MEETING OF THE
ELAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA, JUNE 27-28, 1991.
KINUTES FOR THE RECORD

Members present: Nat Bingham, Virginia Bostwick, Bob Hayden, Don Molgaac,
charlie Fullerton, Sue masten, Mel Odemar, Lisle Reed, Frank Warrens, Keith
Wilkinson, Mike Orcutt (for Lyle Harshally}.

{Fullerton invited Mike Orcutt to 8it at the table to represent the Hoopa
valley Tribal Council, as a non-voting member of the KFMC.]

Agenda: Approved. (Attachment #1)

Minutes of last meeting:

o Minor changes to be made by Sue Masten, she will provide comments to
Klamath River Fishery Resocurce Offlice (KRFRO) staff.
o Frank Warrens requests a technical correction. Pages 6 and 7, subiject

CPUE test fishery, The SSC is supposed to be the *Seientific
Statistical Committee.”

(Bingham): I've suggested to the Task Force that we purchase sound egquipment
and a recorder to be used at our meetings. I hope this group will support
this idea.

Motion to approve minutes, with recommended changes, carried.

Reports on the Commercial Troll and Ocean Sport Fisheries:!

{Odemar): No data is provided below Fort Bragg because it is not complete, and
wouldn't mean anything. The landings south of Point Arena are ahead of last
year. The number of deliveries is down, but thosae boats that are fishing are
very successful. Nat can give specifics. The sport fishery started very
#lowly, weather has been poor, but landings are picking up. Limits have been
caught regularly. If, by July 10, the KMZ Chinock Sport Harvest is projected
to reach 20,000 for the season, additional days of the week may be closed to
fishing. Usually, by July 15, about half the sport harvest is caught. If
conditions continue, we will reach the cap.

{Bingham): Most of the information I have is anecdotal. There’s been a
significant drop in effort. Many fishermen didn’t fish. 1In the Fort Bragg
fishery, about one quarter of the becats are active, Eureka and Crescent City
are somewhat more active. Most areas are not crowded with boats. 1I've seen
few boats when I’'ve fished. The weather has been extremely poor and we’ve
requested an extension of the commercial troll season because of this. When
people do manage to get out, the fish are offshore in deep water, but we’'ve
had decent catches. Fish distribution is unusual this year. Fishing was good
10-20 miles off Point Arena, until wind picked up. The fishing has been
better off Half Moon Bay and Monterey Bay. I was fishing off Farallon Islands
yesterday, caught lots of 2 year olds. We were worried that these fish
wouldn’t be around, but they're there. Catches have been good farther down
south, near Morro Bay. There’s been steady fishing in Half Moon Bay. There's
a fairly large distribution of fish, not schocled up yet, fegeding conditions
are excellent, water temperatures have been abnormally cold, 45 to 50 degrees
through May, recently the temperatures have come up into the 50'g, where the
fish feed the best. It’'s still too soon to tell, but it appears that stocks
are up. Also, an unusual abundance of coho out there, lots of 6~7 pounders
and smaller.
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It remaing to be seaen whether it will be a biological disasster. Chinook
fishery has besn slow, coho fishery has been nothing. A few small fish have
besn caught close in. Consildering the price for coho, it appears to be the
bottom of the fishery., Weather has been bad, but it's getting better lately.
There’'s been a significant effort reduction. It doesn't look good.

{Wilkinson): The Oregon report: absolutely a financlial and social disaster. .

G: Hel, in 1991 the Crescent City catch is significantly different than the
other ports. Is this abnormal?
{Odemar): Yes.

0: Was it a result of the lack of effort?

{(waldvogel): Fishing effort was low, early in the season. The boats are just
now getting out. In Crescent City they’re catching a lot of c¢ohos. I'm
surprised to sse all the chinook being caught in Eureka, and thie data doesn’t
include last week’s catch.

01 This catch report is through last Sunday night?
{Waldvogel}): Through 6/23. It reflects the good catches.

(McIsaac): With the 1 chinook/l coho bag limit, fishing success has been good.
Just as a note, the 20,000 Klamath Management Zone (KMZ} fish harvest
guideline, it looks as though they’'ll be harvested. 1In fact, we are currently
on pace to achieve the 37,000 catch of 1990, The decision point to continue
fishing is July 10, 19%1. The Pacific Fishery Management Council Salmon
Technical Advisory Team (STT) is to make a recommendation at the Seattle
meeting.

