Chapter I and Appendix B).

Umpgua River and Rogue River Spring Chinook
Umpqua and Rogue rivers spring chinook coniribute to ocean fisheries primarily as age-~3 fish. Jacks

counted {chinook less than 24 inches) over Winchester (Umpgua River) and Gold Ray dams {Rogue
River) are composed of age-2 and -3 fish. Thus, jack counts in one year can not be directly used
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1o predict the sbundance of age-3 fish for the following year. Howeves, since jack fetumms i 1991
were substantially below fevels ohserved in Fecent years, age-d abundance in 1992 will probably be
considerably below boih jecenl yeas tavels and the long-ierm average {"Review of 1991 Ocean
Salmon Fisheries,” Appendix B, Table B-9)

Rogue River Fall Chinook

Rogue River fall chinook contribute 10 occan fisheries principaly as age-3, —4 and -5 fish. Mature
fish enter the river each year fom mid-July through October, with the peak sun oOCUTTing during
Angust and September. Hisioric sssessments of abundance have been based OR 2 combination of
average counts pey beach seine haul and 08B shservations of carcass counts during spawning Surveys
{"Review of 1991 Ccean Salmon Fisheries,” Appendiz B, Table B-10). Carcass counis bave heen
shown to be a better indicator of inriver ron size than are seine catches.

For the purposes of ocean impact modeling a Rogue River fall chinook ocean population index has
been developed based on CArcass counts, ocean harvest raies and cobort reconstruction meihods
(Table 11-9). Linear regression analysis is used fo relate the Rogue Rives fall chinook ocean
sbundance index for age-3, 4 and -5 fish to inriver carcass counis of age-2, -3 and —4 fish,
respeciively, of the previous year. The inriver age composition estimates are based on scale samnpling
of carcasses. Ocean harvest rales &e based on Klamath River fall chinook CWT analysis, since 1979,
because Rogue River fall chinook ocean harvest 1ate information is pot available, The ocean harvest
distribution and age composilion of both Rogue and Klamath rivers fall chinook are similar. The
Rogue River fall chinook ocean abundance index for 1697 is predicted at 5,700, which is B6 peroent
helow the 1977-1991 long-term average (40,800} and is similar to the 1991 index (5,400).

Other Siocks

Information is insufficient to forecast ihe abundance of fall chinook from other smaller rivers south
of the Elk River. Ocean cscapements of chincok into these rivers have been depressed in recent
years. The 1992 shundance of chinook produced fom these rivers is expecied 10 be very low.

Fealuation of 1991 Regulations on 1992 Siock Abundance

Given the 1991 regulations and 1992 Oregon coastal chinook stock abundance, it is expected that the
aggregate Oregon coastal chinook goal (150,000 10 200,000 naturally spawning sculis) would be met.
The norih migrating stocks aie projected 10 provide the majority of this spawning escapement. The
1592 abundances for norih migrating stocks are 20t expecied o change significantly from 1591 and
will remain at of above the 1961-1991 long-term average. The 1992 sbundances for southlocalized
migrating stocks are expected to be low and similar 1o the depressed level observed in 1991
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CHAPTER 1]
COHO SALMON ASSESSMENTS

COLUMBIA RIVER AND OREGON COASTAL COHO (OFD AREA

“The majority of the coho warvested in the OF] arca originate from stocks produced in rivers located
within the OF] area (Leadbetter Point, Washingion to the U8/ Mexico bosder). These stocks include
hatchery and natural production from the Columbia River, {Oregon coast snd porthern California

Predictor Description and Past Performance

Beginning in 1988, the Council adopted revised abundance estimation procedures which were
expected 10 MO accurately predict abundance of individual OPI area origin stock components.
These siock componenis arc (1) public hatchery coho (OPUH), (2) OCN coho river production
{OCNR); (3) OCN coho lake production (OUNLY; (4) private hatchery coho (FRIH); and (5) Oregon
coastal STEP hatchery smolt produciion. A description of these prediclors was discussed in
Chapier 1] of the Council's "Preseason Report | Siock Abundance Analysis for 1988 Ocean Salmon

Ficheries"™.

“The OCN river stock predictor has consistently overpredicted coho abundance since its adoption in
1988, For 1992, the data base years ssed 10 ft the model were revised (shortened) to addrcss this
overprediction problem. The data base now includes 1977-1989 {Jess 1983) for spawners, 1979-1991
(less 1982) for jacks and smolts, and 1980-1991 (less 1983) for ocean yecruils {Appendix A,
Table A~3)

For 1991, the combined 0P} area coho slock abundance (all stocks) was predicted prescason 10 be
1,681,300 fish. A preliminary  posiseason estimate indicates an OFl area abundance of
1,983,100 coho (Table {Ii~1). The combined preseason prediction was 16 percent below the
preliminary posiscason estimate. Preseason and posiseason abundance estimates for individual OFI
area stock components in recent years afe presented in Table -2

OPiH Caho

For 1991, OPIH coho were predicied using 2 linear muliiple regression that related OPI haichery
adulis 10 the Columbia River jacks, coastal Oregon and Klamath River area jacks, and the proportion
of Columbia River smolis with delayed release rearing siralegy {e.g., higher survival rates). All jack

counts weie adjusted for the misidentification of small adults (mosily Columbia River returns). The
data base included 1971-1990 adult retum years, excluding the Fl Nino adult impact year of 1983.

The preseason shundance prediction of 1,215,400 OPIH coho was 29 percent below the preliminary
postseason estimate of 1,722,400 coho.

OGN Coho
The preliminary estimate of the 1091 OCN adult spawning escapement (rivers and lakes combined)

iz 109,100 coho, 45 percent below the 200,000 adult coho goal {Table 111-3). This number of adults
is similar 1o the 1990 escapement of 104,200 ccho.
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TABLE [I1-1. OP] ares coho abumdance {ocean harvest iinpscts and ocean escapement) in thousands of fsh v

Oczan Escapeiment

Oregon snd California Coastal

Ocean Fishornies Hatchery Rebuns Frivate Total Harvest Impacts

. o apd Freshwater OOCN Spawning  Hatchery Columbia and Oorsn Escapement

Year  Troll Sport Harvest Escapement Returs River of All OPI Asea Stocks
1971 24224 6817 53.8 324.0 - 544.4 4,026.3
1972 12149 53358 2.9 $27.7 - a1y 21840
1973 12874 4221 42.2 1623 - £91.2 2175.2
1974 19953 6368 495 §333 - 409 32758
1575 10278 4416 192 159.1 - 24 1,940.1
1976 27963 9311 62.6 1621 - 3370 4,289.1
wn 63218 3925 213 678 42 833 1.212.1
1978 10316 4996 127 76.7 123 3070 1,559.9
197 L3063 3185 27.4 1738 49.2 2758 12510
1RED 4828 5013 320 i 347 2548 14653
1281 7903 3237 341 Ti0 178 1703 15130
1982 O 2860 371 1319 1847 4532 1,7969
1983 4082 2619 182 5.8 1339 10990 w10
1984 884 1665 512 2075 115.4 4238 1,0528
1985 1300 2870 454 i91.2 3320 368 1,352.4
1986 6316 2981 79.3 1948 4537 1,5452 3,168.7
1987 4422 2750 45.1 825 1193 35 1,277.6
1988 7893 2827 599 1608 1161 6689 2,077.7
1989 628 404 3 611 1445 49 7143 1,573 9
1650 2559 3380 8.7 M2 336 1968 5392
1991 4280 4034 519 1091 5.1 815.6 1,5831

a/ ‘The total OP] area coho abundance on this table does not match the swmn of the individual OP1 area stock component
abundances on Table 1-2 due to the exclusion of STEP production fom smoli releases and the exclusion of non-
OP] ares harvest of the private haichery stock from this table.

b/ Incluodes estimated woll fishery hook-and-release wortality for the years 1982-1951.
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TABLE [1-2. Preliminary preseason and posiseason  coho  stock

shundance estimates for OF] area stocks in thousands of fish.

Presoason/
Rinck Year Presasson Poslseason Postseason
CPIH 1985 4766 6457 0.74
1986 1,544.9 2,334.0 0.66
1987 565.4 7958 0.7
1988 1,591.0 1,514.5 1.05
1989 12815 1,373.1 0.88
1990 909.6 575.4 1.58
1991 1,215.4 1,722.4 0.71
OCNR 1685 2969 298.5 099
1986 285.6 268.3 1.06
1987 4580 182.7 2.51
1988 4643 330.4 1.41
1989 430.0 794.9 1.46
1990 367.5 263.1 1.17
1991 4092 1915 2.14
GCHL 1985 6.6Y 12,9 0.51
1986 18.4% 17.8% 1.03
1987 180 28 1.83
1988 16.0 13.0 1.23
1989 162 1.0 1.48
1990 13.5 122 1.1
1991 12.7 8.8 1.44
FRIH 1985 968 124.4 0.23
1986 285.5 584.9 0.49
1987 4656 3650.1 155
1988 302.5 229.0 1.32
1989 206.4 104.8 1.97
1990 142.8 1243 1.15
1991 37.1 £0.4% 0.61
STEP 1985 - - -
1986 - - -
1987 6.1 0.5 12.20
1988 0.4 2.5 0.16
1989 52 2.4 217
1990 3.5 4.5 0.78
1591 6.9 8.4 0.82

o Estimates for 1988-1991 use the Council-adopted revised abundance procedure
developed in 1987

This estimate is for the Ten Mile Lake sysiem only.

Includes posiseason estimate for the Ten Mile, Silcpos and Tahkeniich lake sysiems.
Estimated harvest oocuiming sutside the GPI zrea is not available.

=
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TABLE [1-3. Aduli spawning escapement and total stock abundance of OCN cohe stocks,
sivers and lakes combined in thousands of fish.

