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KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

PROCEEDINGS OF THE MEETING HELD 2 AND 3 JUNE 1888 IN EUREEA,
CALIFORNIA

Approval of Minutes and Agenda The meeting was convened at 8:00
a.m. by Chairman Bob Fletcher, with a guorum present {(see
attendance rogter, Attachment 1). Minutes of the meeting of 3
March 1888 were approved without changes. The agenda for the
current meeting was anended to include a discussion ¢f the
framework plan amendment process of the Pacific Pishery
Management Council, lead by Dr, John Coon {(see Attachment 2).

Report on Proposed Legislation Bruce Tayleor reported that both
the amendments to the Xlamath Act and the Russian River Bill are
moving through the consideration process in the House of
Representatives. The Klamath amendments are Included in H.R.
4030, an omnibus fisheries bill expected to proceed f£fronm
committee tc the House floor during the week of 6 Jdne. Bruce
expected this non-controversial bill to be enacted by the October
adiournment of Congress. The Russian River Bill, H.R. 2513, may
pe included in the omnibus fisheries bill after review hy the
House public works commititee. The billl directs the Fish and
Wildiife Service and the Corps of Engineers to conduct studies of
watersheds, aquatic habitats, and fish populations. Bruce thought
that passage and appropriations might take place in time for
studies to get underway in FY1988.

Bob Fletcher asked about status of the bill introduced by
Congressman Bosco regarding the Hoopa Reservation. Druce
responded that the bill is an attempt to resclve disputes that
are the basis of the "Jessie Short Case". It includes provisions
to split the Reservation between the Sgquare and Extension, make
cash payments to individuals. appoint a non-Hoopa Indian to the
Klamath Riwver Basin Fisheries Task Force, and clean up illegal
dumps along Klamath River. The ©Dill is controversial. Hearings
will be held this summer by the appropriate House and Senate
committees.

Report on the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Task Force
Wally Steucke reported that the Trinity restoration program
currently emphasizes completing the Grass Valley Debris Dan,
because that project must be complete before downriver work can
legally proceed. The dam should e completed by 18%80. Fishery
restoration work will get underway in Fiscal Year 198%, with 81.3
millicn of an appropriation of 3$11 million being identified for
biclogical projects. Wally noted that Jim Smith provides liaison
between the Trinitv and Xlamath Task Forces.

Report on the Klamath River Basin Fisheriss Task Force Nat
Bingham reported that the Task Force has compiled an inventory of
existing fishery restoration work in Hlamath Basin. and has
approved a work plan for the upcoming fiscal vear with a budget
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of about $I million Federal and $1 million non-Federal. The work
plan includes funds for long-range planning of the Restoration
Program.

Projects in the work plan that may be of interest to the Council
include:
o A study to partiticn chinock ocean stock estimates
into hatchery and natural components

o A study to determine levels of coded wire tagging
needed for time/area cell management of the ocean
chinook fishery in the KMZ.

0 A project to educate public school students, user
groups, and the general public about the needs of
anadromous flish and about restoration and management
measures, including the Klamath Council.

Bob Hayden asked when studies of the productive capacity of the
Klamath Basin will provide some answers. Nat responded that the
Regtoration Program will emphasize such studies in the initial
several years.

Jim Martin asked whether Oregon's Rogue Basin study proposal is
in the Task Force work plan, and whether an answer has been
received to the larger guestion of whether funds appropriated
under the Klamath Act can bhe spent outside the Basin. It was
explained that the Regional Intericr Sclicitor iz still
considering the legal qguestion, and the Rogue proposal was
considered and rejected by the technical work group appointed by
the Task Force to develop the work plan. Jim said that the
Technical Advisory Team has identified a need for information on
chinook stocks that are mixed with the Hlamath stock in the ocean
fishery., and the Rogue stock is one of the most important of
these. It was suggested that Oregon look to other potential
funding sources to fund the proposed study. Jim responded that
these have been drying up.

Review of Draft Operating Procedures Lyle Marshall said he is
concerned that the Council meeting schedule has not provided
encugh time to fully develop proposals for harvest regulation.
Sue Masten said she felt the recommendations of the Council for
the 1288 ocean chinook harvest were an example of this problem.
There was general agreement that Council operating procedures are
not the cause of this problem, and the draft operating procedures
distributed at the 3 March meeting were approved by consensus
with the following revision: In paragraph 18 of Appendix A4,
Travel Expense Procedures, the words: ..."or they may not be

honored” are deleted.
*:&*********ﬁc#****##****#*ﬁc:ﬁ:**********#:ﬂ***#***********#***********

A memo from Gary Smith was distributed (Attachment 3).advising
XFMC to propose to PFMC a framewcrk plan amendment to adopt
harvest rate management.
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Report of the Technical Advisory Tean

Update on 1988 Saimon Fisheries L.5. Bovydstun described
PFMC ocean harvest regulations, and chinook landings to date. He
noted the pre-season chinook guota in the Xlamath Management Zone
{KMZ) is 48,000 fish for the general commercial troll fishery
opening June 5, plus 15,000 for several special fisheries
targeted on Rogue or Eel stocks, for a total guota of 82,000
through August 31. One of theose special fisheries. targeted o
the Rogue stock, took 8900 chinook during Mavy 1-4, against a
gquota of 780C. Another special fishery was authorized by
California in May in the vicinity of Shelter Cove. This fishervy
took 8800 chinook, of which about 8200 will be accocounted against
the EMI guota.

Commercial chinoock catches to date nave been large south of Pt.
Arena, and record-setting between Pt. Arena and Cape Vizcaino.

The sport fishing chincok guota in the KMZI is 55,000, to he
caught between the weekend before Memorial Day and the weekend
after Laber Day, with barbless hooks. Any portion cof the sport
guota that is projected to be left unharvested can be transferred
to the commercial fisherv in the KMZ.

The sport catch to date south of the KMZ is large. Fishing to
Qate in the EMZ has been goed for both chincck and coho. In~river
sport fishing will begin in July.

L.B. distributed a memo {Attachment 4) identifving the Technical
Team's analysis of 1988 chinook regulaticns adopted by PFMC.
Subsequent discussion included the following:

Q: Is there a way to estimate the contribution of Klamath chinoock
to 1988 catches...say, through June?

A: Not presently. The primary constraint is the need to expand
estimates from CWT recoveries to include unmarked fish. Expansion
can't be done accurately until essentially all marks are
recovered, which for most tagged groups would mean waiting for
hatchery returns in the fall.

Q: When is the "cutside" impact on Klamath stocks the greatest?
A: For age 4 fish, impacts are mostly in May and June. After
that, they have fended to move inte the XKMZI. For S-year-olds,
harvest occurs mostly in Julvy and August, when they have reached
iegal size. The extensive Coos Bay landings cof Xlamath chincck
are mostly 3s, landed in July/August. The May/June Fort Bragg
harvest of EKlamath chinogk takes mostly 4s.

Q: Is the Technical Team charged with developing a2 mechanism for
in-seascon management of ccean chinock harvest?

A: Not aware of such an assignment fto the Team, but CDFE is
contracting for studies of genetic stock identification (GSI)
technigues that might permit in-season management. A report is
due from UC Davis in April 1589. Use of CW tags for in-season
management is not promising.



Q: If GSI appears promising, when could it be implementsd?

A: The time lag may not be great...CDFG is considering funding a
GBI laboratory in FY1989-90. Theoretically, data collection could
begin in 1590,

Q: Is the Technical Team deferring use of interim measures for
in-season management...CW tags or whatever...in hope of a new
technology? Is every option for correcting the present
information deficiency being explored? Can vyou provide more
information on what the options are for getting informaticn
needed for ocean management, including feasibility, cost,
relative accuracy, and possible problems?

A: CW tagging is not promising for "real-time"” management,
because of the delays involved in expanding the mark recoveries,
The Task Force will fund a study to determine CW tagging needs
for upgrading ocean harvest management. In any case, mid-season
information on contribution rates won't correct, for example, an
inaccurate preseason estimate of ocean stock size, as in 1887.

Q: Does Qregon have better CW tag recovery information than
Californiarv
A: {Martin): Not for Xlamath chinook.

Q: Is the ocean harvest model satisfactory? Can it be made a
better predictor?

A: The Technical Team has identified no major problems with the
model. Lack of information is the limiting factor.

Q: Ceculd predictions be improved by using more base years?

A: 1986 and 1887 were chosen as base years for making 1988
estimates based on Team judgements about appropriateness and
completeness of data,

Q: Is the Team memo distributed today a consensus view? Is there
a minority report?

: It is a true Team cconsensus on all the issues that arcose at
the PFMC Millbrae meeting in April.

3

G: Why are the early-season fisheries doing so well?

A: Year—~-to~year variations in landing patterns are
expected,..does not Iimply stock sizes larger than predicted.
Figheries further north have not done so well,

Q: Any indication of the number of Klamath chinook in these early
catches”?

A: No. &s explained earlier, numbers of mark recoveries are not
very meaningful until they can be expanded.

Concurring with paragraph 2 of the Team memo, Lyle Marshall said
the Hoopa Tribe tried to raise the issue of curtailing "outside”
catches at the April PFMC meeting, but negotiation is impossible
in that atmosphere. It is illogical to have rigid gquotas in some
areas (HMZ, Washington coast}) adjacent *o areas that are only
loosely contrelled, with fishing effort moving freely between.The




tribe would like to see gome kind of cellings placed on harvest
in the outside areas, together with more flexibility in the EMZ
harvest. Nat Bingham agreed that guotas are not working well to
nanage ocean harvest because of technical problems in getting
information.