{Odemar): Usually by 7/15 you hit the half way point in the fishery. We used
rto rely on the sgigmeld curve to determine where we were in the harvest,

{Wilkinson): What Mel says is correct. We've had triggers to stop the
fishery. In this process, where we're looking at & total reduction in the
fishery. I suggest you look historically at how the fishery dies off after
July 1%, and consider this.

{OGdemar): To add to what Nat said, catches are good below San Franciseco, which
is unusual. There is usually a noticeable drop off past May. It’'s still good
fishing down there for coho, they’re now showing up farther north.

{Bingham}: Part of this could be a result of weather causing an effort shift
to the south. There has been a lack of opportunity in the north. We may
start finding fish now that weather has gotten better.

{Warrens): I think Keith raised a valid point about the KMZ sport fishery,
relative to how we manage beyond July 15. I would like direction from people
in this area to facilitate my recommendation to the PFMC on how we’ll manage
this KMZ fishery. BRealizing that we have 20,000 fish in the KMZ for the ocean
sport fishery, it looks like we’ll push that number by July 15. I would like
a recommendation from this body to take to PFMC.

{Masten): I'd like tc caution us not to overestimate the numbers of fish. I
think we need to take a close look, not allowing any fishery to exceed limits.
I'm concerned about the spring fishery and how it may relate to the fall
fishery later on.

{Bostwick)r I agree that we must look at the whole picture, not make a closure
on a political decision. The trend of the sport fishery catch is downward
after July 15.

{Bingham)}: Scmething we may all agree on is that it’s difficult to give policy
advice when we don’t have much data. California has bad budget problems, I'd .
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like to have this group say to the world that we can’'t do our job without
information.

(Waldvogel): The survey I passed out iz an effort to get opinions from sport
fighermen on the importance of the fishery to them. It was distributed to 5
ports. It is a survey to see if clientele is going to stay there and fish, or
not. It is an effort to provide information to the PFMC.

{(Hayden): 1'd urge that we take a lock at it [the sport fishery closure]. We
may be able to make a policy statement that dossn’'t scare all the sport
fimshermen. Let’s be careful, because we have & data gap and an unusual
HEABON.

0: could you be more specific on the data gap?

{Hayden}: We don’t know what the contribution rate [of KMZ fish] is. I also
hear that people are catching a lot of fish offshore. Does this mean there
are too many?

(Odemar): Commercial dealers submit their purchase tickets every other week to
CcoFG staff. This year, the biostatistical unit hags four vacancies right now,
They’'re understaffed to handle thig data input. The state legislature almost
shut down the entire shop. The lack of data south of Fort Bragg isn‘t really
affecting ocur ability to manage. They're catching fish is more a factor of
weather and ocean conditions. Last year many fish were caught in Oregon, this
year in California. We don’t manage by port, but by stock. It would be good
Yo have all harvest information but won’'t completely stop our capability. The
sport harvest data is coming in regularly.

(Hayden): The sport data is for total harvest only. Remember in the "good”
years, we underharvested Klamath River fish. We don’t know the harvest
contribution rate of each river system. This year, when we have greater than
usual numbers of fish being taken, and irregular catches, we don’'t know what
it all means. Does it mean there’s lots of fish or are they bunched up in

areas? We don’'t know.
(Fullerton}: Doesn't the contribution rate stay consistent?

{Barnes): I recall that out of 79,000 fish harvested in the KMZ, 4,000 were
from the Klamath River. I disagree with Bob Hayden that it’s a wild guess.
We shoot for the long term average.

(Hayden): The contribution rate ranges from 5% to 50%, this is a big
difference in estimates., The sport fishery can be severely impacted with an
errvoneous estimate.

(Odemar): How can you adjust a fishery on a week to week basis on
contribution?

(Hayden): I don’‘t know, but there ought to be a way to do it. I'm convinced
that it can be done. We ought to get a group of people together to solve this
problem.

(Wilkinson): In the 86, '87, '88 geasons, there were differences in
contribution rates from year to year.

(Odemar): Looking at extremes will show a great change. But we manage on the
average, which doesn’t change drastically. Consistently, the ocean sport
fishery has been excessive in the past. We'll never be able to estimate
contribution rates on a real-time basis with CWT return data.