Year of Spawning Spawning Total Sock
Adult Retum Goal* Escapement” Abundance®
1970 - 2495 6641
1971 - 3240 1,450.7
1972 - 1277 £69.8
1973 - 162.3 734.6
1974 - 1333 7000
1975 - 159.1 §73.7
1576 - 1621 1,788.5
1877 - 678 476.3
1978 - .7 3796
1979 - 1738 6428
1580 - 1107 3581
1981 175 770 3578
1982 172 1319 3239
1983 140 98 236.7
1984 i35 2075 290.5
1985 175 191.2 3114
1585 143Y 190.8 286.1
1987 200 2.5 1925
1988 200 160.8 3434
1989 200 144.5 3059
1950 161¥ 1042 2753
1591Y 200 109.1 200.3

Z e

e &

Council goal initially established in 1581 to rebuild OCN stocks and amended in 1987.

Spawning escapernents prior to 1985 were caleulated using complete OCH spawning hebiat mileage {Sireams
ard lakes combined) and based on 2 coastwide average sdull-spawners-per-mile value observed for streams.
Tstimates since 1985 are caleulated by individval coastal river basins with adult-spavwners-per-mile values
celoulated for each besin separately.

Calculated as spawning escapement/{1-OPl harvest rate).

Salmon framework amendment rebuilding goal of 170,000 was modified by the Council for optimum yield
considerations. .
Spawning escapement goal for 1990 reflects Council framework amendment spawning goal (Amendment 7).
Preliminary.

HISE




Hivers

The QUNR siock predicior was hased on & modified Ricker spawner-fecruit model. The 1991
preseason predicior selated OUNR recruits to the parent brood stock size and adjusted for changes
in survival by using OP1 smelt to jack survival changes between 1990 and 1989 release years. The
preseason abundance prediction of 409,200 OCNR cobo was 114 percent above the preliminary
postscason estimate of 191,500 coho.

Lakes

The 1991 OCNL stock sbundance prediction was caleulated from the most recent three-year average
adult stock abundance estimate. The GONL production is minor for the thiee lake systems in the unit
{Ten Mile, Siltcoos and Tahkenitch lake systems). Production from these sysiems has declined
substantially from levels ohserved during the 1950-1980 period. Stock abuadance for the combined
lakes has remained between 8,000 and 20,000 coho since 1981, The prescason ahundance prediction
of 12,7006 OCNL coho was 44 percent shove the preliminary posiscason estimate of 8800 coho.

The combined 1991 preseason prediction for OCN giver and lake systemns of 421,500 coho was
111 percent above the preliminary 1991 postseason estimate of 200,360 coho.

PRIH Coho

The PRIH coho sbundance prediction methodology used for 1991 and previous years combines the
sumber of smolis released by facility and stock type with an expecied survival rate. Fxpected
survival rates for 1991 were estimated by adjusting 1990 adult survival rates based on averaging
changes in coastal ocean ppwelling condiions during 1950 and changes in OPY area OPIH jacks per
smolt between 1950 and 1989 zelease years. In 1990, releases of 2,800,000 smolts, and improved
ocean survival, resulted in a 1591 preseason ahundance estimated at 37,100 coho. The prescason
ahundance prediction was 39 percent below the preliminary posiseason estimate of 60,400 coho.

Salmon Trout Enhancement Hatchery Coho Smolt Program

ceseason abundance predictions from Oregon coastal STEP coho smolt production facilities were
made in 1991 for Priorli Creek {Coos River), Moble Creek (Coos River), Gardiner Reservoir {Umpqua
River) and the Oregon Marine Institute of Marine Biology (Charlesion). The Council~approved

rocedure for estimating 1991 abundance evaluated (1) smolt releases by facility, (2) smolt to adult
survival based on observed 1990 STEP survival by facility, and (3} survival adjustments based on
using OPI smolt to jack survival changes between 1990 and 1989 release vears. In 1990, releases
of 126,200 smolis, and improved ocean survival, resulied in a 1991 preseason abundance estimate of
6,500 coho. The prescason shundance estimaie was 18 percent below the preliminary posiseason
estimate of 8,400 coho.

1592 Stock Status
The 1992 OPI area preliminary coho stock abundance projections ase briefly described below. Data
sets for the OPIH and OCNR appear in Appendiz A, Tables A-2 and A-3. A compansen of 1991

preseason and posiseason estimates fogether with prescason 1992 estimates is provided in Table Iil-4.
The 1992 OFl area abundance prediction of 652,700 coho is 61 percent below the 1991 preseason
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prediction (1,681,300} and 67 percent below the 199 posiseason estimate {1,991,500).

QPIH Cohq

For 1992, the abundance of OFIH coho are predicted using the same linear multiple regression model
psed in the preseason 1991 predictor. The model, with cocfficients based on data from adult cobo

returns in 1971-1991, is

OPIH{) = a + b*Jack CR{t-1) + ¢ Jack OC(-1) + d%Jack CRE-1 (S D{-1y5mCR(1-1)

Where: a= -141.9
b= 1524
c= 2578
d= 2526

with 12 = 0.508

See Table A-2 for 2 definition of terms in this equation.

Using the appropriate values from Table A~2, the OFIH shundance prediction for 1992 is 385,300
coho, which is 68 percent below the 1991 prescason prediction {1,215,400) and 78 percent below the
1991 posiseason estimate (1,722,400),

OCN Coho
Rivers

The OCNR echo prediction for 1992 is based on the same procedure used in 1991, except for the
change in data base years used to fit the model.  This change was previously described in the
predictor description section. The model, with fitted coctficients, is:

OCHNR{1) = a®P(t-3)"exp[(b7P(-3) + {(c*Jack OPIt-1y/SmOPKt-1)]
Where: a = 6.619

b = 000883

c= 0.141

See Table A-3 for a definition of terms in this equation.

Using the appropriate values from Table A~3, the OCNR prediction for 1992 is 255,000 adult coho,
which is 38 percent below the 1991 preseason estimate (409,200) and 33 percent above the posiseason

estimate (191,560).

Lakes

The OCNL adult coho prediction is based on the same methodology used in 1991, The OCNL
prediction for 1992 is 15,700 coho, which is 16 pereent below the 1991 preseason estimate (12,700)
and 22 percent above the 1951 postseason estimaie {8,800).
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TABLE 1li-4. Comparison of 1991 and 1992 ocean adult recruliment
shundance for QP area stock components {thousands of fish).

1991

w92 Preseason/

Siock Preseason®™ Preseason” Postseason™ Postseason
OPIHY 385.3 1,215.4 1,722.4 0.7
STEPY 1.7 69 24 0.82
OCHR 255.0 9.2 191.5 2.14
OUNLY 10.7 12.7 g8 1.44
PRIHY 0.0 37.1 60.4 0.61
Total 652.7 16813 1,991.5 0.84

Estimates made by OPI technical team.

Preliminary.

Poslseason estimales, excepl privaie hateheries, sre reconstrucied mEing & posieesson
estimate of OP! area coean harvest maie af D42,

Includes catches of some non-OF] stocks.

Oregon coastal STEP production for haichery smoli-rearing sites only.

Combined Silicoos, Ten Mile and Tahkeniich lekes.

Does not include minor feshwater recteational catch and staying
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The combined 1992 prediction for the OCN river and lake systems of 265,700 coho is 37 peicent
below the 1991 prescason estimate {(421,900) and 33 percent above the 1991 posiseason sstimaie
(200,300,

PRI Coho

There were no smoll releases in 1991 of the PRIH cobo stock. The 1991 prescason estimate was
37,100 coho, and the posiseason estimate was 60,400 cobo,

Balmon Trout Enb nent Hatchery Coho Smolt Program

Fstimates of Oregon coastal STEP coho production are made for STEP hatchery facilities rearing
smolis at Priorhi Creek (Coos River), Oregon Marine Instituie of Marine Biology {Charleston), Moble
Creek {Coos River) and Gardiner Creek (Umpqua River). The 1990 smolt release lovels were
73,100 smolts. The 1992 prescason prediction for these facilities is estimated at 1,700 coho, which
is 75 percent below the 1991 preseason prediction (6,500} and 80 percent below the 1991 postseason
estimate (8,400).

Evaluation of 1991 Regulations on 1992 Steck Abundance

The Council's framework plan goal for OCN coho (Amendment 9) is to achieve an annual spawning
escapement Tanging between 135000 and 200,000 adults. The annual goal varies with siock
abundances. The 1992 projected abundance of 265,700 coho triggers a spawning escapement goal
of 135,000 adults.

Ocean escapement expeciation, for the OCN stock under 1951 planned quota caich levels and
regulations with the 1992 preseason Council area siock abundance predictions, s 28,400 ooho
(Table 1-3). The estimated ocean escapement would be insufficient 1o meet the 135,000 spawning
escapement goal. The expecialion assumes oCean catches and impacts equal 0 1991 expecied
preseason levels for all Councll fisheries. The OCN ocean escapement was estimated using the
micocompuier spreadsheet version {coho assessment model) of the WDF/National Bureau of
Standards regulation analysis model, the same fishery impact model used by the STT for the 1991
preseason assessment.

Additionally, the Columbia River hatchery early and late coho stocks wouid not meel their egg~take
goals under 1991 planned fishery quotas. Even in the absence of any inside fishery opporiunities,
the escapement goals would not be met for the Columbia River hatchery stocks.
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ATTACHMENT 5

2/38/92
70: Klamath Fishery Management Council

FROM: KRTAT

SURJECT: Age composition of the 1991 Xlamath River fall chinoock
run based on scale sampling program.