Team Plan for In-Season Monitoring L.B. reported that
both Oregon and California sample intensively in the KMI - over
30% of chincok sport landings and all commercizl market receipts
are observed. A KEMI report is compiled o keep harvest managers
informed on landings. Using past-season catch curves, a
prediction l1s maintained as to when guotas will be reached. Thils
is complicated by the wvaryving fish storage capacity of the
commercial fleet at sea.

Triggering Mechanism for In-River Sport Salmon Harvest
L.B. explained that when 33% of the in-river sport guota is
reached, a closure of the fishery above the 101 bridge is
triggered 45 days later; when 40% is caught, the sport fishery is
closed below the bridge. No change in the trigger mechanisn
appears %to be needed, The river sport fishery consistentl
catches 7-9% of the in-river run.

Review of Propesal for Funding Rogue River Fall Chinook
Monitoring The Technical Team endorses the Rogue monitoring
effort and agrees with ODFW that carcass survey effort should be
expanded. The Team alsc recommended that Oregon sample nesads from
the sport catch, to test a suspicion of a high rate of straying
from hatcheries in other watersheds. Information is needed on the
Rogue and other "commingling" chinook stocks to provide accurate
scaling factors for the Xlamath harvest model. Jim Martizn
explained Oregon will need $77,000 to continue the Rogue study in
1889, and the money Is not avallable.

ther gquestions of L.B.:

G: What does the Team feel needs to be done to upgrade estimates
of Klamath contribution rate?

A: The two studies to be funded through the Task Force work plan:
estimating the level of CW tagging needed for time/area
management; and partitioning the ocean stock size and survival
rate estimates Into hatchery and natural components.

G: Is there accurate information on where commercial landings
were caugnht?

A: The state agencies depend on harvester interviews, hoping
people in the industry will understand it is in their interest to
report accurately.

Q: How will biologists improve estimates of the natural component
of ocean stock size and the survival rate of natural stocks?

A: The aforementioned partitioning study will vield an improved
estimate of the alpha parameter for natural stocks. A limiting
factor in estimating survival rate has been the low confidence in
the estimate of spawning escapement into Trinity River. This will



be improved by a carcass mark/recovery project,

Q: Since the Shelter Cove chinook catch in Mav is subtracted from
the EMZ quota, wouldn't that affect Oregon fishers?
A: Yes.

Other 0ld Business No subjects were raised.

PEMC Frameworlk Plan Amendment Process John Coon distributed
copies of the framework amendment proposed in 1986 to incorporate
the harvest rate concept for management of XKlamath chinook
(Attachment §5). Consideration of the propesal was delaved by PFMC
from July 1987 to July 1988 to allow review by KFMC. The proposal
will be considered by PFMC, without any further action by KFMC,
along with the option of retaining the present PFMC management
mechanism of a 20-year rebuilding schedule for Klamath chinook.
Any other options to be considered should be submitted to PEMC
prior to the July meeting, in sufficient detail for impact
analysis. The rebuilding schedule could be modified without a
formal amendment process, If Jjustifving information were
provided.

Bob Fletcher noted that the rebuilding schedule, which only
requires an average in-river escapement of 82,700 during the
period 1887 through 199C, could have been satisfied with an
escapement of only 8,000 fish in 1988. He does not consider the
schedule an acceptable management guideline.

Nat Bingham asked whether the November 1986 amendment had been .
reviewed by the Technical Team. L.B. replied it has not...the

impact analysis would normally be done by the Salmon Planning

Team, but the Technical Team could advise them if that is
desired. All technical evaluations must be completed by the
September PFMC meeting.

Technical Team Comparison of 1988 PFMC Regulations with XFMC
Recommendations L.B. noted that the XFMC recommendation f£rom the
3 March 1988 meeting would have provided for 153,000 adult
fall chinook back to Klamath River in 1988. The PFMC regulations,
including special fisherlies, provide 132,000...a decrease of
21,000, all of which is subtracted from spawning escapement. The
increased ocean harvest allowed by PFMC would also reduce the
return of 4-year-oclds in 199C.

Discussion:

Q: Considering that the ocean target for Xlamath chinook in 1987

was far less than what was caught, will it really make any
difference whether PFMC adopted the KFMC recommendation of 101,900

ocean Klamath catch, the target of 130,000 that was adopted, or

any other number?

A: (Fletcher and Martin): Yes. If PFMC had accepted XFMC's advice,

the KMZ gquecta would have been smaller, dampening measures in

outside areas would have been more stringent, and the actual .



catch of Klamath chinook in 1988 would probably be less.

G: How does the 35,000 floor for spawning escapement Iin Hlamath
Basin relate to the long-term spawning escapement obljective of
115,000 set by PFMC?T

A: There is no relatlionship...the numbers are arrived at from
different management concepis.

Q: Qkay, but if we have nc spawning escapement goal under the
harvest rate concept, how will we ever estimate the productive
capacity of Xlamath Basin?

A: The 65% overall harvest rate will thecretically allow an
increase 1in stock size. When recrultment flattens out, we can
assume the population is arcund eguilibrium, and the capacity of
the Basin l1s being utilized,.

Q: The 13887 target for ocean harvest of Hlamath chinock was
greatly exceeded. As has Dbeen asked several times today, what
measures are in place in 1988 to prevent this from happening
again? Note that Impacts o¢f that ocean harvest are felt again
this year in return of 4-year-olds to the river.

A: Last vear's ocean catches were still consistent with the PFMC
rebuilding schedule, This year, the expected large catch of coho
may dampen chinook harvest.

Q: How long do the biologists think it will take to reach
maximum equilibrium stock size at constant 65% harvest, and how
does this restoration rate compare with the rebuilding schedule?
A: Assuming stable environment, the model reaches eguilibrium in
13 vyears at 65% harvest. The rate of sitock rebuilding is about
the same for the harvest rate concept and the rebuilding
schedule,

Q: What about a rising equilibrium level as habitat is restored?
A: Cur model doesn’'t address this,..assumes constant environment.

At this point, Dave Bitts objected to further participation by
Lisle Reed in the Klamath Fishery Management Council, on account
of alleged conflict of interest with his job with Minerals
Management Service.

Review of Harvest Sharing Agreement Bob Fletcher asked user group
representatives to state any problems they see in the existing
agreement that might cause the Council to amend or terminate the
agreement.

Sve Masten: In-river users have harvested within guotas
established under the agreement, but ocean users-with no malice
intended~ have harvested at much higher rates than the agreement
calls for. If this continues, support for the agreement among
Masten's constituents may bresk down.

Lyle Marshall: Ccean users signed the agreement but, when it no
longer appeared to bpenefit them, some users appeared To label the
agreement as advisory only and went to PFMC in an apparent



attempt to get around the agreement, based on an alleged change
in centribution rates which the Technical Team has shown to be
without basls in fact. I feel we should keep the agreement,
renegotiate 1t as needed, make a strong recommendation to DPEMC,
and support it in unity rather than fragmenting and seeking our
individual interests before PFMC. Let's avoid a repetition of the
PFMC Millbrae meeting.

Virginia Bostwick: I concur with Lyle. Let's emphasize preserving
the KFMC and the basic concepts of the agreement, and protecting
spawning escapement. Deficit accounting should be re-examined as
an option.

Beb Hayden: Concur with Lyle-role of XKFMC has been frustrating.
The technical information needed to manage iz just not available.
Cur priorities should be toc protect spawning escapement and
resalve problems within EFMC.

Keith Wilkenson: I agree with Lyle Marshall that we should stay
with our established process. We must solve the problem of
getting data needed for management.

Nat Bingham: When the harvest sharing agreement was being
Ceveloped 1In 1985 and 1986, Klamath chinook were relatively
scarce and the user groups were just tryving to get their basic
needs for harvest met. Now, in renegotiating, basic needs the
troll industry needs %o satisfy include: (1) Maintain a viable
troll fleet, which we don't have now in the XMZ ports; (2) Fully
harvest non-EKlamath stocks. I agree with Lyle that the 1988
regulatory process was not desirable.

Cther comments:

Lisle Reed: Am concerned that PFMC be able to accept our
management recommendations, as they were not able to do this
vear. That will regquire framework plan amendment. I remain
troubled by the inability to monitor and control ocean harvest of
Klamath chinook...it makes harvest allocation almost meaningless.
If a way could be identified to get the needed information, count
on me to seek funds for that purpose.

Jim Martin: The present process for managing Klamath chinook,
messy as It is, is better than what we had several years ago.
ODFW still endorses the harvest rate concept and the spawning
escapement floor, and we will support adopticon of the framework
plan amendment by PFMC. The numbers, however, will need some
updating. When we calculated allowable occean harvest rate, we
thought ocean fisheries outside the KMZ would take a pretty
constant 0.15 of the brood. In fact, those fisheries can take the
entire 0,325 ocean harvest, even with dampening measures.

Richard Schwartz: Am concerned that Council members aren't
familiar with the framework amendment process...and urge you to
read up on it.




Boh Fletcher: Remember that we have held to the concept of
allocating harvest hetween cocean and river within EFMC, then
leaving further allocation of those two shares to the involved
user groups.

Fletcher preposed the Council deal next with options to the
framework plan amendment proposed in 1986. Nat Bingham proposed
consicderation of: a spawning escapement celling, as well as a
floor; and a higher overall harvest rate - 70%, for exazmple.
These options were assigned to the Technical Team for review and
comment by 3 June. Bob Havden suggested separate harvest rates
for hatchery and naturally-produced fish, at least In-river.