{Barnes}: We modeled this year at 5% Klamath River contribution for the KMZ
ocean sport fishery.
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#* Hotion **

{Bingham): Responding to Don’s question a few minutes ago, I hope that this
group will support full funding of data gathering efforts. We nsed the same
%ind of information as we have on the Fort Bragg fishery., Data guch as CPUE
and numbers of fish landed, by port. This kind of information is needed for
all of california so we can get a feel for what the RMZI fishery is doing. It
doeen’t seem to be that difficult to get fish ticket information put into a
databage. It‘1l give us a feel for how the fishery can proceed., 1 make a
motion to support this data gathering effort. {Hotion seconded. )

{0demar): We have four vacancies in that office, It’s a substantial portion of
staffing.

Q: What can this group do to get thoase pogitions filled? It’s important to us
to have this information,

(Cdemary: By July 1, all hiring freezes will be lifted, temporarily. This was
a self imposed hiring freeze by CDFG.

(Bingham): I suggest our resclution be addressed to the director of CDFG, Pete
Bontadelli.

#% Botion **
Bingham to draft a lettsr to the Director, CDFG, rveguesting adding additional
staff to the harvest data management office. - -

{Fullerton): Nat, I’d ask that you withdraw your moticn. 174 like you to
draft a letter, rather than a resolution.

(Bingham): I'1ll accept that change, and prepare a letter. I will have it
ready for tomorrow.

(Reed): You're asking for favoritism. You’ll have to be very persuasive for
him to shift the funds.

{Bingham): If you’ll recall, my original motion was directed to the
legislature to allow more money.

{Fullerton): You’ll not affect the budget thie year. We should address the
director of CDFG, indicating this work is critical.

{Reed): It would be most helpful if we could make recommendations where the
money would come from.

Agenda jtem: Report from the Klamath River Technical aAdvisory Team:

(Barnes): I’ve put the Klamath River contribution rates on the board. This is
what PFMC will use. [Attachment #2]

(Hayden): This information should be broken down by port. It would give a
broader range.

(Fullerton): But we can’t manage by Port.

{Hayden): I'm not saying we should try to manage by Port. But this
information should be considered.

(Barnes): {Refers to Table 2, Attachment #21 This is only for the Yurok
reservation. There should be another 100 fish shown, representing the Hoopa
Tribe’s harvest. Trinity fish are usually reported late in July. .
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(Barnee): It looks like a digaster for the Trinity River spring chinook run.
They usually come in earlier. The rup at Junction City, last year, was 300
fiah, This year the count is 40 filsh. The Trinity River Restoration Program
is supporting a $150,000 per year study on the Trinity River Basin. The CDFG
ham three fish counting weira on the South Fork Trinity River. So far, on the
lowest weir they’'ve only caught 20 fish. 8o there are only 60 fish counted.

@: Why?

(Barnes): My first response would be *ocean conditions.” But, there were
guestions about chinook predictlons from the KRTAT team, based on hatchery
contribution. Rinety-five percent, or more, of spring chinook are from the
Trinity River hatchery. It could be a hatchery problem as well as ocean
conditions, but considering all catch reports for cocean fisheries, it doesn’t
appear to be the ocean conditions. This is a disaster as far as our
predictions are concerned.

{Robinson): This year’s prediction showed that about 5,000 more spring chinook
salmon were supposed to come in, compared to last year. The predictor was no
good. The fish are disappearing somewhere, most likely in the ocean.

(Bingham)}: The 1984 preseascn estimate indicated a low return as well. Last
year, we had El Nino like conditions. This is not the case this year. The

spring run may have been impacted last year. The other possibility is that

these fish are being intercepted by the high seas drift net fishery.

(Masten): Last time, I questioned the total ocean chinook landing data. Do
you have total CWT data returns?

{(Barnes): I'11 have to look it up. In 19%0, on the Trinity River, there were
only 250 ijacks, which was the lowest count since 1979. There are some
indicators of low abundance. On table 2, there is a3 comparison of catches
between spring and fall fish on the lower Trinity River. This is comparable
to 1982. What was the condition like then?

(Masten): It was high water that year. We’'re not catching fish this year.

(Rayden): Harvest flgures would be more meaningful if information on fishing
effort was also provided. Total catch doesn’t really mean much if we have no
estimation of effort.

{Masten): Our effort stays the same.

(Odemar): I belleve there was little production of yearlings in '86-87 because
of the reconstruction of the Trinity River hatchery facilities. 8o, this
would be reflected now in low abundance of adults.

(Barnes): In 1987, the Trinity River hatchery raised all fingerlings and no
yearling chinook. Prior to that they raised more yearlings than fingerlings.