A total of 6,287 scales eollected from 16 sanpling locations were
examined to estimate the age composition of the 1391 Klamath
River fall chinocok run (Table 1). The ages of 263 samples were
not determined due to scale aberrations (regeneration,
resorption, or inconclusive circull patterns). Some of the data
were not used in calculating the age composition of the in-river
run because: 1) they ware already included in another data set
(ie. TRH was included in the Willow Creek data set) or 2}
escapenent or harvest data were not included in the run size
estimate compiled by CDFG.

when data were avalilable, the waekly age composition was
multiplied by the number of fish counted (le. weirs and hatchery)
or harvested (net fishexy) to determine the number for each age
¢lass. The overall age composition was calenlated by summing the
weekly estimates for numbers per age class. In cases when weakly
counts were not available, the age composition was determined by
summing the weekly camples for the entire season (spawning ground
survays, sport harvest) and multiplying by the +otal estimate for
the respective sampling site. The age composition based on scale
sanples collected at the Willow Creek weir was used Lo caleoulate
the numbers of chinook in each age class that spawned (natural
spawning areas and hatchery) Or wWere narvested above this
sampling location. The Willow Creek weir data were used because
af the apparent unrepresentative sampling at Trinity River
Hatchery (TRH) which provided an apparent overestimate of the age
2 component of the hatchery return. Using scale data, it was
estimated that 537 jacks returned to TRH while CDFG, using a jack
length cutoff of 55 om, counted 179 jacks into the hatchery. A
total of 47 scale samples from TRH were aged as 2-year-olds while
remaining 240 aged scales vere from adults. Based on jack and
adult hatchery returns reported by CDFG, this would represent a
26.3% sampling rate for jacks and a 9,5% sampling rate for
adults. Another reason for using the Willow Creek weir data was
the absence of scale sanples from the sport harvest on the
Trinity River. For jocations lacking scale data, sites believed
+o be appropriate as a surrogate were used {(Table 2}.

The 1991 Klamath River fall chinook run consisted of 1,834 jacks
{(5.7%), 10,278 3-year-olds (31.1%), 195,864 4-year-clds (60.1%},
and 1,013 S5- and &-year olds (3.1%) (Table 3 & 4). The age
composition of the run pagsed on scale samples corresponds very
well with the age composition derived from coded wire tag (CWT)
data {Table 5). The largest discrepancy occurs in the S5-year-old
age class {age 6 chinook are included in this category). TO
adjust the scale data to be more comparable to the CWT data, the



jack escapement and harvest estimates compiled by CDFG were used .
and the age composition of the adults was applied to Gnly the

adult escapement and harvest estimates (Tables 6,7,& 8).

Treating the scale data in this manner provides an estimate of

age 3 and age 4 chinock virtually the same as the CWT data.

Tt is recommended that this program be continued so that another
year of data comparing the age composition based on scale and CWT
data can be collected. Standardized sampling procedures should
he discussed with personnel collecting the scales so that proper
sampling procedures are followed. It is also recommended that
data collected from the Willow Creek welr be used to assess the
age composition of salmon above this site. The collection of
scales from Trinity River Hatchery may be conducted to estimate
the age composition of the hatchery escapement but this data
would not be necessary for estimating the age composition of the
run.

Table 1. Sanmpling locations and numbers of samples collected for
determination of the 1991 Klamath River fall chincok run,

Sampling Area _ # Samples Agency
Iron Gate Hatchery 478 CDFG
Trinity River Hatchery 289 CDFG .
Shasta River Weir 328 CDFG
Scott River Weilr 451 CDFG
Salmon River Weilr 86 CDFG
Bogus Creek Weilr 358 CDFG
Willow Creek Weir 809 CDFG
South Fork Trinity Weir 11 CDFG
Trinity Carcass Survey 357 COFG
Scott & Salmon Carcass Survey 39 UB¥S
Klamath Creel Census 477 CDFG
Hoopa HNet Harvest 423 HOUPA
Karuk Dip Net Harvest 96 KARUK
Yurok Harvest (Estuary) 830 LUSFWS
Yurok Harvest {(Middle Klamath) 414 USFWS
Yurok Harvest {(Upper Klamath) 801 USFHS

Table 2. Locations without scale samples and surrogate data setls
used.

Location Age Composition Used
Main Stem Klamath Spawners Salmon, Scott and Shasta Rivers
¥Misec, Klamath Trib Spavwners Salmon, Scott and Shasta Rivers
Reservation Trib Spawners Trinity River Natural Escapement .
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Table 3. Age commposition of 1991 Klamath River fall chinocok run.

fo%e 2]
2 3 a5 6 Tod

Haichary Spawnefs

ron Gale Halchery 23 1,159 2,66 199 0 4,087
Trinity River Hatchaty 112 1,332 1218 38 0 2.698
Subiotal - ' S 185 2491 3,504 235 0 8,765
Natural Spawners

Trinity River (above Willow Ck) 207 2488 2,255 87 0 4,997
Salmon River 472 131 1,030 25 22 1,740
Beoit River 144 401 1,054 48 0 1,645
Shasia River 16 79 621 10 0 726
Bogus Creek 14 287 863 37 0 1,281
Main Stem Klamath River 85 70 280 8 2 426
Mise Klamaih Tributaries a2 97 392 12 3 596
Raservalion Tribularias 7 73 89 Q0 0 160
Subtetal o R 1,017 3,745 6578 206 27 11,571

Angler Harvest

Kiamath River (pelow US 101 br) 79 154 89 1 0 323
Trinity River {above Willow Ck) 49 588 538 16 0 1,191
Balance of Klamath System - 489 978 561 9 0 2,045
Sublotal ' IR 27 1,718 1,187 26 0 3,659
tndian Met Harvest

Klamaih Biver (below US 101 BR) 27 550 3,094 238 2 3,809
Kiamath River (US 101 to Trin.R.) 50 1,191 3,596 201 4 5,042
Trinity Biver 18 377 879 37 0 1311
Subtotal . 2,118 7,569 474 .6 10,282

TOTALS

1n-River Harvest and Escapement 1,874 10,074 19,235 341 33 32,187
Angling Mortality (2% of Harvest) 13 34 24 i 0 7%
Net Morality (8% of harvest) 8 189 806 38 0 821
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Tabls 4, Ags composition [parcantages) of 1981 Klamalh Flver fall chinook run.

Age
2 3 4 5 8

Haichery Spawners

fron Gals Halchery 067%  ZBE0W  65.04% 4.85% 0.60%
Trinity River Hatchery 4.14%  49.39%  45.13% 1.34% 0.00%
Subiotal - C1.99% 36.83%  ST.70%  2.48% 0.00%
Matural Spawners

Trinity River {above Willow Ck) 4.14%  49.38%  45.13% 1.34% 0.00%
Satmon River 27.13%  10.88%  53.20% 1.44% 1.26%
Bcott River B75%  24.38% 64.07% 2.80% 0.00%
Shasia River 2.20%  10.88%  £85.54% 1.38% 0.00%
RBogus Cresk 1.089%  ZB.85%W  B7.37% 2.89% 8.00%
Main Stem Klamaih Fiver 158.37%  1632%  65.30% 1.97% $.54%
Mise Klamath Tributaries 15.37%  1832%  B5.80% 1.87% 0.54%

Reservation Tributaries S 4.35%  4551%  40.85% 0.29% 0.00%

Sublotal

L BT79%  3237%  5B.83%  1.78% 0.24%

Angler Harvest

Klamath River (below US 101 br) 24.41%  47.75% 27.41% 0.43% £.00%
Trinity River {above Willow Ck) 414%  49.39%  45.13% 1.34% 0.00%
Balance of Klamath System 2441%  4775% 27.41% 0.43% 0.00%
Subiotal 17.63%  48.30%  33.34% 0.73% 0.00%
Indian Nat Harvest
Klamath River {below US 101 BR) 5.89% 14.07%  79.15% £.04% 0.05%
Klamath River (US 101 1o Trin.R.} 0.98%  23.62% 71.32% 3.9%% 0.08%
2.82% 0.00%

"?’fiﬁitg_ﬁiver 71.3?% £8.76% :
Subts [ 093%  2064% 7376

Subtotal,

L482% 0 0.068%

TGTALS

in-River Harvest and Escapement 5.83%  31.38% 53.82% 2.93% 8.10%
Angling Mortality (2% of Harvest) 17.63%  48.30%  33.34% 0.73% 0.00%
det Mortality (8% of harvast) 0.93% 20.84% 73.756% 4.62% 0.08%




S lZ°0 Yokt LY %HEEFE  %SEC %

L 080z 99g'LL L0%'L # Be ) anpm pepod
%L0°E %OL'09  %HOL'LE  %EL'S %
AL pOR'6L  @LZ'0L PeE'L # aeos
'Yk ¥ £ Fa
gsuiy ofiy

mBp 0} 8iM DEp00 pur SISABUR 9208 uO PeSEQ
LN YOOUIUD 1B JOAIL WIBLEN 1661 1o uomsodwos aly -G eiqe)

Ze-aed-gl



14-Feb-92 .
Table §. Age composition of 1991 Klamath Fiver fall chinook run.
{Using jack estimatas from the Megatable and adull age compaosition data fiom
soale analysis).