Nat Bingham introduced a motion to form an ad hec allocation
subcommitiee of user group representatives to examine the harvest
sharing agreement and identify needed changes, i1f any, to the

¥FMC. The motion was passeq by consensus.
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Adicurnment took place at 4 p.m.

Call to Order The Council reconvened at 8 a.m. on 3 June.

Review of Harvest Sharing Agreement {(Continued)

Sue Masten asked that user group representatives Iidentify
deficiencies they see Iin the present harvest sharing agreement,
to give the allocation subcommittee a starting point for
negotiation. Sue indicated that enforcement or Iimplementation of
the agreement 1s lacking: last year, gillnetters took less than
their allocation, while ocean users took far more. In the long
term, after rebuilding of <chinook stocks, Sue sees the
appropriate tribal share of harvest as 50%,

Keith Wilkinson: Oregon KMZ ports are being affected by catch
guotas and limited fishing time. As evidence of impacts of EMZ
chincok management on Oregon, Kelth distributed several letters
{Attachments 6-9).

Bob Eavden: Early in the harvest sharing negotiations, severe
constraints on harvest and fishing time in the EMI were seen as
something to be endured until stocks could be rebulilt. Now
Klamath stcocks seem to be rebullt, yet the constraints are still
in place,

irginis Bostwick: My concern is not with the existing agreement,
but with being pressured to make changes in it.

Nat Bingham: We ocean users see ocourselves as having done most of
the giving in terms of catch and time-on-water. Responding %o
Virginia's concern, I want to know that all user group
representatives are at least willing to consider amending the
sharing agreement. Ctherwise, the ad hoc¢ subcommittee is wasting
time.



Bob Fletcher distributed a chronology of events related to
Klamath chinook management, culminating in the 1988 PFMC
regulations (Attachment 10).

Jim Martin Comments on Xlamath Chinock Management At Lisle Reed's
request, Jim Martin provided some background on the problems
involived in meeting objectives of the harvest sharing agreement.
The ocean fishery for Klamath chinook is entangled with several
cther fisheries,to a much greater extent than was realized when
the harvest sharing agreement was being developed. To increase
the 1988 in-river run by the 21,000 -fish difference between the
KFMC recommendation and the PFMC regulation, ocean harvest of
about 400,000 coho and chinock would have been forgone. PFMC is
reguired to consider these other fisheries.

The XMI was defined somewhat arbitrarily as the reach of occean
where Klamath chinook seemed to be most abundant in the catch.
The Pacific Council actively manages for Hlamath stocks within
the KMZI, but active management outside the Zone is for other
objectives, and will continue to be so. Bioclogists made a

major error in estimating the harvest rate for Klamath chincok
cutside the Zone at 0.15 of available stock, when in fact the

outside fisheries can take the entire allowable 0.325 ocean
harvest and more. Likely causes for this unforeseen circumstance
are: the large Klamath ocean stocks of recent vears extend out
more bevond the fixed bounds ¢f the XMZI -~ here, Jim used a
sandplle analogy - and fishing effort has built up in areas
adjacent to the KMZ as boats are pushed out of the Zone by the
guota and time-on~water restrictions.

v to force the

Cne question facing managers is whether to tr
to about 0.15, or

outside harvest rate for Hlamath chinook back
to accommodate a larger harvest share.

Jim cited some examples of measures that are being taken to meet
allocation objectives in other areas:

o In the Columbia Basin, several species and stacks are
managed to meet treaty allocation needs, though not
every stock is shared equally. Upriver bright fall
chinook are harvested mostly by treaty tribes, while
tule fall chinook go mostly to the ocean fishery.

© Through the U.S./Canada Treaty, U.S. fishermen accept
a reduced share of the Fraser River sockeye harvest, in
exchange for a greater share of a coho troll fishery and
an overall increase in sockeye harvest through increased
praduction.

o In the Columbiz, anglers take more than half of the
harvest of hatchery steelhead {adipcse-clipped), but
take no naturally-produced fish. This balances randonm
harvest of both stocks by the treaty net fishery.

pa
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Further Discussion WNat Bingham saild he was confident these
complexities can be overcome to get bilgger returns to the river.
He cited the spring run of chinook as a stock which is less
vulnerable to the cocean fishery, and might be succesfully
restored in Hliamsth Basin. Sue Masten agreed the harvest sharing
agreement could be expanded to stocks other than fall chinoock,
including coho salmon.

Responding to Jim Martin's sandpile analogy, Zeke Grader salid it
appears the troll industry is being regulated more stringently as
the Klamath stocks rebuild. Grader criticized the 85% harvest
rate established to return more spawners, when there Lls no
assurance that preoductive capacity of the Basin will be
maintained. Much o¢of the natural productivity could be lost if the
Bureau of Reclamation reduces Trinity River fliow from the 340,000
acre~feet/year of the Andrus decision

Allocation Subcommitiee Bob Fletcher asked the subcommittee to
meet as needed to prepare recommendations for EFMC's pnext meeting
this fall. The first subcommittee meeting was scheduled for 17-18

June at the Arcata Fisherlies Assistance Cffice.
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Lvle Marshall suggested the subcommittee discuss all fish stocks
of interest - not Just fall chinook - and asked whether
management agencles can provide information on status of the
other stocks. Bob Fletcher said CDFG will provide information on
hatchery production. A suggestion was made from the audience that
production of other stocks be increased through hatchery
propagation.

Framework Plan Amendments The Technical Team (Boydstun) submitted
their analysis of the two amendment options suggested by Nat
Bingham (Attachment 11).

The Team did not recommend use of an escapement ceiling as a
managenent tool, because it would have to be set so high - to
provide for increases In natural stocks - as to be of little use.
An escapement ceiling for hatchery fish would be simple: 8300
spawners for Iron Gate and 9000 for Trinity, tc meet mitigation
requirements.

The Team felt they could examine Impacts of harvest rates other
than 85%. To do this, they should rearrange the structure of the
Klamath model, and partition ocesan stock size and survival rate
estimates into hatcherv and natural components. The analvsis
could be completed by March, 188%. L.B. suggested the allocaticn
subcommittee proceed with negotiations, because he has seen no
information toc suggest the model will support any change from 65%
in recommended harvest rate.



John Coon suggested rewriting the 1986 proposed amendment %o
allow consideration of other harvest rates as information Decomes
available.

Extensive discussion followed on the pros and cons of a ceiling
on spawning escapement. Arguments in favor included recent
evidence of strong cohorts of progeny of small spawning
escapements, and the need to harvest excess hatchery spawning
escapements. Arguments against included evidence that natural
stocks in Klamath Basin can be restored to much higher levels
than the present, and the potential for habitat improvements.
Lyle Marshall argued that KFMC should not simply accept the level
of productivity made possible by whatever amount of water the
Bureau of Reclamation decides to provide in Trinity River, but
should decide on an instream flow need and aggressively pursue
it.

Bob Fletcher concluded that consensus could not be reached on a
spawning escapement ceiling, s$o the group should turn to the
issue o©of harvest rates other than 85% to see if some language
could be agreed on for a framework amendment proposal. References
to maximum sustained vield were considered but d&id not gain
support. John Coon suggested the amendment be worded generally,
because Iits intent can be clarified during the public comment
period. The Council took this approach and approved a revision of

the 1986 amendment proposal (Attachment 12).
****#******#*******ﬂ****$****#************X**************#****$**

Klamath Field Cffice was requested to draft a letter to P¥FMC .
conveyving the proposed amendment.

A motion was passed supporting a letter to the Bureau of
Reclamation calling for adequate flows in Trinity River to

provide for needs of anadromous fish.
*******$******$*#*******$*$*$******$**********************#**%****

Next Meeting The Council will meet November 2 and 3, in Fureka.
It was suggested that the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task
Force meet on November 1.

Adjournment was at 1:32¢ p.m.




ATTACHMENT 1

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

ATTENDANCE, MEETING OF JUNE 2-3, 1988

Council Menmbers

Nat Binghanm

Virginia Bostwick

Bob Fletcher
Bob Hayden

Lyle Marshall
Jim Martin

Sue Masten
Lisle Reed
Richard Schwarz
Heith Wilkinson

Hepresenting

Callifornia commercial salmon fishing industry

In-river sportfishing community
California Department of Fish and Game
Offshore recreation fishery

Hoopa Indian Tribe

Oregon Department of Fish and Game
Non-Hoopa Indians

Department of Interior

Pacific Fishery Management Council

Cregon commercial salmon fishing industry

Note: Gary Smith, National Marine Fisheries Service was not in
attendance and had nco alternate.