(Orcutt): The peak of the harvest on the Hoopa Reservation is in August, high
flows affected the fishery. BAlso, the weir data from CDFG on the South Fork
Trinity River may be wrong.

(Barnes): Even so, it is almost an historical low. To provide you an update
on CPUE, we shifted that effort to the PFMC Technical ARdvisory Team. They
won’t start work until September, to report to the PFMC next spring. They
won‘t have data they can use until we get this August harvest data. It’s
unlikely that the 1991 CPUE data will help.

(Bingham): I agree. I don’t see how it can be done with the data we have. We
don‘t have a fishery in Fort Bragg. There was a suggestion to use southern



catoh data, but that data doesn’t exist now, elther. There appears to be a
statistical relationship between the CPUE In the Fort Bragg fishery and KMZ
abundance.

(Barnes): One year of data would not make a whole lot of difference in the
PFMC TAT s ability to make a population estimate.

{Fullerton): The National HMarine Fisherles Service (BMFS} isn't predicting an
El Nirno yet, but we’'re close to making this prediction.

{Barnes): To add to the report, the acale analysis project was approved for
funding by the Klamath River Task Force, for $5,500. The other half of the
funding is to be provided by the Trinity River Task Force. We have tentative
gsites set up for sampling.

naenda item: Update on 1991 harvest management plang,

Report on Commerce/Interior discussions of ocean salmon regulations:

(Reed): The Secretary of Interior sent a letter to the Secretary of Commerce,
requesting that the Secretary of Commerce intervene with the Pacific Fishery
Management Council’s (PFMC) .12 commercial harvest recommendation for Klamath
River 4 year old fall chinooks. The Secretary of Interior supported the
Indian net harvest reguest of 12,000 fall chinooks. This request wasn’t
honored by Commerce. The Secretary of Interior was never able to discuss this
with the Secretary of Commerce. Interior didn’t get to pursue this issue, but
by acquiescence, the decision was made and passed through Commerce. We're
dissatisfied with the action of PFMC. They just picked a harvest level
between .12 and .20. PFMC should've stated why they chose the harvest rate,
This was naive and amateurilsh.

(Warrens): The PFMC didn‘t arbitrarily pick a harvest pumber between .12 and
.20. The .16 wap slightly below the propertional reduction contained within
the language in the 5-year agreement. The PFMC, with a great deal of thought,
and congiderable amount of agony, drew a line at .16 considering inriver and
ocean harvests. It wag a tough decision, the cost between .12 and .16
would’'ve caused a loss of approximately 30% of the ocean commercial fishery.

I take exception that this action was irresponsible.

{Reed): I appreciate the comment.
Q: Could you lay out the process of NMFS signing the regulation?

(Fullerton): The Secretary of Commerce hag a choice whether to sign the
agreement or adopt a regulation on his own. We’re trying to set up a process
petween the two Departments ({Interior and Commerce} to work this out.

Q: Is there a default in the process where this can be taken care of year to
year?

{(Odemar): I was going to ask this question also, because we want to know if
the fishery would continue.

{Orcutt): I'd like to see this written process.

(Warrens): It needs to be clearly understood by all parties, that weak stock
management costs a mixed stock ocean fishery over 100,000 fish to save a few
hundred fish of a particular stock. The difference between the .12 and .16
commercial ocean harvest rate would have cost the ocean fishery 10s of
thousands of fish foregone to provide 2,000 fish for the inriver harvest.




(Fullerton): The issue 18 Indian subsistence fishing rights.

0: Since the Secrestary of Commerce has latitude in his decision, is there
going to be a written reply from Commerce to Interior?

{(Fullerton): I think this was sent. I pelieve that he indicated that he would
go along with the recommendation until further information wae provided.

{Read}: The letter wae answered by the assistant secretary. There wasg
discussion among aides of the secretaries. They could say they responded with
verbal discussions,.

{Fullerton): Anything further?

(Bingham): I'm concerned about this discuseion. It appears that we’'re looking
toward next year anticipating this same situation. I think we had a lose/lose
situation last year. We’'ve got a year’s worth of meetings to work this
problem out. I’'m concerned that we’'re taking positions for next year.