Age

2 3 4 5 8 Total
Hatchory Spawners
tron Gale Halchary 65 1,147 2,689 197 0 4,087
Trinity Rivar Halchery 178 15687 £42 10 9 2,698
Subtotal 244  3.114 3,200 a7 0 8,765
Matural Spawnars
Trinity River {above Willow CK) 52 2548 2329 69 0 4,998
Salmon River 211 231 1,242 20 25 1,740
Soott River 111 409 1,077 47 0 1,845
Shasta River 20 78 818 10 0 28
Bogus Craek 23 364 857 37 0 1,281
Main Stem Klamath River 27 70 318 8 2 428
wisc Kiamath Tribularies i8 102 460 12 3 596
Reseryation Tributaries 0 78 a3 2 Q 160
Subfotal o : 482 3,879 5,884 215 3z 11,572

Anglor Harvest

Kiamath River {below US 101 br) 14 155 112 2 0 323
Trinity River (above Willow CKk) 36 595 544 16 0 1,191
Ralance of Klamath System 474 §92 870 9 Q 2,045
Subtotal 524 1,783 . 1,225 27 0 3,559
Inclian Net Harvest

Klamath River {(below US 101 BR) 584 3,109 237 2 3,509
Kiamath River (US 101 to Trin.R.) 1,197 3,614 203 4 5,041
Trinity River ) 373 811 36 4] 1,310
Subtotal L T P 124 7,554 476 8 10,260

TOTALS

In-River Harvest and Escapament 1,292 10,900 19,003 925 38 32,156
Angling Mortality (2% of Harvest) 10 36 25 1 0 71
Het Moriality (8% of harvest) 5 170 807 38 ) #821
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Table 7. Age composition {(percentages) of 1991 Klamath River igll chinock run,
(Using jack estimates from the Megatable and adult age composition dala from

scala gnalysis).

Age
2 3 4 5 8

Hatchaery Spawners
iron Gats Halchery 1.60%  2B.19%  8537% 4.84% 0.00%
Trinity Biver Hatchery 863% 72.82% Z0.08% 0,.26% 0.00%
Subtotal 3.61%  46.03%  4A7.31% 3.06% 3.00%
Matural Bpawners
Trinity River {abova Willow Ck) 1.04%  50.98%  48.59% 1.539% 0.00%
Salmon River 12.13% 13.27%  71.58% 1.70% 1.52%
Scott River £.75%  24.858%  £6545% 2.87% 0,00%
Shasta River 2.75%  10.77%  85.06% 1.42% D.00%
Bogus Creek 1.80%  78.42%  56.%0% 2.88% 0.00%
Main Stam Klamath River £.34% 16.50%  74.58% 2.02% 0.54%
Misc Klarmath Tributaries 3.02% 17.08%  77.23% 2.08% 0.568%
Resarvalion Tribulacdes 0.00% 47.58%  52.12% 09.30% 0.00%
Subfotal E . 3.99%  33.52%  60.35% 1.86% 0.28%

. % 0%
Lpgler Harvest
Kiamath River (below US 101 br) 433%  BD.A43%  34.65% 0.55% 0.00%
Trinity River (gbove Willow Ck) 3.02% 49.95%  45.86% 1.38% 0.00%
Balance of Klamath Syslem 23.18%  4B.53%  27.56% 0.44% 0.00%
Subtotal 14.72% - 50.08%  34.43% 0.76% 0.0C0%
indian Net Harvest
Kiamath River {below US 101 BR) 0.18%  14.17%  79.55% 5.06% 0.05%
Kiamath River (US 101 to Trin.R.) 0.50%  23.75%  71.6%% 4.03% 0.08%
Tririty River 2.25% 23.48% £68.45% 2.77% 0.00%
Subtotal 0.60% . 20.70% 74.01% . 4.64% 0.06%

TOTALS

In-River Harvest and Escapement 4.02% 33.90% 59.10% 2.88% 0.12%

Angling Mortality (2% of Harvest) 14,72%  50.08%  34.43% 0.76% 0.00%
. MNet Mortality (8% of harvest) 0.80% 20.70% 74.00% 4.84% 0.06%

i
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ATTACHMENT &

2/19/92
T0: Klamath Fishery Management Council

FROM: KRTAT

SUBJECT: Spring chinook run size projection ~ 1392,

A complete assessment of the utility of the Klamath River spring
chinook projection methedology atilized in 1990 and 1991 was not
possible at this time because some of the necessary data (harvest
and escapement for 13991) are not available at this time.
Comparing the pre- and postseason estimates for 1%90 and 1991
(from data currently available), it is obvious that projectling
returns and havvest using average return rates for hatchery
releases and average narvest and escapement rates does not
accurately predict returns to the river. Because of this, the
KRTAT chooses not to make a projection of the 1292 spring chinocok
run. Based on the depressed status of most salmon stocks along
the west coast, there is 1ittle reason to expect a large return
of spring chinook to the Klamath basin.
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KLAMATH BASIN SFPAWNER

19783
1979
1980
1581
1582
1983
1984
1985
1986
1387
1588
£939
1990
1991

90,105
42,255
57,683
56,333
67,076
47,966
30,375
104, 487
180,263
143,890
130,249
72,288
22,633
17,631

E5CAPEMENT

MAY, AND JUNE RELEASES
1,470013
1,491,882
3,406,599
17,822,148
17,524,433
10,993,732°
15,002,461
9,586,697 + 167,035 - W

ATTACHMENT 7

TOTAL
4,171,620
8,211,613
5,958,917
19,857,376

19,936,644
12,487,534
18,003,220
11,457,487



ATTACHHMENT 8

Hmes Crslires, Chalrman
Bich Teylor, Cohalrman

é@ww ?mgﬁ% Cold Beach

Californis Represantative
» Ham Meszl, Trinkdsd

Port of Post Ocford
Por* of Gold Besch
ﬁ%ﬂﬁ&m&hy%&&&

g 4
%ﬁmbﬁiéﬁ 5&?’ stm Diated
Trinkdad Chomber of C@ﬁwm
Brookings-Harbor
Chamber of Comumeroe

Road » Crescent City, CA 95531
{07} 464-6174

101 Cithren's Dock

Harch 3, 1392

Klamath FPishery Hanagement Council
P. O, Box 1006
Yreka, CA 326297

Councilors: )

The Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition
i8 extremaly concerned about the social and
eaconomic impacts that will mest likely be the
diract result of this vear’'s harvest and
allocation process. The Coalition i3 acutely
avare of the low proijections of Klamath Chinook
stock abundance., For this reason Innovative
messures sust he taken to minimize to the sextend
posgsible the social and economic impaet ©o
Klamath Mansgement ZFone Communities.

The comsunities within the Klamath Hanagement
Zone have sufferad sconomic dlgaster with the
elimination of the commercial trell and the very
restrictive sportfishing season last year.
Businasses have yeported a B2 pevgent reduction
in revenuss and, as we all know, the road to
recovery does not happen in ong or two vears. To
restrict this year’s sport Season sven zore than
last year would prove to be catagtrcephic for the
small businessman within the Xlamath ﬁanag&ﬁant
Zone for guite sometime.

Last year's restrictive season with the Rugust
block elosure proved to be the and for many
bhusinesses within tha Zone. From ay personal
knowledge, the Brookings Harbor commupnity saw
three Charter cperations and several small
husinesses close for good., Het to genticn, thae
Port itself realized a nat losas of over
5109,020.29 which would have bean morve if
services were not eliminated and saintenance
deferred to a future date. Beonomiec gainsg that
have heen wmade in the past are now last; lat’s
gtop the decline.

Bridging the Gaps



Klamath ¥Filshery Hanagesent Couneil
Maraeh 3, 19%2

In our opinion, soclal and economic impacts should be the major
consideration factor as the allocation process takes shapas aver
the next three days. In the past, sccial and aconomic ispacts
have just been an add-on in the harvest and allocation

process. The comsunities in the Xlamath MHanagement Zone cannot
afford the continued excessive motherhood polleies that have
been the regulatory council’s continued practices during this

procass.

In the states of Oregon and California, the economie impacts of
fishing elosures are just beginning ta be analyzed and tha
preliminary results that indicate the current dlgresaion of
harvest and allocation will expedite negativae economie lmpacts
that will be 3ta§§aring, if not totally unmeasurable,.

The Coalition strongly urgss the Klamath Hanagement Council o
achieve mutual consensus and develop options that will sinimiza
to the extent pessible, the soecial and economic impacts to
Klamath Management Zone Ports and Communities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comaent.

Sincerely,

Chairman, EKHEZ

HC/men

€: Oregon Congressional Delagation
California Congressional Delegation
Cuxrry County Beard of Commissicners
Del Horte County Board of Supervisors
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
Pacific Fishery Management Council
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#p, Buss Crabirgs

Port of Brookings Harbor
23 Box 848

groskings, OR 97416

Dear Russ:

The Ports Division shaves your fostition’s positien vegarding negal ive
sconomic impacts from restrictive sporis seasonms.

e strongly feel that ihe sport fishing element is vital to succevsful coastal
comsunities. Any further reduction in Lhe revenues that sport fighing
generates to Dregon coastal ports will undoubtedly put these ports 1o sgrisus

financial conditions.

From 8 macrd economic perspeclive, it {5 most lmportant thatl 3 halanced aix of
sconomic activity {sport flshing, cpmmercial fishing, tourism, rocreat fon,
stc.) be maintained along Qregon’s cpast. Without such a mix, there is real
question whether poris and their commnities w111 continue to Le wajor
contributors to Ovegon’s economy.