Others Attending

Name

Tom Robinson
Jim Johnson
Bruce Tavylor
Ron Jaeger
Karole Overberg
Del Rebinson
Aldaron Laird
Wally Steucke
Larry Six
Douglas Denton
Jim Smith

Rod McInnis
Michael] Parton
John Coon
David O0'Neill
Paul M. Hubbell
Mike Morford
Doug Parkinson
Walter Lura
Mark Oliver
Michael Maahs
Brad Matsen
Leaf Hillman
Alvi Johnson
John Campbell
Sharon Sauter
Rennie Pilerce
Gene Elmer
Coennie Elmer

Representing

Oregon Salmon Commission
Independent Trollers of Charleston
Congressman Bosco's Office

BIA

BIA

BIA

Trinity Fisheries

PEMC Portland

DWR

Trinity

NMFS, SWR

Karuk Tribal Council
PFMC

CDFG

Ocean 3port

Yureok Gill net fishery
Yurck Gill net fisherw
PCFFA

National Fisherman
Xaruk Tribe

Karuk Tribe

Brookings Day Fisher
Brookings Dav Pisher
¥lamath Task Force nmember
Brookings Day Fishermen
Brookings Day Fishermen
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ATTACHMENT 2

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

MEETING AGENDA

A.M. Call to order
Correction and approval of minutes and agenda
Report on proposed legislation (Tavylor)

H.R. 3496, proposed amendments to the Klamath
River Basin Fisherv Resources Restoration Act

H.R. 2513, proposed studies of Russian River
fishery resources

Report on the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife

Task Force {Steucke)

9:10 Report on the XKlamath River Basin Fisheries Task

Force

9

4Q

{(Bingham)}

Break

10:00 Review of draft operating procedures; Management
Council adoption of operating procedures

10:

11:

12:

1

3¢

00

00

: 15

2:00
Term Harvest Sharing Agreement {Fletcher)

2:

3:

4

45

20

: 00

Other old business
Report of the Technical Advisory Team (Cramer)
Update on 1988 salmon fisheries

Team plan for in-season monitoring of ocean
chinook harvest

Triggering mechanism for in~river speort salmon
harvest

Review of proposal for funding Rogue River fall
chinook monitoring

Lunch
P.M. Framework plan ammendment process {(Coon)

Review of Klamath River Salmon Management Long-

Break
Review of Harvest Sharing Agreenment (continued)

Ad journ

b



ELAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
MEETING AGENDA

June 3, 1988 .

8:00 Convene. Review of Harvest Sharing Agreement
(continued)

9:30 Break
8:45 Review of Harvest Sharing Agreement (continued)
12:00 Lunch

1:15 P.M. Management Council action on revision cof
Harvest Sharing Agreement

2:15 Break

2:30 Other new business

2:45 Discussion of next meeting
3:00 Adjourn

Note: Public comment will be taken throughout the Management
Councll meeting, as appropriate to the subject under discussicn.

b3



ATTACHMENT 3

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMIMERCE
Nationai Oceanic and Atmoapharic Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SEAVIQE
Scuthwest Region

300 8. Ferry Street, Room 2005
Terminal Island, CA 90731

(213) 514~6197

FTs 795-6197

May 27, 1988 F/SWR:1JGS

Mr. Robert Fletcher, Chairman

Klamath Fishery Management Council
California Department of Fish and Ganme
1416 Hinth Street

Sacramento, California 95184

Dear Bob,

This letter is to advise you that neither Charlie Fullerton or I
will be able to attend the June 1-2 meeting of the Klamath
Council. As you are aware, Charlie has been serving as Acting
Assistant Administrator of Fisheries in Washington D. C. and is
not expected back in this office until June 3, 1%88. I had
planned to attend the Council meeting until I was served a
Subpoena to appear in Federal Court in San Diego beginning on
June 1. Red Mc Innis will be at the meeting and should be able
to answer questions about the NMFS position on Klamath matters.

In reviewing the agenda for the meeting, it appears doubtful that
complete agreement can be reached on the rates used in the
harvest agreement without further evaluation by the technical
group. It would be useful, however, if the Council could agree
that some form of harvest management is the best approach for
allocating salmon to the ocean and in-river users given our
current level of knowledge. This agreement should recognize that
options other than the fixed rate in the current agreement may be
necessary to accommodate the high and low years of salmon
abundance to the Klamath system. It would also be useful if the
Council would support a recommendation to the Pacific Fishery
Management Council that harvest rate management be included in a
framework amendment to the Ocesan Salmon FMP at their July
meeting. The framework amendment could include a range of
options from which users and the Klamath Council could ultimately
reach agreement on an acceptable option.




We are prepared to work with you and the Klamath Council to
complete this task.

IA e
éﬁ( Garyvé%ith
Deputy Regional Director

ce: Ron Iverson
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MEMORARDUM

To: Klamath Fisheriese Managsment Councll

Prom; Technical Team

Subject: Develcpment of 1988 Qcean Fishervy Regulations
Date: 2 June 1988

e B e

It is the Team's perception that controversial points in develop-
ment of 1988 ocean fishery regulations, as influenced by Klamath
River fall chinook salimon, included (a) projected contribution
rates of Kismath River chinook within the Klamath Management Zone
(KMZ}), (b} projected orneman fishery impacts on Klamath River
chinook caught sutalide the ExI {primarily in Fort Bragg and Coos
Bay}), and (c¢) pressazor prajsctions of Klamath River chinocok
abundance. Below we give vou & brief summary <¢f our consensus
agreement on the importance of each of these iagsuez in davelop-
ment of ocean fishery regulations 1n 1988 2+d subsequent mzasons.

i. Contribution Rates. A KMI ocean fighery contribution rate of
about 18% wmas used for 1987 managenment, whereas the rate used for
18978 management was about 29%. Ocean commercial fishermen have
raporsed that ths rate adopted foir use Iin 1988 exceeded the rate
whae?t mxisted when ths harvest sh4aring agreement was signed in
July 1987. Although the 1988 rate did exceed the 1987 rate, the
1988 rate is well within the range of annual coniribution rates
previocusly presented by the Technical Team tco the KFMC (these
ranged from about 14% to 48% from 1980-84, and averaged about
29%; see Table 1, attached). Therefore, with respect to
previously available information regarding contribution rates,
the 1988 rate of 29% must be regarded as "average". All Technical
Team members are in agreement that the contribution rate adopted
for 1988 does not fall outside the range of possible contribution
rates as understood by all parties at the time the harvest
sharing agreement was adopted.

2. Impacts Outside the KMZ. Technical Team members are in
agreement that outside KMZ impacts on Klamath chincok,
particulary in Fort Bragg and Coos Bay In 1986 and 1987, substan-
tially exceeded those impacts that might have been projected
prior to severe restrictions of KMZ fisheries. To the extent that
these outside impacts exceeded the expectations of ocean
commercial fishermen at the time the agreement was signed, there
has been understandable confusion and a reluctance to impose
regstrictions on outside fisheries as this subject was not
explicitly adressed in the sharing agreement. Modest shifts of
"nominal® fishing effort (days fished) from the KMZ - to these
outside areas have taken place as a result of KMZ restrictions,
but the Team was surprised by the "more than modest® increase of
outside fishery impacts. Nevertheless, outside KMZ impacts, as
revealed by CWT recoveries, have resulted in total ocean fishery
exploitation rates substantially exceeding the agreed upon rates
{(for age 4 fish) of 35% during 1986 {(prior to the Ilong-ternm
agreement) and of 32.5% during 1987 (when the long-term agresement
was signed). The Team's projection is that 1988 ocean fishery

i



regulations will result in the agreed upon rate being exceeded
once more. ’

Regardless of the cause(s) for outside impacts that have been
larger than anticipated, the Team is in agreement that some
measures must be taken to curtail total ocean impacts on Klamath
chinook under the 1987 agreement,

3. Preseason Predictions of Abundance. Preseason stock abundance
projections for Xlamath chincock have been substantially lower
than postseason estimates in the past two years, but may just as
likely overestimate ocean abundance of Klamath chinook in 1988

or in subsequant years. In vears when preseason abundance is
overestimated, (fishing under preseason agreements will result in
lower spawning escapement than anticipated; when preseason abun-
dance is underestimated, then resulting spawning escapement will
exceed that anticipated. The Team wishes to point out that this
problem is not specific to the harvest rate approach adopted by
the KFMC, but would result also for any other method of manage-
ment (such as by a fixed escapement goal) and is a direct conse-
quence of errors in preseason projections of stock abundance.
These projections must be made for alil management approaches. To
some extent, adopted 1988 ocean fishery regulations appear to
reflect a perception that actual 1988 Xlamath stock abundance
will be grsater than 1988 preseason projections. We feel there is
no long-term basis for this perception and we are extremely
concerned about lts possible consequences for spawning escapement
of Xlamath chinook. If 1988 Klamath stock abundance has been
overestimated, then adopted 1988 ocean fishery regulations may
lead to serious overfishing in 1988 which could in turn lead to
reduced Kilamath sbundance 3 and 4 years from now.




Table 1. Estimated Klamath River fall chinocok salmon contribution
rates in the KMZ, 1980~1984, as presented to the XKlamath River

. Salmon Management Group in March 1986: Method A is based on

inriver Ad-mark percentage and CWT shedding rate estimates;
Method B is based on estimates of ocean sxploitation rates and
inriver run size. Recent updates of these contribution rate
astimates, based on method B, have averaged about 6% higher than
rates pregented below, but display the same large range of con-
tribution rates across years,

i

Estimated Contribution Rates (X)

Year Method A Method B
1880 22.5 i8.9
1981 29.1 32.2
1982 27.5 32.5
1983 39.1 47.7
1984 13.8 19.1
Averages: 26.9 29.4
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PACIFIC ISHERY WANAGEMEN "COUNCIL

Metro Center, Suite 420

CHAIRMAN 2000 5, W. First Avenue EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Joa Easley Portland, Oregon 97201 Joseph C. Greenley
Phone: Commercial (503) 221-6352
FT5 §-423-6352

MEMORANDUM

DATE : November 13, 1986

TG: Council Members
FROM: James A. Crutchfield, Chairman.j. =
Klamath River Salmon Management/Group (KRSMG)
LY

SUBJECT: Salmon Management Framework Amendment

This memorandum recommends that the Ceuncil initiate a framework fishery
managemant plan (FMP) amendment providing a revised escapement objective for
the Klamath River fall-run chinook. A preliminary draft providing suggested
wording for the amendment is attached., The amendment proposal delineates a
range of potential offshore and terminal harvest rate combinations which meet

. the revised escapement goal objective., A specific aliocation formula for
ocean and terminal user groups is not proposed at this time. This allocation
is being developed in the preseason process by the KRSMG and its subgroups.
[t will be provided for the management optians in March.