(Fulierton): We don’'t know for sure what went on between the two secretarles,

agenda item: Proposed Klamath River angling requlations for 1991

{0demar): Bach of the KFHMC members should have received a copy of changes to
rhe fishing regulations. Basically, the key area changed has to do with
management of guotas in the Klamath River Basin. Last year, I acknowledged
that the guota management regulations were no longer appropriate. The inriver
sport fishery has changed. The plan is to manage the Klamath River sport
fishery below Coon Creek. When 80% of the allecation of the quota is made,
that area of the Klamath River ls closed for the take of adult chincok galmon.
The users wanted a trigger to slow down the fishery, 25% of the quota is taken
by 8/26. The other change is that the regulations now allow daily take of
five salmonids, no wore than two adults, now changed to three fish total. A
meeting was held between inriver fisheries {(Indian net and sport) to esgtablish
fishing zones on the lower river to seperate Indian and non~Indian fishers.

We believe zones are needed. If we find that they are not needed, they’ll be
withdrawn from the regulation package.

Q: Any reference to the jack fishery in the Trinity River closure?
(Bostwick): The closure is to adults.

Q: What about sorting problems?

{Odemar): We’'ve not considered whether or not there will be a hook and release
impact. The only cther option is to require everycne to stay off the river,
but people are still fishing for steelhead, coho, or jacks.

Q: You indicated tribal regulations would be dropped by August 1, unless
necessary. How will this be determined?

(Odemar): The Yuroks will make this determination. They don’'t agree that we
need the regulation and we aren’t arguing, but we must leave it in the package
in order for us to use it, if necessary.

Q: If, during the season, the run size is larger than expected, would the
proposed regulations stay the same?

{Cdemar): Yes, they would stay the same. The inriver sport allocation won't
change, regardless of run size. The quota is 2600 fish.

Q: Is the estuary sport fishery open 24 hours per day?
(odemar): It’'s never been. It*s a daylight fishery. It’'s the same as always.

(Crcutt}: The restrictions to the Indian net fishery should be same as the
inriver sport fishery.
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(Odemar): The reason we changad the management zone out of the estuary is that
they catch a amall portion (13%) of the total inriver harvest. We'wve poved to
Coon Creek for better management capability. The management zone was at the
0.5, Highway 101 bridge, That aport fishery has changed significantly. Last
year they caught less than 300 fish down there.

acenda item: Update on BIA and Heoopa subsistence regulations for spring and
fall chinook harvest

{Overberg): There really hasn’t been a gpring chinook net fishery. We didn't
adopt the special regulations because we didn’t have a good predictor. We're
using 25CFR regulations for the subsistence fishery. There will be no
commercial net fishery, because lsss than half of the subsietence flshery is
being met. Regulations and requirements for the Indian pet fishery lis covered
in 25CFR. We had a meeting with the inriver eport fishermen, and tried to
come up with alternatives to reduce anticipated conflicts on the lower Klamath
River. We discussed about twelve different options. We came up with the
option of splitting the estuary into three zones. We'd alternate zones and
daye, allowing full time on river, limiting area only. This still has
potential for implementation this year and for years in the future. 1
suggested to CDFG, that if we get a good fish run and start having problems, I
have the authority to make adjustments in the inriver net fishery. It doesn't
look like we’'re having much of a problem on the spring chinook fisghery.
Fishing effort is light. In the fall fishery there are many more nets. The
difference from this year and past years is that we will not require Indian
net fishermen to fish only at night. The reason for this is that there is no
commercial net fishery. If there are problems down there, I°11 get with our
people to work scomething out. Again, we’'re using 25CFR regulations that have
been in place for last 4 yeard.

Q: Do the regulations identify a minimum harvest number?
{Overberg): Yes. 12,000 fish.

Q: If the run size is larger than forecasted, will you change the regulations
to allow increased harvest?

(Overberg): No. If we‘re able to take 12,000 fish, this is the figure that
has been agreed to in the agreement. We’ll shut it off if we get this number,
because we can‘t estimate the total escapement right now. There’'s no way of
predicting whether the run will be large or small.

0O: Would a 12,000 target catch and 2,600 inriver eport harvest still allow for
35,000 spawning escapement?
(Fullerton): With the current predictions, no.

(Bostwick): I’‘m concerned that this wait and see attitude will fuel more
animosity down there between the two groups. Sue mentioned that she was
concerned about over fishing, and would protect the resource. ¥Yet, they
intend to take their 12,000 fish.

Q: Does 25CFR include drift net fishing below the Highway 101 bridge?
{Overberg})}: HNo.