Sincerely,
= .

o

i Botos
ports Divisgien

BARNARSA BOBERTS

Viovarno

O Woehd Toade Canwer
121 SW Salimon Slreet
St 3N

Portiapd, U WY, USA,
(507 2295005

Tedon: R3148

PAX {13} 25050



AT TACEMERT

Wiy

Fvaluation of the Facapement Goal for the Xlamath Basin

. prepared by nebert Kopa (NHFS}, Feb. &, 19%2
{Reviewed by ¥1lamath River Technical advisory Team)

Last winter we wers asked to evaluate a proposad change in the
escapement policy for the Klamath Basin that involved a partlal
ceiling on spawning escapenent. Under this wodified escapement
goal, if the projected nunber of adult fish spawning outside of the
hatcheries wera forecast to be greater than 70,000, half the excess
would be allocated to harvest and half would wa allowed Lo spavwn.
This proposal was svaluated using the ¥lamath River Harvest Rate
Model (HRM). The analysis indicated that an increase of
approximately 2% in harvest could be achieved with this modified
goal 1if the target harvest rate was decreased for years in which
the ceiling was not excesded. This analysis was ceriticlized because
the original proposal did not include any decrease of harvest
rates, and we have again been asked to analyze the proposed
modification to the escapement goal.

part of the difficully in evaluating this proposal is that the HRH
relies on Monte Carlo simulationg. This means that the m»odel runs
the analysis over and over again using different seguences of
random outcomes, and then computes the mean and standard deviation
of the set of random trials. Because each run contains a different
sequence of random cutcomnes, repeated runs using the sane
escapement goal will never produce the samne average harvest and
spawning escapenent. Even with large numbsrs of runs the outcones
can be guite variable, making it difficult to compare snall
differences in the merits of different management goals.

meo make the comparisons more equitable, the HREM was modified to
start each run with the sane seed for the random numbel generator.
Therefore, as long as two runs contain the same number of years of
data and the same nunber of trials, each run will contain exactly
the same sequence of #yandon” outcomes, and we can directly compare
their results. The HRM was run for 200 trials for 50 years with
and without the partial ceiling to compare the results agalin, The
HRM indicates that we could achieve an increase in total landings
of about 1% (0.93% in these runs) with a decrease in the
variability of spawning escapenent of about 18% (17.86% decreass in
the standard deviation) by modifying the escapement goal {Table 1}.

A major problem with this analysis is that it assumes that we <¢an
predict how many fish are in ths ocean, and that we can regulate
the harvest to precisely achieve the targeted harxvest rates. Both
of these are guestionable assunptions. To see what happens when
theze assumptions are violated, a model was constructed to simulate
the dynanmics, sorecasting, and managenent of the natural stock of
£fall chinock in the Klamath Basin. pasic features of the model
includes

. 0 The population model operates in continuous time with monthly
time step.



& The pepulation is fished by ocean conmercial, ccean sport, and
river fisheries.

o vulnerability to ocean fisheries depends on minimum size
limits.

O Maturation rate depends on size.

o Fisheries were managed for .325 and .%25 ocean and river

harvest rates, and seasons managed for thesa harvest rates
were considered to have "full fishing®™.

0 mapndom variability is included in growth rate, maturation
rate, mortality rates, estimation of teotal catch and
escapenent, estimation of age composition, spawner-recrult

raelationship.

> Recruitment is governed by a Ricker spawvner-recruit
relationship.

o Stock assessment iz done by cohort reconstruction.

o Forecasting is done by linear regression reconstructed

sbundance on estimated in-river run size (zero Intercept
regression was used if the slope of the regression line or the
forecast abundance was negative).

O ocean fisheries are managed by regulating effort, river
fisheries are managed by guota.

o Priorities for allocation were escapement, subsistence river
harvest, other ocean and river harvest.

These were also Monte Carlo simulations and always used the same
seed for the random number generator. Because these runs were
intended to simulate naturally produced fish rather than naturally
spawning fish, The escapenment flcor was set at 20,000 adulis and
the ceiling at 60,000 adults (Figure 1). The floor and the ceiling
were both reduced by 5,000 and 10,000 respectively to account for
hatchery fish spawning naturally. Results of the analysis suggest
that the modification in the escapement gcal would have little
effect on landings or escapement (Table 2). We could expect ocean
landings to increase slightly, and escapement to decrease somevhat
mcre. The magnitude of the changes depends on how often the
harvest rates are increased. However, in the simulaticns, most of
the time when harvest rates were increased, the number of spawners
turned out to be less than the ceiling, and often the harvest rates
were not increased when the ceiling was excesded. The latter would
have, in fact, been the case in the recent yesars (1986, 1987, and
1988) of unprecedented spawning escapements,vhen forecasts
anderestimated the run size sufficiently that harvest rates and
guotas would have remalned unchanged with the proposed change in

the escapement goal. .



Table 1. Fstimated landings from CDFG’s Harvest Rale Model with
and without a ceiling of 70,000 above which 1/2 of additional
spawners are allocated to harvest. Underlined values represent
harvest rata comblnations producing the highest yields without the
escapenent ceiling.
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Table 2. Results of 500 trials with 15 years data and an

escapement fleor of 30,000 adult spawners, with and without an .
escapenent celling of 60,000 spawners, above which, 1/2 of the

additional spawners are allocated to harvest,

escapement ceiling none £0.0
180,000 eguil. spawners mean st. dav, mean gt, dev.
commercial troll catch 41.04 23.06 41.57 23,93
poean sport catah 12.27 6.65 12.44 6.58
river catch 28.59 14.%58 28.57 15.27
adult spawning escapenent 43.10 24.26 42.41 23.63
trials without full fishing: 115 115
trials with no ocean Tishing: 4 4
trials below minimum escapement: 165 165
trials with less fishing and spawning: k%! 36
trials when overfishing was prevented: 12 12
trials with increased harvest rate: 0 81
trials with ceiling excesded: 0 83
trials with extra spawners and harvest: 0 25
escapement celling nonea £§0.90
150,000 eguil. spawners mean st. dev. mean st. dev.
commercial troll catch 61,34 30.97 £2.45 33.25
ocean sport catch 18.51 8.95 18.89 9.60
river catch 40.60 1%.87 40.58 20.74
adult spawning escapenent 55,92 35.09 53.00 32.15
trials without full fishing: 31 34
trials with no ccean fishing: 1 1
trials below minimum escapenent: 105 111
trials with less fishing and spawning: 4 5

trials when overfishing was prevented: 1 2
trials with increased harvest rate: 0 195
trials with ceiling exceeded: 0 157
trials with extra spawners and harvest: 0 93
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the allocation of forecast
spawner eguivalents: (a) under the current escapenment goal and
{b) with the proposed partial escapement ceiling. Units on the
axes are thousands of adult equivalents.
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ATTACHMENT 11
(COMMENTS FROM DAVE MACKETT)

Revissd Comment Digest

. January 1992

KFMC - OUR T8y OF ROTES FROM THE JUNE AND NHOVEMBER (1991) HEETINGS INDICATES
voU HAVE NOT DISCUSSED THE FOLLOWING PUBLIC/AGERCY COMMENTS.

= The KFHC has produced very 1itele to juscify the tizme, wonay, frustratlon, and
stregs that heve gone Ints it Paehnical staff hevs Desn unsuccessful at
' predicting ccsan sbundsnces and 8 pattern of Klazath stock contribution rates in
ths ccean cateh for a spacific upooning yesr. The undez. and over-pradictions
have had majo? advarss effects on Elamath flsheries. (02). : :
L 2l A o Cly, §98S0 0 O Bpul Jon. Bl s fly |
"The plan nad 4 Tohealve statenent f??é‘s fosophy to ald the public In
undarstanding how the slight categories of the proposad plan go tegsthar., {(03)

= Protectlon agsinst the incldental havvest of stanihesd should ba addrszsaed
more divectly. (03)

= Thers is a need to adf
to recognize and includs in the plan that _
ara fundsmantal to ths suc sful rastoral lamath Zishery. Witheut
this sssantial acknowlsdgament of ths nesd £

ot wild F1sh, the plan 1s {ncomplets, .,
o and unconvineing thet it will sccopplish iis goals. {a3) -,
™ (o — MW-‘“

%&ﬁﬁzﬁé
% % zé’?
= The KFHC planning process has heeo seriously flewed because of lack of publie
scoping prioy to drafting of the Flan., {(04)

1s5suss concexning wild stocks, Tha souncil peeds
: h

Va ét?%ggﬁhg of wi

Tl

Ler The Plen 13 not understandshls mo¥ highly useful in its curvent foym. The
A\ selected optlons broadly address exitieal topies but do not provide substantive
solutlons to the problems. In many cases, ths options are contyadictoxy and
there g no indlication 28 to how the conflieting objsctives will be resolvad,

o The Council should defer Trom sstting goals for artificial productisn to the
Tszk Fovce. The Task Forcs should Le assessing habitat capabilitles of tha river
and its tributariss and prescriblng spproprlate levals of supplementatlon. (04)

= Several optiocns csll fox salactively harvesting hatchery £izh, but oo ectlions
hava been teksn to date to Insure that this wil) cocur, If the KO doeg not
pmove decisively to demonatvats that it ecan sdaquately protect Klamath River
salmon populations that eva at risk, 1fsting some of the populations as
sndangered may ba the only avenus of preventing their extl Yo stromgly
suggest that the final Plan langusge clasrly define what! :

s tsksn € tact savstely depressged snecfonous 3.5 a
inslis LAl guggest that ¢ apparvent mathod

to protect salmon stocks at ¥isk i3 b}r {mplementing zelective harvest of hatchsry
£2.h in coswarelal troll harvest and ocesn and in-rivar sport fisherles. {(04)
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= Tha XfMC should ales specifieally stavs mansgsment stratsgles ¢o minimige
tupacts of the Indlen nst harvest on depresesd salmen stocka, {05}

= The XFMC should foeus soms of its erergy on gathering infoermetion %ﬁg§?§§ﬂ
BLUTZEON &ﬁé formulating & managenent plan. If overfishing 1a ccourring on this |
spscies, the population loss would not occeur until 13 years fxom now. (04)

= Some attention should alse be given to the posaible decline of sulachon and (
coastal cutthreat trout, (04) ot

= The Klamath harvest plan should sccommodata the needs of bath the Trinity and
¥lzmath Biver Bastorstion Prograns. (¥F3)