Qur proposal focuses on protection of a year class escapement rate for the
stock, rather than a single number goal or goal range. We believe our
approach will protect the resource while providing for more stable fishing
opportunities both in the ocean and river. It will provide for a wider range
of escapement levels, which, over time, will improve our ability to more
accurately assess the carrying capacity of the Klamath River basin for
naturally spawning fall-run adults.

The proposed FMP amendment has our full support as well as that of the
allocation and technical committees that have worked so closely with us over
the past year., The Council staff has previously forwarded a copy of the
technical report in support of our recommendation to individual Saimen Plan
Development Team (SPDT) and Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC)
members.

Your timely approval of this important amendment issue for SPDT and S5C review
will be appreciated in order that their comments can be avajlable for
reference in developing 1987 ocean salimon management measures.

JCC:mps
Enclosure



PROPOSED
FRAMEWORK FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT FOR
KLAMATH RIVER FALL CHINOOK ESCAPEMENT GOAL-

Klamath River Fall Chinook

The objective of Klamath River fall chinook management is fo allow a fixed
percentage of the potential adults from each year class of natural spawners to
escape the fisheries and spawn, subject to a minimum gscapement level for
naturally spawning adults. An  assessment of the measurabls bioiogical
parameters for the stock, and the selectivities of the ocean and river
fisheries acting upon 1it, indicates that about 3% percent of the potentiai
aduits from each year class should be allowed to spawn, This can best bhe
achieved by regulating offshore and terminal area harvest® rates, based upon
age-specific fishery impacts by ocean and inriver fisheries in combination.

A range of allowable harvest rate combinations based on current information is
shown in Figure 1. These harvest rates refer £o the rates at which ages four
and five Kiamath River chinook can be. harvested 4n the respective areas, while
adjustments for fishery selectivities have been incorporated into the analysis
for impacts on younger-aged fish, Recognizing the mixed stock nature of
offshore fisheries, total aliowable ocean landings of chinock in the principal
Klamath River ocean management zone must take into account relative abundance
of other chincok stocks in the zone, as well as contributions of Klamatn River
chinook to fisheries in neighboring ocean areas.

An evaluation of available informaticn on the production potential of Klamath
River fall chinock indicates that a minimum escapement of 35,000 naturally
spawning adults must be protected in all years in order to prevent extended
periods of tow juvenile production. Protection of this ascapement floor may
require reductions in allowable offshore and terminal area haryest rates in
years of low aduit production.

Various assumptions and estimates were used in the development of this harvest
rate approach to the management of Klamath River fall chinscok. The fishery
model wupon which the Klamath River escapement objective is based will be
continually under review as new information on the stock and the fisheries
becomes available. The optimum escapement level for the resource will be
determined in future years as productivity measurements become available for
higher escapement levels of naturally spawning adults.

1/ Prepared by the Klamath River Saimon Management Group.
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ATTACHMENT 6

Department of Fish and Wildlife
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

B BOLDSCHMIET 506 8W MILL STREET, P.O. BOX 58, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5406

BOVERNGH

May 24, 1988

Mr. Bob Fletcher, Chairman
Pacific Fishery Management Council
2000 S.W. 1st Avenue, Suite 420
Portiand, OR 97201

Dear Bobh:

We are very concerned_abaut«themextremeiy”reduced"nunber ¢f coho salmon avail-
able for ocean harvest North of Cape Falcon. In spite of greatly increased
hatchery coho populations from the Columbia River, our fishermen are faced
with quotas about one-third of last year. We recognize that a combination of
factors including reduced abundance of wild coho, hign interceptions of U.§.
coho by Canadians, and Indian treaty allocation requirements are a}l part of
the cause. We hope that the Council will do everything in its power to avoid
this situation again., A review of the long-term prospects for the ocean coho

fishery North of Falcon might be a useful exercise. We also renew our request

We will be working through the Pacific Salmon Commission process to address
the concerns about Canadian interceptions.

agree. MWe recognize that the Council took the magnitude of the "Buoy 10"
fishery at the mouth of the Columbia River into account in justifying a shift
of coho to Westport and Neah Bay. However, this approach may well apen a
difficult issue as to what “other considerations" are appropriate. For
example, should coho be allocated to southern ports because a year-round Puget
Sound and Strait of Juan De Fuca sport fishery is available &8s a substitute to
Northern Washington anglers? Should Nean Bay get less coho salmon because of
its extensive halibut fishery? Should the Council consider the sturgeon



Mr. Bob Fletcher
May 24, 1988
Page 2

fishery in the lower Columbia River or the bottom fish alternatives at
Westport? Should the five ports at the Columbia get less fish than the port
of Westport? )

We feel that the Council needs to more clearly articulate a policy on “port
equity” allocation which everyone can count on. This would allow all parties
to present relevant rationale on this sharing issue.

Finally, you are aware of our strong concern about establishing state waters
fisheries off Shelter Cove, California, after the PFMC process was completed.
We feel that this preempted the PFMC public decision-making process and
damaged the cooperative Klamath Management process. We have attached a copy
of our Tetter on this matter and will not repeat our detailed concerns here.

We appreciate the opportunity to share our concerns and ask you to distribute

this lTetter to all Council members. Oregon remains committed to the Regional
Council process to resolve matters on management of regional ocean saimon

fisheries.
erely, }95:2
n' y F».i Sher' . TR e e em T
CF; Di rector

o
Attachment
c¢:  OFWC Commissioners
H. Wagner
J. Martin
B. Bohn
Oregon Salmon Users
Contact Group
WP .

3




ATTACHMENT 7

soartment of Fish and Wildiife
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

505 SWMILL STREST po. BDY, 38 PORTLAND. OREGON §7207 PHONE {533 228-5408

May 5, 1988

Pr. William E£. Evans

Unpersecretary for (ceans and ATmospnere
United States Department of Commercs

l4th and Constitution Ave, B.L., koom 5128
Wasnington, 0.0. 20230

Dear Dr. Evans:

It has come to my attention that the State ot California has authorized 2
Troll chinook salimon fisnery in state waters auring the month of May in tne
area arounc Snelter Cove, California. Tnis season is inconsistent with tne
regulatory recommencartions of Tne Pacific Fisnery Management Counci) wnicn
were endorsed by tne State pf Oregon and anopted by your office for the 1088
Facific Qzean salmon Fisnery. - :
Tne State of Oregon SITrongily protests this action. Our Depzrtment of Fishn and
Wildlife worked ciosely with Oregon's fishermen tnis season <o aevelop &
regulatory regime fpor gur o¥fsnore arez whnich actommoGates Tne neeas of tThe
resource as well as tnose of The fisning public. Wnile our <Task was no® g2y,
we were adbie TD present To the Lounci? & compromi se package wnigh Tairiy
snared Lne conservation purgen., Tne recent arTion of Lalifornis Jeopardizes
“Ne arrancements which Fisnermen anc managers in communities Tarougnout ne
Fecitic loast worked narc To asmd eve.,

T %5 &iso our ungersianding tnat California is probosing o miviget
insreased impacts on ¥ ametn River 211 cninook by SUDTrEsTing tne 2
numoer of cninook from an expected rollover of Fish from the rezrezTional
Tisne=y o Tne zommersial Tisnemy in the Kiamezh River Mznagement Zons

(KRMZ}. Tne Stats o< Cregon nas <wo propiems with This proposes 2-Tion.

First, 1 there is no rollover <hen “he next fighervy thet couicd be adjustes s
tne one scneduled for =ne Rogue River zrea in the fa2]). IT tnis were o oozur

it would furtner increzse =ne burder placed on Dregon Figneries =2 mee= Thg

Kiamztn River estcapement aoel. We recomment ThaT wne QuUCTZ In Ttne KRMI pe
mmedt ately recuced To 11Tigete for tne Snelter Cove fisnery,

Sezong, I woulc simolyv point o= wnay regardless of whizh ocTion 95 selesmes-
Tor mitigating for tne Snelter Cove Fisnerv, there will D& & 0SS of ezonomic
benefits o tne Szate oF Urecon so thezt Zziifomnie can have <=s special

Fisnemy. I¥ =ne impacT come From ouT of wne generz] KRMZ <rotd
reQUser commersial catTen Transiates into an esTimated ipss o I35k
sonal income in Tne Brookings, Cregon, arez anc slEtewige pzses



s imatec to pe SEL . GCL.  In cemTrazt, 1Y tne impasts coms out of tne roliover .
To tne commeriigl fisnery Trom tne recrezlional fismemy an tne KRIT, 2ssumang

—ngt Tnere are enoudn FISn n tne rerresTional QUOTE, TnE reguted Commersial

caTon Transiztes 1nmto & 1egs of TRE.B00 1r personal income in Tne BrookIngs,

(-egorn, arez io- ZIZZ.500 statewice), I tne fall figsne=y in Tne koaue River

areE RAS TO De requces Tnen Tne jess of personal income n Tne Broowings,

Uregor, are: will D& apouT 3282,00C {or Z341.000 statewias;.