{(Warrens): I'd like to express my concerns about the last point brought up by
pon Mclsaac. The normal regulatory process is that we do not pre-announce the
intent of any group to fish beyond their allocation. The allocation for the
inriver fishery was slightly over 10,000 fish, as a result of the change from
the .12 to .16 ocean commercial fishery. I hear there is an intent to fish
beyond this level. I’'m not prepared to comment, other than to state that
we’re in a process now of going beyond our appropriated harvest levels. I
think problems will occur,




(Odemar): The number of fish allecated for inriver harvest was 13,000, BIA
announced they would harvest 12,000. CDF¥FG made it cliear from the beginning,
+hat we would assume the previcusly agreed to 80/20 split of inriver fish.
BIA says they’ll harvest 12,000 fish., Whether we have a conflict here or not
will be known after all harvest is done. We ware all aware of what BIA was
geing to do. The levels called for are not surprising.

(Reed): The set aside of 12,000 for subsistence is not arbltrary either. If
there’'s a reduction of the escapement below the recomnended levels, it is the
action of PFMC that is causing it to take place.

{Fullerton}): You stated, Mr. Reed, that you wouldn’'t fish below the floor.
#his is not binding, but this should be worked out before next year. I don‘t
think you’ll harvest 12,000 fish.

{Reed): The PFMC must recognize what the floor is, and allocate accordingly.

{McIsaac): I'd like to echo what the chairman stated. We have a failure to do
what all agreed to do...protect the 35,000 escapement. This is a failure.
Wwe’'ll have a seriocus problem if we get another 12,000 natural escapement like
lagt year. The process has failed here because all those here have failed.
The state of Oregon is disappointed.

(Warrens): I was trying to say that we had an established process for fish
allocation. Now, for the first time this year, the process has been preempted
by another management entity. 1If this is going to be the case in the future,
we should all be put on notice that this will occur. It appears that the PFHC
process of allocation is taking second place here. The PFMC’s authority goes
inland if another agencies rule making is in conflict with the PFMC’s
allocation.

(Fullerton): Subsistence level must be identified for next year’'s process.

Hoopa subsistence fighery report:

(Orcutt}: From our tribes’ perspective, the Hoopa fishery ig determined by the
Hoopa tribe. It looks like 2,400 fish is the target, under the agreement of
20% subsistence.

(Fullerton): The KFMC doesn’t set your harvest levels, but you do report to
us. This was spelled out in the congressional actiona.

(Orcutt): We met with CDFG and got concurrence on this harvest level.
(Fullerton): Karole, Hel, and Mike have all spelled out where their fisheries

are going. Do we have public comment?

Acenda item: Public comment

Doug McCollough: (Commercial fisherman, Trinidad.)

Where is the equity in fishing opportunity reduction? All other user groups
living within the KMZ are allowed to fish. There is no eguality in the
allocation. Is there a consensus opinion that a commercial ocean fishery has
the right to exist in the KMZ? The commercial fighery hasn’t caused the
decline of the fishery. 1°‘d ask the KFMC to work towards mitigating the
commercial fishermen for what they’ve lost. My only cption is to fish away
from this area. Everyone else fishes here.

Richard McCovey: (Yurck tribal member.)
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ghould explain how this is high technology. It seems like astrology. Also,
rogarding restoration, I haven’'t seen effort to clean up the streams. The
Yuroks used to be employed by harvesting ducks and clams also, but now they’'re
not thare.

¥at Bingham is still promoting the CPUE population estimate methodology. He .

{Bingham): To respond to the comment to me...it’s not high technology. It‘s a
statistical comparison of harvest in the CPUE in the Fort Bragyg commercial
fishery. This would give us ancther way to make population predictions. I'm
committed to the concept that all fisheries be adjusted when stocks are low or
abundant. The commercial fishermen don’t want the resource depleted any more
than the inriver users. The commercial fishermen are involved in stream
restoration and fish production activities. The Salwon Stamp committee spends
money in the Klamath River Basin every year.

Paula Yoon: (Del Borte fishermen’s Marketing Assoclation)
{8ee attachment £3)

Hudgie McCovey:
I haven't seen anything done on the river by the commercial fishermen.

Pat Higgins: ({(Fisheries consultant.)

It*'s acknowledged in this comment on the KFMC plan, the Humbeoldt AFS doesn’t
object to the Indian’s right to fish, But, timing of fishing effort cculd
impact specific stocks, &.g. Shasta River stocks. There are habitat
restoration efforts being made in the Shasta River system. It’s imprudent to
harvest more than 4 days per week to harvest stocks that are in trouble.
Protecting stocks is the long term restoration goal. Even if spawning
efficiency is low in poor habitat, these genetic stocks are necessary for
restoration and should be protected.