= 1 feel that this plan is mors or laes an expsrioent, and la suy sxperlmant you
ﬁ%@é s bass or contyel to esteblish guldelines. This plan 1l %&ésé &n yral
-tg. If so, whera la your bass ov control? Sslamon ars known €h a1
%iﬁ@& ghere has bsen hatchery invelvament om the Xlasath for 30 yeare, 1 feel
that & genstle wild mon 18 golng to bae hard to come by to sstablish your base
oy centrol, 8lnce there ars no self- sustsining runs of pinks or chums, they must
be strays., Low water yesrs increase the chances of Intermining stecks., (11)

= It should bs noted that this ztrastegle plan iz saendabls, and will have 2
gehedule for vevislons to ocour., {(03) [ad hoo committes: peed schedule and

sutherity]

f*  Blekaring and fighting will snot werk to zestors the flsh yuns., Tha only zsal
geluelen te this problem 12 to put back into the river mere than you taks out,
Perhaps & large hatchery could Bs buile Jointly by Indlana, commerelal fishereen,
znd sports fishermen using governmsnt grants, This %aﬁghazy is ths only solutien
to this problem, which will naver get baiter on regulations only, Abovae all,
den't fight with the Indlans. Work together, hand in hand to ¢vaycoume this
problem, (I3)

w ,,, The procsss outlined on p. 20 is obvicusly a reducstion of a pravious
brainstorming sesslon on goals snd chbjsctives, It seems very cunbarsoms and has
gtill great redundancy. I balleve 21l those stated could be further sumnarized
into 7 or 8 major goals that would still cover all that was Intended by the 2§
that have bsen included, How the EFMC goea sbout 108 work 13 parve of tha
zanagenent procs:s not ga@&g ard objsctivea. 1 suggest the following susmarizsed
gonla:s

1. To allocate resources in an equitsble nenner glving consideration to
uger needs in ovder £0 provide a viable fishavy for sach ussr group.

2. To insure that escapsment levels ave adequate to rescurcs re-bullding
and ars not allowed to jeopsrdize the MSY tavget,

3, To atrusturs NSY, sscapement, and harvest all&cati@n on the baslg of
vreseyvacion and propsgation of natursl stocks,

4, TInsure coordinstien with the Xlazath snd Trinicy vestevetlon prograus
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. ancourags work on habltat that will sllow sscepsment growth snd a
vasultant incresss im HSY,
§. To obtain the beset available technical support for blologleally sound
recopmendations,
§. Insure that harvest ragulations sfe promulgated in a timely mannay s#nd
are snforcsad, .

7. To provide for sificlent and opderly mansgement of tha oversll
process. 8. To snopuriege and make avallsbls time and locazion for publie
pertlcipation, (L1} .

=

- Dalste optioma: 3.8 - 7.3 (I1)

= ¢a: tha 8 cetagorles of optlons: Once agaln 2 ghould ba 8.
need to oceuy o cthers will bs a meed for 2 snd 7., (1I3)

= ,,.0ptloen 7.2 (alternats): suggested language changs. “(1) Pursuant Lo thelr
prust responsibility to tndisn Teibes, appropriate federal sagencles, In
coprdination with Trital reprezentatives, shall establliszh the ressrved Tribal
harvest share basad on sn undevetanding of curvent gnd daveloping Tribal
vequirements, and tn sccordancs with Federal law.® (U1)

CATEGORY 3
- Add ome Option to provide for Inm-river law en

i’@z;ﬁamnt {refar to laow

= Option 3.4 useda %o have specifias sve. this goal, The KFHC
should devots mors attsntlon to cooho salmon managemant, spseiflcally ©o
protscting and restoring natlve gtreing, The E¥MC should aleo gather pove
Information on Klsmath Basin steslhead stocks and help te gulds msnagezment 80

g pag O

- Option 3.7 is not supperted, OFf site raleszes of hatchery fish may greatly
Incresse straylng of thass €ish (Reyel 1972). Hiuing of hstchery and wild fish
may csuse less of genstle diversity in the Elamath Basin and decraase fitness of
locally adapted stocks (Riggs 19%0). Trensplanting Irom Gate Hatchery fish in
pond Tesring programs that transfer fish fax downstreszm, whera thay may bs poorly
adapted, way have slready had such detrimental effacta. (04)

enforcement problems on p.%) (01).

L4

= Option 3.8, It is difficult te halleva that 1ive, urhsvrned capturs technlques
for poean harvestears canm be dsvslopad. (¥F1)

= Optisn 3.8: Insert "nom-lethal” between "new" and "sorting®, (F3)

. = Option 3.8: How do you mﬁ?tgfa and relesse live mou-tavget fish with a
3
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CATEGCHRY 43 ok

CATEGORY &b
= Rewrits Optien 4.7 to delata tha term *flyers® and replace It with tha teram
press relessas, The comment questions renaining econsisztent with Departuent of
Interloey procedurss. (01}

= A divsct conflict of intersst has rscently arisen of the XMC. The DOI
reprasentative was advieed by the fecretary of the Interior to support the Hatlva
American pesitioa - In splte of the knowledgs that to prlsritizs the 12,000
Klamath salwon would requirs total closure of the OR and Ca commerclsl zalmom.
tndustrisa., {(03) i

= Includs Optlen 4.5 in ths Plan, (O1)

a Support for Optlom 4.10, The KIMC and tha Task Forcs must function more sa
a tesm Lf the fishariss rssourcas of the Klanath River Basin are to be restored.
(8s2 comsent for datalla.) The spesific mechanisam for intersction betwseen thas
two advisery committees should be elonrly defived In {o4)

CATEGCRY 5 '
= Option 5.1 nasds to have “npatursl gub-gopulation” defined (a.g. Indian Craak,
8.7k, Indlan Creek or ald-Klassth tributavies) to allew battey lmplementatien.
{F2)

= Optlon §.1: Ingext "natural® betwsen “produce” and “mexlmum®, {F3)

= Rewrlte Option 5.3 te rsad: *Recommend mensgement measures foy ocesn and in-
river fishscles that impact Klazath Basin galuon to provide for natural spawnin
¥lsmath Basin stocks.*{0]) . . :

4 *

= Optlon 5.6 should ba included, a seiling zleo needs to ba sstablishad {01).

CATEGORY §
Optlen 6.4: How sbout writing & corresponding optlien for %all river
agtiﬁiﬁiﬁs?f' (?Y) \

CATRGORY 7
= QOption 7.3 iz questionsble., What 1a intended? (01)

=~ Option 7.3 4s unclesr. Tha option nesds to be rewritten to iIncresse the
speclficlicy and clavify the meaning. (02)

= Option 7.31 1 doudt that tha KFMHMC has ths authozity or that 1t szssks the
euthority to diluts the rssponsibllity for msnsgement of the Klamath River
System. The inpact of a significant user group sltting a2 a co-manager of a
resourcs they ave lmpacting dees not seen vesllstle eor preetical. Its like
lsaving the fox to guard the chicken coep - with the ether user groups bsing the
chickena, {(1I4) :
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CATEGORY 8

= Options 8.1-3.3 glve the twpression thet the Klamath Fishery will be managed
for mexloum hatchery production snd that native fleh are to ba of ascondary
concarn, We ars concerned ¢hat over rellenca on hatchery production as the ool
to restore fish runs will lssd to further depletion of wild stocks which in our
view are essentlal to the health of the fishery. ¥s bslieve that tdencification
of all hatchery stocks 15 & Decasgany condition before increasing hatohery
production. Fifty ysavs of hatchsry preduction have not raveresd the decline of
the fishsry and has only marginally mitigated fox the loss of habltat dus to the
construction of dama. (03)

- Catagory 4.2, the term "arganizational approsch® ie usad, 1 suggest
roouneil siza® I would like to saa tha council sxpsnded to imclude
habitat managers from the privats and publis secters, {BR)

- 1 heard tonight, what ws've known for awhils, The ¥lamath River stock la
the weazk stock on tha coast. Why ave the Klamath River atocks waak? 1
¢hink the Plan should sddrssa this gquestlen. Citlzens should be teld what
tha experts in tha fleld think is the reason. {¥2)

. Wy ilmmediate concsin 1z ¥he spring chinook, What does this plan do for
shem? In tha Jouth Fk. Trinity River, this steck la sucinct, The New
nivey stock 13 just hanging on and the Salmon River stock ls threatenad.
Mow doss this plan addrees this lssue? Hany exganization, along with
1posl flshing groups, will leok to the council in the shert ruo teo taks
sction to protact thasze stocks at eminent rigk, [ad hoo: Has the council
glven enough eusphasis to the obvious threats to spring chineok? cohe?)
(¥%)

- option 7.3 mesaning is unelesr. Dees it mean that the trides will be
panagers on the ressyvarlons, of tg soms brosder suthority implied -- 1ike
co-managsment of Izon Gate Ratchery? (DB)

- Optien 6.4: How sbout writing a corrssponding sption for 7"all river
sctivities®., (FY)

- The public wants the KPNC to decids on thelr definition of "Traditionsl
Hathods®.



AL TALNMENL L&
(Excerpts from Draft #7 of the
KFMC Plan)

prepared by

The Klamath Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

Additions to the public review draft are noted with
underlining, deletions are noted with strike-eut.




3.4 Determine potential production of each species siock in the basin,

16 Develop a method to immediately identify hatchery fish.

3.7 Improve harvesiability of %‘Z&%ﬁ:fﬁéf}’ fish by ysing methods such as a%zarmg stocks,
release locations, and marking by {fin clipping or other less damaging mark).
§§§ ai@ éﬁﬁ nethods pronosed in the Task Foree's long-range plan pages 4-44,

3.8 Develop new sorting and harvest methods.

3.9 Insiinie a coast-wide Cenetic Stock Identifier ocean landing sampling program
to determine stock composition of ocean-caught landings.