TvemrIning consigeres, @ fairer prTion, from Oregon's point of view fo- miti-
gzzing tne XiamzTn Ryver mpacI: z: e Tesult of tne Snelter [ove fisnewy,
woulit DE TD 2aurt tne 1mozsts from ptner laliforni:d saimpon Fisnerigs tnet
<are place ounsine of tTne KRN,

On p-evious cotasiens aevigtions peiween Dreworn's reauizTions Fpr 1w me™ine

waters ant feperz) reguizTions in tne IID DrOmOTEr STIATUTLTY DreemsTive 2rTion

py tne Deperiment of Lommerce. Wnite we Delieve the arTions of Tne State of

watifornig Tnts yeer are no Giess seripus, 1 00 not Delireve we snouid cerermine

nreemsTivE 2ZTion and an not reguesTing T 8T TMiS TiImE.  We ZSK “CRZT YOU

raguire Latifornie TO MEINTEIR T origorous eccounting of &1l Thsh Tianoer auring

oz INCDNSISIenT $TETe segson zEnd = keep us and tne Pazitic Louncil Timety

Pafirmel.  Finally, we ask thet lalifernie reeffirm iTs commitmernt TC resoive

reTinnzl m2rine {isnery manapement u"no:ems in Tne Pasific louncil forum BB

ratner Than uniiezterally. T

e
Gregon s Firmiy comwitied To zenjeving & Tair balance of Fisnewy inTeresTts tin s T "“”.
zne Fazi®ic {ounzil comtext. however, Tnis result is severely ungermingg i

=17 paricinants Q0 noT COODETETE ?u?ﬁy. We g8k ThgT vou reinToTie Tne

imperTance of tnis griding prinsiple wnen sommunicaTing with Tne Strte of

Zeliferniz on Tnis sumjes:.

-~ m o + - o —
ca vou Tom ovous ZTrenTion.
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ATTACHMENT 8

PORT

| OF BROOKINGS HARBOR

June 2, 1988

Klamath Fishery Management Council
1312 Fairlane Road
Yreka, CA 96097

Dear Council:

The purpose of this letter iz to remind you of the extreme
importance of the commercial fisheries to the continued existence
of the Port of Brookings Harbor. The Corps of Englneers' dredge,
the Yaquina, 1s here now to dredge the entrance channel to our
Port. If we do not have the commercial tonnage of fish and shell-
fish coming into the Port in the future as in the past, there will
be a real danger of losing the maintenance dredging program. With-
out the program, we will not have the Port -— without the Port, the
local economy will suffer greatly.

The criterion used by the Corps of Engineers to justify dredg-
ing is commercial cargo; lumber, fish, ete., sport fishing does not
count. You can see how this area is completely dependent on reason-
able~length commerclal fishing seasons with a reasonable allowable
catch. Continulng cutbacks are not in anybody's interest, especially
when they are based on sampling methods where results are questionable.
Even if we had confidence in the data, is it reasonable to restrict
catches to set ratios with the abundance of Chinook that were in most
every river on the Pacific Coast last year? :

We would like to see more optimism than pessimism and hedging
in the setting of quotas and seasons. Let us all share the wealth
while it exists. We have to keep our commercial fishermen in business.
Thank you for the cpportunity to comment, we are really concerned.

Yours wvery truly,
Richard 0. Miller
Port Manager

ROM/es

P. Q. Box 848  Brookings, Oregon 87415 (503) 468-2218




‘BrookingsHarbor)

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

June Z, 1988

Klamath Fisheries Management Council
1312 Fairlane Road
Yreka, CA 96097

Dear Council:

The Brookings-Harbor Chamber of Commerce is working very hard to
build and maintain a healthy economy in our community. If we are
to achieve this objective one thingme know for sure is certain:
There can be no further restraints placed upon the commercial
fishermen who operate out of the Port of Brookings-Harbor. To do
so would jeopardize not only the future of the fishermen, but would
also directly impact the future operation of the Port of Brockings-
Harbor. Both of which would have a devestating effect on the local
economy of Brookings-Harbor.

Therefore, in your decision-making process on the level of the salmen
harvest, please do not overlook the negative socio-economic impact that
a reduction in the harvest would produce in Brookings-Harbor, both now
and in the future.

Sincerely,

;42ﬁ27.f; Cé;wva45?/

Terry 5. Connolly ,//
Chamber Manager

P.O. Box 940 # Brookings, Oregon 97415 ® {(503) 469-3181
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ATTACHMENT 10

Chronology of Zvents
5 % -y o SRS b F+
Leading 22 The 1988 Sainmcn 2lzn 2f The
Pacific Fishery Managensnt Council 1
KEY EZVENTS

Ocean commercial salmon fishing is preohibited in 198% between
Point Delgada and Cape B8lanco (Klamath Management Zone, KMZ)
hecause of low abundance of Klamath River £fall chincok; the
Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) follows by c¢reating
the six member Klamath River Salmon Management Group (XRSMG).
Page 4.

The Allocation Work Group of the KRSMG, a commibttee of user
group representatives, cn January 23, 1986, reaches a
preliminary harvest sharing agreement under a preliminary
harvest rate plan. As a result, the ocesan users tentatively
agree to a major reduction in historical ocean harvest rates

~y

for Klamath River fall chinook salmon. Page 7.

The KRSMG, on March 6, 1986, formally adopts the harvest rate
plan, developed by the Technical Team to the KRSMG, and
approves the 1986 harvest sharing agreement of the Allocation
Work Group. Under the agreement, ocean and inriver users
agree to limit their harvest rates for Klamath River fall-run
chinook salmon in 1986 to 35 percent and 50 percent,
respectively, of the fully vulnerable age classes of the
stock. Page 7.

In April, 1987, unlike 1986, the PFMC adopts a higher gquota
for the RMZ troll and sport fisheries for the 1987 season than
was reccommended by the KRSMCG Technical Team. Page 9.

Klamath River Fisheries Management Council (KFMC), created
under the Federal Bosco bill, holds its first meeting July 22,
1987, and signs five-year harvest sharing agreement. The
allowable ocean and inriver harvest rates for Klamath River
fall-run chinook are set at .325 and .525, respectively.

Page 9.

The KFMC holds its second meeting, October 29, 1587, and
directs its Technical Advisory Team (TAT) to develop an ccean
fishery model for evaluating a wide range of ccean fishery
regulatory options beginning with the 1988 season. Page 2.

3, 1988 and develcos
scocmmendations. Fage 10.

and Game, Inland Fisherias

i 0
[
s
l..a
it
[
0]
o
j$1)
A}
[
1]
any
[
O
ik
bz |
(=]
[
o



8)

)

10)

-
ia

The KFMC meets March 2-3, 1988 and adecpts the TAT
recommendations. Page 10.

The PFMC and its Salmon Advisory Subpanel meet March F-11l,
1988 and develop a wide range of ocean fishery options,

including an option to meet the KFMC agreement. Page 10.

The PFMC meets in Millbrae and on April 8, 1988, after two
public hearings in California, adopts an intermediate option
for the ocean commercial salmon fishery {(which angers some
California fishermen). Again, the final regulations are not
expected to meet the KFMC agreement. Page 10. :




IMNTRODULCTIONN
The 1988 salmon plan of the Pacific Fishery Management Council
(PFMC), adopted April 8, 1988 in Millbrae, California, has angerad
some California commercial salmon fishermen. This is because the
PFMC plan calls for the lowest chinook salmon gqueota for the
commercial fishery north of Horse Mountain (4 miles north of
Shelter Cove, 1n scuthern Humbeldt County)} to Port Orfoprd in
southern QOregon (63,000} fish, since 1986; the shartest opsn
seascon since 1981 {131 days) in Federal waters between Point
Arena, in southern Mendocinc County, and Cape Vizcaino in northern
Mendocino County; and the shortest open season ever in Federal
waters (100 days) between Cape Vizcaino to Horse Mountain. The
increased restrictions on the commercial fishery stem £rom the
harvest sharing agreement of the Klamath River Fisheries
Management Council (XFMC}. That agreement calls for an in-river
run size to the XKlamath River in 1988 of 153,000 adult fall-run
chinocok salmon, a level of in-river escapement that, reportedly,
would have been economically disastrous to the ocean commercial
salmon fishery. The PFMC regulatory option preferred by the ocean
commercial salmon fishing industry in 1588 would have provided
about 109,100 adult fall-run chinook to the river mouth, while the
plan adopted by the PFMC provides for an in-river escapement of
132,000 chinock. The controversy over the PFMC plan by the ocean
commercial salmon industry centinues, and now is focusing on the
harvest sharing agreement of the KFMC.

The objective of the following chronclogy is to document the
events of the PFMC and KFMC leading up to the adoption of the 1988
salmen plan by the PFMC. To further assist the reader in
researching the subiect, appended is a listing of references that
fully document the proceedings of the various entities and
committees that have been inveolved in recent years in the
management of Klamath River fall-run chinook salmon.
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CHRONQLOGY

April, 1983
The PFMC, by emergency action, adopts a rebuilding schedule
for Klamath River fall chinook salmon to replace the existing
spawning escapement geoal, in place since 1978, of 115,000
adult fish. The schedule is to achieve total in-river run
size averages, for four-year periods, as follows:

Period In-river adults

1983-8¢ 68,9040

1%87-940 82,700

199194 99,200

1995-98 115,000 plus catch levels needed

for in—~river fisheries

The rebuilding schedule doces not address in-river fishery
needs until the 1%9%-98 period.