{Hasten): When harvest is reduced, there must be an effort to improve the
habitat and water guality to protect those fish that escape., Our traditional
fishery impacted most stocks similarly.

Q: Paula, does the commercial industry support your reguest to reduce the
local whiting fishery to zero effort if the commercial salmon fishery in the
KHMEZ is closed?

{Yoon): I’m talking about the whiting fishery that travels up and down the
coast, not necessarily the local fishermen.

{Orcutt): Based on Pat’'s comments, I think it would be appropriate to get
USFWS =~ Arcata’s interpretation of contributions of stocks. All fisheries
also should be addressed and managed. You can't manage one fishery and allow
cthers to continue.

{Warrens): A comment on the whiting fishery and salmon bi-~catch. The bi-
catch throughout the range is .05 salmon per metric ton of whiting. That
equates to about 5,000 salmon caught as bi-catch, for the entire whiting
fishery.

{Fullerton): I've heard a lot about closing the KMI to commercial fishing.
The commercial industry decided to fish surrounding zones to access Sacramento
River stocks.

Q: Are spring salmon being caught in the whiting fishery?

{Warrens): That includes all stocks of galmon, from varicus river systems.

The contribution of Klamath River fish is relative to the abundance of Klamath
River stocks for each year. The number of Klamath River fish would be very
small, and they’re usually small fish.

Q: Is anyone checking the hake fishery off the Klamath River fishery? .
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(Warrens): Yes, 100% of boats are monjtored.
{Fullerton): recommendationa?

¢0: Is the & day per week inriver fishery designed to protect the Shasta River
stocks and/or other stocks?

{Masten): Our traditicnal impacts were spread out over a long period of time.
The same impacts would be on all stocks.

©: Would there be 6 day per week effort?
(Masten): Yes, By spreading the nharvest out over time, rather than in just 2
weeks (as in the past commercial inxiver season), we impact all stocks

egually.

G: When speaking of traditional, what years are you referring to?

{¥asten): From all past seasons, since we’'ve bsen back on the water.

e did have a 2 day closure in the past, this was a way to reduce impacts on
specific stocks.

Q: I believe the 6 day fishery only kicked in Bugust/Sept. It’'s not year-
‘round is it?
{Overberg): We run the river year~‘round, when fish are there.

(Masten): If we’'re catching at an sxcessive rate, then the fishery can be
reduced to protect stocks. I'm expecting the catch to be so low this year,
that there won’'t be a problem with reaching the allotment.

(Hayden): Didn’t this council express our cohcern about the whiting fishery?
{(Yes.) It sounds, from this discussion earlier, that it isn’'t a problem. 1Is
it or isn’t it?

(Fullerton): If we want to bring this up, let’s do it later.

*% BRoetion **
put discussion of whiting fishery on agenda, for later time.

{Hayden): At the time of this Giscussion, we should discuss our reviewing of
the whiting harvest plans.

(Fullerton): This council is not privileged to do this under the law. If this
council decides to review the harvest plans, we c¢an reguest them.

Q: Is this the time to discuss ruling on the commercial industry’s weather
adjustment request?
(Fullerton): What do you want to do?

{Orcutt): If the recommendation comes to this council, are we to discuss thie?
(Fullerton): No. Would you like to bring this up under new business?
{Orcutt): Ok.

(Masten): My understanding is that we make recommendation on management plans
to regulatory agencies.

{Fullerton): We recommend to the PFMC, put not under this item being discussed
here, which is a review of the management plansg.

(Reed): This is something we should concern purselvee about, but sghould
include in tomorrow’s agenda of "other business”

{Fullerton): I want to announce that Mike Croutt is officially representing
the Hoopa Valley Tribal Council (HVIC) on the KFMC. Mr. Marshall has provided
a letter reguesting this recognitioen.
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©: What are the protocols for substitutlions on the RFHC?
{Fullerton): The tribes are allowed to designate alternatives,

agenda item: Report of the subcommittee to review comments on the draft long
rerm harvest plan

(Barnes): Keith and I met with Tricia Whitehouse to review comments on the
long term harvest plan. We took the comments, summarized and prioritized them
to form this document (Abtachment #4). Thies group has the option to go
through the total package of comments, or go through this summary. There was
another package that contains recommended editorial changes for policies in
the plan.

{Wilkinson): We removed the comments that we felt would require legislative
action, and provided you the rest.

$: Who was on the committee?