3.10 Assess and monitor all anadromous species in the Klamath Basin,

3.11 Improve or establish cooperative resource assessment and monitoring by all
the agencies involved,

Category 4a. Organizational Approach
42 Maintain status quo organization.

4.3 Upon election of the Yurok Interim Council, the title of non-Hoopa
representative will be changed to the Yurok representative.

Category 4b, Communlication
4.7 Produce Newsletiers and Flyers.
4.8 Vary locations of meetings.

4.9 Tmprove or establish communications with fishery management authorities on
the Xlamath in order to carry out our legal responsibilities.

4.10 Fsiablish a coordination mechanism between the Klamath Fishery
Managemcnt C@m‘zml and the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force and
Trinit er Restoration Task Force.

A s ecommend that _ zed to produce maximum
ﬁusiam@d yzaié %'Qr each Klamath R;ver ; 'k _group ran while
sreverting extinetion protecting locally aéaz‘}%ﬁd tocks of any Klamath River

26




tributary natural sub-population

2 Develop optimum escapement levels for fall run chinpok salmon through
harvest rate management,

Manage Recommend that all ocean and in-river fisheries that impact Klamath
River stocks be managed in 2 manner consistent with Klamath River natural
production,

5.3

55 Establish a threshold for natural stock productivity below which the KFMC will

re-cxamine management ewds ategies for natural stocks,

Category 6. Flabitat
6.1 Require water flows adequate 1o achieve optimal productivity of the basin.
62 Mandate by law minimum habitat standards.
6.3 Seek the establishment of law that mandates minimum stream-flow standards.
6.4 Manage all ocean activities consistent with Klamath River natural produciion.

6.6 Council to make recommendations to task force and management authorities
on habitat issues as they arise,

Category 7. Allocation Strategies
72 FEstablish a two-tiered allocation system:
1) Determine minimurm needs for each user group;

2) Allocate the remaining harvesiable surplus to optimize the social and
cconomic benefits in a fair and equitable manner as determined by the KFMC.
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7.1

REREF

Category 7, Allocation Siralegies
Make four interim and one long-term allocation,

This option would require a study of the mix of each species occurring within the
Klamath River Basin's different areas, inventory the allocation mizes that are
possible, and then make allocations on how to get this mix. This would provide
the biclogically and physically best mix that emphasizes wild fish. The intent
would be to set a long-term allocation target, and a series of interim allocations
to get there,

7.2 Establish s two-tlered allocatlon system: 1) Delermine misimum needs
for each user group; 2) Allccste the remalning harvestable sarplus o
optimize the soclal snd economic benefits In 8 fair and eguilable manner

as determined by the KFMC,

The intent of the allocation strategy would be to meet minimum needs for each
user group first. These needs will be determined by the KFMC based on
information and justifying rationale supplied by the user groups. A balance in
meeting minimum needs will be ensured by a full public review of rationale with
all parties and input from the public.

If additional harvestable surplus exists after meeting the minimum needs of all
user groups, the surplus will be added to users’ allocations based on a strategy to
optimize social and economic benefits, The KFMC will determine the
optimization strategy based on social and economic impacts analysis, input from
the user group and agency/tribal representatives, input from the general public
and will be consistent with the standards of the Magnuson Act, other applicable
federal, state, and tribal laws. The allocation strategy must be deemed by the
KFMC as fair and equitable.

7.2 (ALTERNATE) Establish a two-tiered allocation system: 1) Pursvant to their
trust responsibilities to Indian tribes, federal agencies on the XKFMC, in
coordination with tribal representatives, shall establish the harvest share
allocable to tribal reserved fishing rights, based on an understanding of
current and developing tribal requirements;

2) Allocate remaining allocable harvest among remaining user groups 1o
optimize social and economic benefits in a fair and equitable manner as
determined by the KFMC,

This alternative language to option 7.2 was presented by the Hoopa Valley Tribal
Council. The Klamath Fishery Management Council did not unanimously agree
to replace the original option language, but agreed to present it here for the
public review process. A final decision, on which version of this option to include
in the plan, will be made after the Council’s review of public comment. Council
reviewed public comment and decided to remove this option from consideration

at their June 27-28, 1991, me¢ting,

A-12




ATTACHMENT 13
{(Excerpt from Draft #3 of the
KFHMC Plan)

Draft #3
January 1892

Prepared byt

The Klamath Fishery Management Council
£.0. Box 1008

vreka, California a5087-1006

Additions 1o thls draft are noted with underlining,
deletions are noted with strike-oul.




The KFMC recognizes that harvest management issues are closely linked to
habitat protection and enhancement. The KFMC has previously discussed habitat
alteration and waler management practices as they impact harvest plans and will
continue to provide the task force and other management authorities with
recommended actions deemed necessary to protect Klamath Basin anadromous
fish.

Category 7. Allocalion Strategles

7.1 Make four interim and one long-term allocation,

This option would require a study of the mix of each species oo g
Klamath River Basin's different areas, inventory the allocation mixes that are
possible, and then make allocations on how 1o get this mix. This would provide
the biologically and physically best mix that emphasizes wild fish. The intent
would be 10 set a long-term allocation target, and a series of interim allocations to

get there,

£38579 Establish a two fered sllocation system that is
leeally defined harvest share allocable fo b

ights and allocate the non-tribal she

economic henefits,

KEMC - THE FOLLOWING CLARIFYING LANGUAGE DGES NOT RELATE
YVERY WELL TO THE REVISED OFTION 7.2

£ ¢

The intent of the allocation strategy would be to meet minimum needs for each
user group first. These needs will be determined by the KFMC based on
information and justifying rationale supplied by the user groups. A balance in
meeting minimum needs will be ensured by a full public review of rationale with
all parties and input from the public.

If additional harvestable surplus exists after mecting the minimum needs of all
user groups, the surplus will be added to users’ allocations based on a strategy o
optimize social and economic benefits. The KFMC will determine the
optimization strategy based on social and economic impacts analysis, input from
the user group and agency/tribal representatives, input from the general public
and will be consistent with the standards of the Magnuson Act, other applicable

Revised January 1992 A-12 .



foderal, state, and tribal 1aws. The allocation strategy must be deemed by the
KFEMC as fair and equitable.

0w %‘% ; }} 8- PG 23 i&a §§ é;_; V-5 5 e
L5 pot Lilities-to-indian-tribes; federal 5 KEMC in
coordinatien-with-tribal-represes atives; shall-establish-the-harvest-share
alloeable-to-ribel ved-Hshing rights b 4 on-an-uaderstanding-of

ssss 73, All fishery management authorities will be given equal credence and co-
management staius by Klamath Fishery Management Council,

This option requires ihat the Klamath Fishery Management Council will give full
and equal credence and co-management status to all state, federal, and tribal

management authorities.

7.4 Trstitute an Individual Transferable Quota (ITQ) system for KMZ troll
salmon

This option was based 2 management tool that might be used in the future - the
concept of Individual Transferable Quotas {ITQ’s). ITQ's consist of an allotment
of fish — Klamath chinook for exarnple - 10 a group of individual for a pariicular
zome that could be transferred to another party in another zone, Additional
characteristics could be added: for example, when used in an area outside the
original zone, the ITQ could be "worth® a different number of fish. In the KMZ,
1TQ)’s would be "worth” more fish when used outside the KMZ than when used
inside the KMZ (based on the expected lower contribution of Xlamath fish when
trolling outside the KMZ.

Revised Tanussy 1992 A-13



ATTACHMERT 14
SHASTA RIVER
COORDINATED REBOURCE MAHAGEMERT

PLAN

February 15, 1992

To: The Klamath River Fishery Managenent
Council
From: The Shasta River CRIP

Through the Shasta River CRMP, progress is being made in the
restoration of the Shasta River.

among the many people involved in this effort, there is concern
that in spite of the headway made, factors beyond local control
will determine the success of their efforts. Harvest management
ie such a factor, and is of great interest because of 1ts
central rele in the recovery effort and future status of the
fishery. A number of guestions have been raised with regard to

the present managsment.

1) @hen a guota is adopted for Xlamath stocks, what will be
the rate of harvest as applied to Shasta River stocks?

2} will the harvest plan take into account the ocean migiatian
patterns and run timing of specific stocks such as Shasta

river fall chinook?

3} what is the method for determining when the pre-set harvest
rate has been achieved for Shasia River stocks, and then
what is the mechanism for insuring that over-harvest does

not occur?

Your response to these guestions would be greatly appreciated
as management 1is something of a mystery to those of us located

a0 far from the ocean.

ghasta River fall chinook have heen identified by the American
Fisheries Society as being at high risk of extinction. Also, an
investigation by the California Department of Fish and Game is
underway to determine if filing for protection under the Endangered
Species Act is warranted for Shasta River stocks. It is our ‘

. view that neither land owners in the Shasta Valley nor in-river

and ocean user groups would penefit from such action. It is our
hope that a coordinated approach that involves all users of the
yosource in the recovery of Shasta River stocks will make such

action unnecessary.



ATTACHMENT 15
KLAMATH RIVER AND KLAMATH MANAGENENT ZONE

FIBHERY 60ALS
-gcesn recrestisnal season, Memorial Day to Labor Day
~yiable commercial fishery and season
~yinbie and substantisl tribal fishery
~in-river recreational Tishery

|

HOW MANY FiSH?