Recoveries of cocded-wire tags from chinocok salmon landed in
ocean fisheries since 1979 establishes that the principal
port areas of landing for Klamath River fall chincok to be
between Fort Bragg, on the south, to Coos Bay, on the north
{PFMC, 1983). The contribution rate of the stock to the
commercial fisheries between Fort Bragg and Coos Bay during
19279-1982 was estimated at the time to average 21 percent.
{That is, 21 percent of the chinook salmon landings were
comprised of Klamath River fall-run chinook salmon).
Contribution rates of 23 percent to 28 percent are estimated
for the EBureka, Crescent City and southern Oregen fisheries.

Qctober, 1984
Framework Plan Amendment, including rebuilding schedule for
Klamath River fall-run chinocok, is codified by U.S. Dept. of
Commerce.

1983-84 Seasons
In-river run sizes of 57,915 (1983) and 43,472 (1984) Klamath
River fall-run chinook fall short of rebuilding schedule goal
(68,900), reguiring average escapement of about 87,100 in
remaining 2 years of 4-year period to achieve goal.
Commercial regulations in the area between about Shelter Cove
and Port Orford are meore restrictive than ever,

April, 1985

The PFMC adopts option of no commercial troll season for ar=a
between about Shelter Cove and Port Orford (Xlamath
Management Zone, KH2) because of fcrcasted low abundance of
Klamath River fall chinock salmen. This was largely due to a

sericus El Ninc event, and was fcorcasted based on a low jack
count (in-river age two £ish). In-river adult escapement was
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59,400; ocean escapement goal for 1986 increases to 114,900
fish. PFMC creates a six-member Klamath River Salmon
Management Group (XRSMG) to deal with Klamath River fishery
issues.

May 23, 1985
First meeting of KRSMG is held in San Francisco. The
management entities and representatives are as follows:

U.$. Department of the Interior (USDOI) Joseph Kutkuhn

Pacific Fishery Management Council James Crutchfield
State of Oregon James Martin
State of California Robert Fletcher
Hoopa Valley Business Council Danny Jordan
Department of Commerce Charles Fullerton

A charter was adopted charging the group with making
recommendations to the PFMC, USDOI, State of California and
the Klamath-Trinity Tribes on the following management
issues:

1. Spawning escapement goals;

2. Rebuilding schedule to meet the adopted escapement goals,
including production goals;

3. Methods for harvest sharing between recreational, Indian,
and commercial users; and

4. Short- and long-range data needs to meet the above goals.

A Technical Group was selected to accomplish the four items.
The group was comprised of persons selected by each of the
following user and management groups:

CDFG L.B. Boydstun and
Paul Hubbell (alternate)
ODFW Steve Cramer
Uspor Bob Adair and Del Robinson
NMFS {(Dept. of Commerce) Rod McInnis
Hoopa Valley Tribe Bob EHannah
Inland recreational users Bill Bemis
Ocean recreational users Bob Haden
Commercial trollers Don Kelley and ,
Mike Maahs (alternate)
River resorts and guides {none recommended)

September 4, 1985
The second meeting of the KRSMG is held in Arcata. Alter—

native escapement goal c¢pticns and the formation of an
allocation committee composed of policy makesrs and user
groups are discussed. The harvest rate approach for fishery
management is included as an opticon. The allocation commit-
tee is to be called the Klamath River Allocation Work Group.



September 24-23, 1983
Third meeting of KRSMG, first meeting of Allocation Work
Group is held in Arcata. Spockespersons representing the
following user groups describe their needs and concerns:

Group Representative
Indian Dan Jordan, Hoopa Valley
Business Council
Ocean troll Nat Bingham, Fort Bragg

Dave Bitts, Eureka

Bob Frazell, Oregon
Ccean recreational Jim Walters, Eureka

Dee Shurtleff, Broockings

Bill Maloney, United Anglers

of California

Lower river recreation Virginia Bostwick, Kamp Klamath
Upper river recresation Jim Smith, Trinity River area

The KRSMG Technical Group presents a report summarizing the
utilization of Klamath-Trinity Basin fall-run chinook salmon
during 1979-1983. .

November 20, 1985
Second meeting of Allocation Work Group. Further discussions
are held to develop an allocation agreement for 1986. Four
preliminary allocation decisions are reached regarding
measuring and expressing fishery yield.

January 7-8, 1986
Third meeting of Allocation Work Group. CDFG presents
harvest sharing options under the harvest rate strategy
(Attachment A). The Allccation Work Group tentatively
approves a 0.35/0.40 harvest rate option for the 1986 season.
This means that ocean users may take 35 percent of fully
vulnerable {ages 4 and 5) Klamath River fall chinook salmon
in the ocean and in-river users may take 40 percent of the
ages 4 and 5 fish in-river. A lower harvest rate is allowed
for age 3 fish in both areas due to fishery selectivities,.
The agreement results in roughly an ccean/in-~river landing
ratio of about 75/25 under a "large" stock size scenario,

(The tentative harvest sharing agreement comparss to actual
harvest rates during 1981-84, for fully vulnerable Klamath
River fall chinook, of about 55-60 percent in the oce=an and
about 50 percent in the river (Hankin 1985). Thus a major
reduction in the ocean harvest rate, and a relatively small
one in the in-river harvest rate, are bheing considered.)




January 23, 1386
The KRSHAG adopts a harvest sharing combinati
under CDFG.preliminary plan.
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January 28-29, 1986
Inriver users confirm inriver harvest sharing agreement for
1986 seascn., The sliding scale schedule gives the river
recreational fishery 20~25 percent of the allowable inriver
harvest with the balance going to the Indian fishery.

February 18, 1586
Technical Team finalizes spawning escapement (harvest rate)
peclicy recommendation (Attachment B). Allcowable harvest rate
combinations change slightly. The escapement rate for each
year class of fish is set at 35 percent, except an escapement
fioor for natural spawners of 35,000 is to be protected in
all years.

March 6, 1986 {teleconference)
The XKRSMG adopts the Technical Team harvest rate plan and
allocation methods recommendations. The KRSMG agrees to a
0.35/0.50 harvest share between ocean and inriver users.
{The revised assessment by the Technical Team indicates that
this combination will provide a 68/32 ocean/in-river split,
and an escapement rate of 35 percent under projected 1986
stock levels. This compares to an ecean/in-river split of
about 85/15, and an escapement rate of 25 percent for vears
immediately preceding the harvest sharing plan). For 1986,
ocean users are allocated 75,350 Klamath fall chinock and
inriver users 36,000, leaving a spawning escapement of 61,200
adults. This was calculated using an average Klamath River
contribution rate to the KMZ during 1980-1984 of 0.28
(Attachments C and D). The recommended chinock salmon guota
for the KMZ is 123,200 (Attachment E).

April, 1986
The PFMC adopts the 123,200 chinoock quota for the KMZ; 40,000
is allocated to the sport fishery with any surplus in the
sport quota available for transfer in mid-July to the KMZ
commercial fishery. The Salmon Team of the PFMC supports the
KRSMG escapement policy recommendation, except the Salmon
Team supports natural escapement floor of 43,000 adults,

Qctober 7-8, 1986

The Technical Team presents cptions Lo the XRSHMG for a
multi-year harvest sharing agrzement. H.R. 4712 (Bosco) nas
been passed; group agrezes to continue to function until
Klamath Fisherv Management Council is formed Each user
group reports on 1986 fishery perfcrmances and all exprsssed
general satisfaction with the plan. 8B 2253 (Keene} has
passed authorizing DFG director to enter intoc a mutual
agrzement or compact with Hoopas and BIA relative to Indian
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fishing and commercial sales of £ish on the Xlamatn River and
doopa Valley reservations. agreemencs and compactis are Lo be
based on the allocation and management plans approved by the

KRSNG and PFMC.

November, 1986
KRSMG submits formal plan amendment to PFMC to amend Federal
Framework Plan to apply harvest rate management plan for
Klamath River fall chinock. A wide range of allowable
harvest rate combinations 1s included in the plan. OCcean
users mee: November 24-25 and develop ocean harvest sharing
principles.

December 15-16, 1986
The KRSMG meets and receives recommendations from Technical
Team to develop a harvest sharing agreement that narrows the
range of harvest rate combinations for use in regulating the
fisheries in future years. In-river user caucus presents a
statement of inriver long-term goals and principlies (eq.
shift of greater harvest to in-river users, high priority to
Indian subsistence and ceremcnial needs, protection of
escapement floor for resource viability, and that total ocean
impacts must be considered).

Januvary 20-21, 1987
The KRSMG receives 1986 Klamath River basin run size update.
Technical Team presented its assessment of record high
Trinity River natural chinook escapement estimates for 1986,
which they could neither verify or refute using alternative
methodologies. The KRSMG prepares its first draft of the
Klamath River Salmon Management Long Term Harvest Sharing
Agreement, which sets an ocean/river harvest share of
0.325/0.5325 for 5 years and a natural spawning escapement
floor of 35,000 adults. Agreement is reached by the
Allocation Work Group to seek support for the harvest sharing
agreement. Ocean users agree full sport season from Memorial
Day through Labor Day should be protected in KMZ as part of
averall area gquota.