KMz Ocesn %s’%a’é Harvest tn-river Annual Harvest

!L KLAMATH RIVER SALKON PRODUCTION BASE

Fall Chinook Fall Chinook Spring Chinook Spring Chinook
Natural Prod.l (Hetchery Pred. Natural Prod. Hatchery Prod.
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Figure 1. 1986-1990 Average Fishery Contribution Rates of Age
‘ 3 and Age 4 Klamath Fall Chinook. Total chinook harvest of
’ all stocks for season in parentheses ()X 1000
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Table A. Klamath Fall Chinook Ocean Harvest Rates and the Effect

on 1992 Spawnlng Escapement. a/f .
Doean Total Natural
harvest Ocean gpawning spawning
rate b/ catch of escapenent escapement
8.0 D 43,000 31,800
.02 1,400 42,100 31,200
0.04 2,800 41,300 30,6900
0.06 4,300 40,500 30,000
0.08 5,700 39,700 29,400
0.10 1,100 38,900 28,800
D.12 8,500 38,100 28,200

a/ Initial stock size of 438,800 age 2, 25,000 age 3, 34,800
age 4 (1,000 age 4 fish harvested in the £all of 1991), and
1,000 age 5 fish.

b/ As determined in HRM, ocean rate expressed as fraction o
initial population of fully vulnerable age 4 and 5 fish.

¢/ Catch of Klamath fish, all ages combined.




Table AA. Klamath Fall Chinook River Harvest Rates and the “ffact
on 1992 Spawning Escapenment. a/f

#

River Total Hatural
harvest River spawning spawning
rate b/ catch cf escapenent escapement
0.0 0 43,000 31,800
0.02 80O 42,200 31,200
0.04 1,600 41,400 30,600
0.06 2,300 40,600 30,000
0.08 3,100 39,800 29,500
0.10 3,900 39,100 28,900
D.12 4,700 38,300 28,300

a/ Initial stock size of 438,800 age 2, 25,000 age 3, 34,800
age 4 {1,000 age 4 fish harvested in the fall of 1991), and
1,000 age 5 fish.

b/ As determined in HRM, river harvest rate expressed as
fraction of fully vulnerable age 4 fish entering the river.

¢/ Catch of Klamath fish, ages 3, 4, and 5 only.
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SLAMATH DCEAN HARVEST MODEL: EXFLTN. RATE VERGTON:D DAL 91
BAGE YEAR L1991
FLAMATH IMPACTS ~ ESTIMATES: Lid 3k

AEEE-ARES FALL-P0 MAY-21 JUNE-Z1 0 JULY-91 HLIn-91 TOTAL
MR ) 2 8 0 i14 114
CHE SR O O ATT T4 118z
EMZ~T 0 ] 0 0 0 £
KM% 0 0 1220 PET L= 2249
FTB 0 0 0 O i715 1715
500 0 1] EO5 LHAB &HBEH 14359
TOTAL o 0 1525 DOER ZELT 5900
AGEA-OREN FALL-F0 MaY-31 JUNE-91 JUlLY-21 adlG-71 TOTAL
NOR 109 44 O i 109 241
TSR 87 0 &5 174 05 &34
KMz 87 i 0 Q 0 87
EMZ -5 oo, £ 783 0 3 T8I
FTB FE2 ] 0 0 1305 1827
S0 109 =587 9R7 435 PP 24611
TOTAL 714 &£51 1804 &0 ey F 200
BEE I+4 214 &E1 EEZOQ Th&D =557 13100

BAGE YEAR 1991
CATOH PROJECTIONS WITH EYFLOITATION RATE SHIFTS: a(.i#CG173)

OREA FALL 20 MAY %1 JUNE-71 JUILY -1 ALUGE-91 TaTAL
NOR B &0 Z400 TEQG LET00 B100 Z1100
8B H700 H BR200 OO0 800 TAG01
WMI-T 2100 1 1 1 i 2104
M5 S0 100 11800 T 100 19150
FThz 240G 1 i i TAZGO ZETOR
S00 SEos G100 E7800 48500 EOEO0 EEOE00
TOTAL 1 FAE0 24HOF 112302 71402 THTOL TE4LDE

VLAMATH CONTRIBUTION RATE-AGE i

SREA ol l~70 MAY~91  JUNE-F1 JULLY-F1 AUGE-21

NOR 3, 0% 0. 0% e O G, U4 1.4%
SR G, 0L oy, O 1, Q% T A ig. 6%
KHZ-T O, 0% 0. OF Q. 0% O.0% O, 0%
KHZ -8 0, 0% Q.04 10, 3% 1Z.4% Té.2h
FTE O, 0% O, O% Q, 0% G, O%L 5.0%
SO0 &, L O.0% Y 4 1.3% Y A

WLAMATH CONTRIBUTION RATE-AGE 4

AREA EAlLL-T0 MAY-F1  JUNE-F1  JULY-71 ALG-91

MNOR 1.9% 1.3% 0, 00 L% 134
C5E 1.3% O, 04 1.35% 1.5% 7. 8%
KMZ-T 4,1% O, O% 0.O% 0, A 0%
EML-5 O, 0% 0. 0% b & DL 0% O GY
FTER 21.8% 3, 0% IR . 0% .84

s0C Z.FA 0.7% 1.1% 0. 9% 1.7%



FLAMATH DCEAN HARVEST MODEL VERSTION: 97 T

RN DATE: MO DR FiME s 10712
EXPLOITATION RATE CHANGE FROM BASE FERIOD: af, jki

Fall-%1 MAY-92 JUNE-FZ2  JULY-%D AL —92
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KLAMATH INRIVER HARVEST 0

KLAMATH SPAWNING ESCAPEMENT IERO0
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SxPLOITATION RATE CHANGE FROM BABE FRRIOD: RN
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CoE 1. 00 G, 03 0L 03 o, 07 O, 070
MME-T 1, 00 ] €3, 030 £, 00 O, O
KMI~5 1.00 0, 20 0, 0 0L 00 G, 00
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1978 6,707 12,024
e L ot0 7,111
1980 4,334 3,762
o £330 7,890
1982 1,922 o
1983 753 e
1984 480 7o
1985 2,227 2,897
e 53 3,274
187 308 4,299
1988 256 7200
1989 137 1,440
o 118 415

(1991) 20 b



&

George Jewell
s24 QY Glyeet N
o rtuna. CA 93540 ATTACHMENT 19

Fehruary 5, 1992

Pear Sirs

Dleage be amdvised that the true California Sport Fishermen who
fish the Californis ocsan waters north of Point Delgada will
gladly accept one Salmon per day for the ocean Salmon sport
fizhery this coming year 1992. Especlally if we cen have a
111 sesson from June to September. If it is deemed necessary
in the middle of the season to reduce the catch downward then
close from 1 to 5 days each week but keep the season apen all
year.

As a writer of a fishing column for many ysars in Horthern
California I receive many telephone and written comments and
by far the most agree that they would rather have a reducsd
sesson over a total closure. Last year in the months of July
and Auguat the ocean sport Salmon Tishery lost many willions
of dollars to the surrounding econouy.

I know the party beat people say they cannot survive on one
Szlmon per day but they said the save thing when we were cut
from % to 2 Salmon per day. Hany of the party boat people are
also commercial fishermen for Crab & Cod with long linme & rod &
reel & have incomes of $60,000 to §100,000 per year. WYhen we
understand that the parity boats take 50 to 90 percent of all
ccean sport caught Salmon then the place to raduce the catch is
the party boats not the small sport fishing boats who spend a
hundred or so dollars for each Salmon he catches & is the one
who spends millions of dollars in this area each year just to
come up to PBumboldt to fish for a Salwon for 2 or 3 wonths.

Yes, I do believe that the tourist will come back to Pumboldt

Ray to fish Salmon in our ocean even with a one Salmon per day
1imit. On the off days they could fish Black Snappers, Sand Dabs,
etc. Remember, not every sport fisherman is just after the meat,
some are really out there for the enjoyment of it.

Sincerely,

George A. Jewall

Lo g%ﬁ%
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BOARD OF SUPERVIBORS

COUNTY OF HUM

B25 5TH STREET

LDT

FUREKA DALIFORMIA 955011172 PHOME (7073 4457477

March 5, 1992

Chairman

Klamath Fishery HManagement Council
Red Lion Inn

Fureka, CA 95501

fDear Mr., Chairman and Ccouncil Hembers:

I am unable to attend your public comment period today due
to a conflicting meeting. I would, however, wish to have my
comments read into your record.

My father fished the salmon trollier, Lavona, off the Horth
coast for many years during the 1960's, so I am familiar with the
problens faced by our salmon fisherman both commercial and sport.

I am aware that the choices before the Council will be
difficult this year, ranging all the way from no season, to at
hest a reduced season. 1 also xnow that those involved with the

. fishing industry on the North Coast have a deep and abiding
concern, as do I, for the conservation, protection and
enhancement of our coastal fishery resources. I know equally as
well that the economic impact of reduced seasons to those
involved personally with the industry, and all of us on the North
Coast, has been enormous in the past few years.

Your job is not an easy one! I ask you, however, to give
strong consideration to tne further economic devastation that
would come to this area as the result of an entirely closed
season. Please give your support to a season that would aliow
our friends in the fishing and related industries a chance to
survive.

I will present a resolution to our Board of Supervisors on
Tuesday, March 10, asking for their support for a salmon fishing
season which will help maintain a viable industry here on the
North Coast. We will provide a copy to your council for
presentation to the PFMC meeting in Seattle next week.

Sincerely,

fTﬁﬂ'DIX&N, Chairman
. First District Supervisor




BOARD OF BUPERVIBURS

[ TY OF HU

BEZL STH STREET
ELBEKA DALIFORMNIA 955011172 PHDOME (7073 44% 7471

LDT

March %, 1992

Paul Kirk

3 Klamath Fishery Management Council
Red Lion Inn

Fureka, CA 95501

Dear Paul:

I won't be able to get away from this Air Quality meeting
this morning, but would ask that you read my letter at "Public
Comment®, I'11 wait for your information to put a rescolution of
support on the Board's agenda Tuesday.

s74K DIXON, Chairman
First District Supervisor