March 3, 1987
The KRSMG agrees to continue to support 35,000 escapement
floor recommendation, rather than the 43,000 recommended by
the PFMC Salmon Team. The Technical Team, with PFMC Salmon
Team concurrence, gives stock abundance projections and
94,000 total chinock guota recommendation for the XMZ £
1987 sszason. All user group representatives generally
with harvest rate plan; lcower river Indians, Heoopa Vall
Business Council and PCFFA are concarned zbout proportional
cuthack provision for fisheriss in years of low stock
abundance, to protect escapement floor. A letter 1s sent to
the PFMC giving KRSMG recommendations.
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April, 1987
PFMC adopts Klamach River Impact Model {(XRIN: for

i

$o

[ o
setting and evaluating ocean salmon regulations. The {ZIN,
developed by an Oregon commercial fishermen’s representacive,
establishes a 200,000 chinocok guota for the KMZ. (The

recommendation of the KRSMG's Technical Team, of 94,000 for
the KMZ, is not used). The ccean sport guota for the XKMZ is
set at 70,000 with a provision to transfer any projected
surplus in the sport quota to the commercial fishery in late
July, except that fishery impacts outside of the KMZ would be
evaluated and could effect the transfer. (Reportedly, 230,000
of the 70,000 sport quota was to be reserved for the KMZ
troll fishery). ‘

July, 1987
The KFMC holds its first meeting the 22nd and signs 5-year,
harvest sharing agreement (Attachments F and G). Nominees
for the Technical Team are accepted. <Cooperative law
enforcement agreement between USDCI, Hoopa Vdlley Business
Council, and DFG is signed the 24th; Indian commercial
fishing agreement, between same entities, is signed the 27th.

. August 12, 1987

The KFMC decides against any actions to mitigate much larger

than predicted fishery impacts for Klamath River fall chinocok
in 1987 stemming from large commercial chinook salmon catches
in Coos Bay, Fort Bragg, and San Francisco. The preseason
KRIM model is used in the fishery impact assessment, and no
fish within the 70,000 XKMZ sport/commercial preseason
reservation are allocated to KMZ trell fishery.

Qctober 29, 1987
The KFMC receives monetary needs (budget) report from the
Interim Technical Team, and reports on 1987 ocean and
in-river fisheries. The Technical Advisory Team (TAT) is
increased by one and formally approved by consensus
(Attachment H). The TAT is instructed to upgrade or replace
the KRIM model, for use in 1988 ocean management, to evaluate
a wide range of options.

November 9-10, 1987
The TAT meets to elect chairperson and delegate assignments.

December 15, 1987
rt, including analvtical
utad to TAT maembers

merhods recommendations, ars di

January 28-29, 1983

TAT subcommiitse m2el in Arce bo 4l 155 ¢ an fishery
model structurs.
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Fepruary, 1988

The TAT meets February 1-3 to discuss and develop
racommendations on 1988 stock size projections; the 1287
Trinity River carcass survey; and the ocean fishery

regulatory model, including the base years (1986 and 1887}
for use in evazuating 1988 regulatory options. Work on the
model continues and copies are available by February 23.
Salmon Team of PFMC meets ¥February 17-23 and approves TAT
stock size projections for Xlamath River fall chinook.

March 2~3, 1988
The KFMC meets to receive, from the TAT, a wide range of past
fishery information, 1988 stock projections, and allowable
ocean and in~river harvest levels for Klamath River fall
chinook under the S5-year agreement, A report is given that
ocean harvest rates in 1986 and 1987 had exceeded the Klamath
River fall chinock salmon harvest sharing agreements for
those vears. The TAT's ccean fishery model 15 described and
a wide range of ocean requlatory examples are evaluated
{Attachment I). The XFMC agrees to convey its
recommendations to the PFMC (Attachment J).

March, 1588
The PFMC adopts ocean fishery regulatory options March 7-11,
including an option to meet the KFMC agreement (Option 1 or
2) and an coption, reportedly, to meet ocean conmercial needs
{Cption 4). Option 1 provided more restrictive regulations
than 1987, including no troll fishing between Hecata Head, in
central Oregon, to Point Arena during the month of July and a
22,000 chinoock salmon troll gquota for the KMZ, through August
31. The sport fishery chinook salmon guota for the KMZ under
Option 1 was 40,000 £fish. Under Qption 4, troll regulations
were essentially the same as 1987, including a 127,500
chinook salmon guota for the KMZ through September 7, and
a KMZ sport fishery quota of 55,000 chinook through
September 11.

April 4-8, 1988
The PFMC, after two public hearings in California, adopts
ocean regulations which are projected to provide an inriver
run of Klamath River fall chinoock of 132,000 adult fish.
This level of escapement is intermediate to Option 1 or 2
(123,000 escapement) and Option 4 (109,100). The TAT's
fishery model is modified slightly by the PFMC Salmon Tesam to
provide for additional stock abundance scaling. The guestion
of Klamath River contribution rate to the XMZ troll £fishery
is raised. The rats used for 1988 is 29 percent (while it i3
higher than the rate used in 1287 [18 percent], when the
S5-year agreement was signed, the model (ERIM) used in 1887,
was based on only one year of very preliminary data, which
has since been updated. KRIM was not age-specific or did it
utilize recent vears’ harvest rates. Klamath River fall-run
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chinook contribution rates to the KMZ troll fishery since
1980 have ranged widely {c.f. Attachments C and D) and the

rate used for 1988 is very comparable to the rate used in
1986 management for the XM2Z [28 percent]).
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ATTACHMENT 11

HEMORANDUM

TC: Klamath Fisheries Management Council 06/03/38
FROM: Technical Team
SUBJECT: Escapement Plan for Framework Plan Amendment

A majority of the Team members met this morning to address your questions
regarding 1) escapement ceilings for Klamath River fall chinook and ii) a
revised escapement rate for the stock, Our responses follow:

Escapement Ceilings. A spawning escapement ceiling recommendation for natural
Stocks can probably be caiculated, based on the previcus technical work done
for the Klamath River Salmon Management Group. However, we suspect the value
that we would calculate would be of 1ittle or no use to your current
allocation discussions. This is because the value would be quite high,
probably exceeding the Targe spawning escapement levels realized in recent
years.

Escapements of adult fish to the two basin hatcheries exceeding the mitigation
goals or egg-take needs for the coming season can be harvested, provided the
escapement rate and escapement floor for the natural stocks can be protected.
The mitigation goals for IGH and TRH are 8,500 and 9,000 adult fish,
respectively., The egg-take needs are determined annually by the CDFG
depending on hatchery or off-site rearing capacities for fingerling or larger
fish.

Escapement Rate. The Technical Team agrees we need to re-examine the harvest
rate model used in developing the current harvest rate plan being considered
for the PFMC Framework Plan Amendment. However, before we attempt that task
we need to i} re-evaluate the structure of the model, and ii) complete
partitioning of the data base into hatchery and natural components. The
partitioning assignment is important for re-evaluating the "productivity"”
parameter for natural stocks and the age-specific maturity rates used in the
model.

The outcome from re-evaluating the current harvest rate plan may modify the
escapement rate recommendation, but the change would probably be quite smatll.
A small change would not greatly affect the number of fish available for
harvest, compared to current harvest rate plan.

The eariiest we could re-evaluate the current rate plan would probably be this
coming December or January, with completion in February or March. Regarding
the effect of any re-evaluation on the Framework Plan Amendment, we expect any
small technical changes can be quickly implemented.



ATTACHMENT 12
PROPOSED
FRAMEWORI PILSHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT Eg&
HLAMATH RIVER FALL CHEINOOK ESCAPEMENT GOAL™’

Klamath River Fall Chinook

The objective of Klamath River fall chinook management is o
allow a fixed percentage of the potential adults from each vear
class of natural spawners to escape the fisheries and spawn,
subject to a minimum escapement level for naturally spawning
adults. An assessment of the measurable biclogical parameters
for the stock, and the selectivities of the ocean and the river
fisheries acting upon it, indicates £hat abeut I8 peveent are
used to determine the proportion of the potential adults from
each year class that should be allowed to spawn. This can best
be achieved by regulating offshore and terminal area harvest
rates, based upon age~specific fishery Iimpacts by ocean and
inriver fisheries in combination.

A range of Cne of the allowable harvest rate combinations based
on current information is shown in Figure 1. These harvest rates
refer to the rates at which ages four and five Klamath River
chinook can be harvested in the respective areas, while
adjustments for fishery selectivities have been incorporated into
the analvsis for impacts on younger-aged fish. Recognizing the
mixed stock nature of offshore fisheries, total allowable ocean
landiags o©f c¢hincook in the principal HElamath River ocean
management zZone must take into account relative abundance of
other chinock stocks in the zone, as well as contributions of
Xlamath River chincok to fisheries in neighboring ocean areas.

An evaluation of available Iinformation on the production
potential of Klamath River fall chincok indicates that a minimum
escapement of 35,000 naturally spawning adults must be protected
in all years in order to prevent extended periods of low juvenile
producticn. Protection of this escapement floor may reguire
reductions in allowable offshore and terminal area harvest rates
in years of lew adult production. '

Various assumptions and estimates were used in the development of
this harvest rate approach to the management of Xlamath River
fall chinocok. The fisherv model upon which the Xlamath River
escapenent objective is based will be continually under review as
new information on the stock and the fisheries becomes available.
The coptimum escapement level for the resource will be determined
in future years as productivity measurements become available for
higher escapement levels of naturally spawning adults.

1/ Prepared by the Kismeitkh River Salmen Management Group
Prepared by the X1 th Fishery Management Council
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