{Barnes): Lyle Marshall, Nat Bingham, Keith Wilkinson, and myself (Jerry
Rarnes). Those that attended the meeting were Keith, myself, and Tricia
Whitehouse. I caution you that it is a considerable task to go back and look
at the entire package of comments. That may be necesgary 1f you want to see
specific comments,

(Bingham): My concern is that the public has commented in detail, yet, these
comments were digested by staff. I believe the summary may be incomplete,
I’'ve not had an opportunity to study the comments, nor this summary. The Task
Force plan was substantially amended after consideration of public comment.
I'm concerned that we won’t be as thorough in this process.

Q: What do you suggest?

(Bingham): I think we should go back and have more complete summaries
available, full copies of all comments, and a key to see who made the
comments, We should develop a process to go through and consider all
comments. I don't think a 2-person subcomnittee is appropriate. This KFMC is
supposed to discuss and make decisions on our plan with regards to public
comment consideration.

©: Doee it make any difference who made the comment?
(Bingham): I think it‘1l]l help us understand the comments.

{Barnes): This summary of comments was put together by Tricia Whitehouse. It
was a big task. The original comments are recorded, specific to person and
item. Some comments were generalized to streamline the process.

(Wilkinson): I think this KFMC should consider this report before throwing it
out. This was an extensive effort on our part.

{Masten): We need time to study the comments, review the summary.

{Mclsaac): I suggest we ask Mr. Mackett his opinion on how to go about this.
I suggest we all read this tonight.

(Warrens): I suggest we consider this under tomorrow’s agenda.

(Mackett): I was planning to discuss the summary report. I plan to allow you

all 5 to 10 minutes to look over these, writing your own ideas and

suggestions, section by section. The KFMC is going to have to address the

comments, and reject or accept them. I had a chance to look at the larger

version that the committee boiled down, the essence is in this summary, and if

we locked at all comments they would be too great a task. Some of the

comments should’ve been addressed to the Task Force. .
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(Reed): This summary is useful and will save this group a lot of work. This
group should be able to make crosa checks. I hope to use this summary to
carry on with ocur work.

(Fullerton): I agrsse, but I also think we’'re going to have to address all
commentea.

(Bingham): I’'m not running down the efforts of the subcommittee. I Jjust want
ug to have & process to consider all commentdg.

{Mackett): How many of you on the KFMC have read the document by the
subcommittea? (Only one.) If you don’t mind, please take 5-10 minutes to read
it. 1 propose we come back and review the comments, chapter by chapter.

(Masten}: There’s a statement that said only pertinent statements were added,
but the Yuroks added comments that are not in here and we belleve they're
pertinent.

[Everyone read the summarized public comment document put together by Tricia
Whitehouse. {Attachment #4}]

{Mackett): I'd like to recap where we are in this proceseg. We started a year
ago January, locking at the planning system for the KFMC. You decided to
adapt the NMFS planning system. We reviewed the congressional mandate, we
discussed issues and locked at how they interacted, then came to agreement on
fundamental issues. The next step was to look at issues, specify goals and
objectives. We then asked ourselves, "if we achieve an objective would it
help achieve other objectives?” We then looked at options on projects, and
tasks needing to be done. We set those out in an options field. The purpose
of the options field was to give everyone a chance to express their concerns.
We did that and adopted a draft strategic plan, which was circulated to the
public. A large number of comments were obtained, the subcommittee boiled
them down to this 8 page document, The next step ls te adopt the strategic
plan, including suggestions by the public. It's up to the KFHC to decide
whether or not to add options to the options field, based on public input.
After identifying additional options, we’'ll decide whether to adopt the
cptions. I recommend going through this, category by category. There were a
couple of comments by the public that addressed the understanding of the plan,
stating that this plan wasn’t understandable in its present form. You're
going to have to adopt an operational plan, also. Let’s start out getting a
comment from each of the members, what your reaction is to public input.
Start with HNat.

(Bingham): I‘m at a loss for words. I shared this plan with my constituency,
I got a negative reaction to it. The primary comment was that they don’t see
anything in there for the commercial industry. In order for us to go forward,
we need to revisit the options, possibly adding some.

(Bostwick): My constituents asked me to consider the options field again.

{Hayden): Some of my constituents’ comments weren’t included either, they
should be included, but I don’t know how to get them in. We should address
this question of understandability. Some folks couldn’t comment on it because
they didn’'t understand it.

(Orcutty: I think it’s imperative that we get the public involved. NKew ideas
that people may have may not have been expressed. '

{McIsaac): I have a concern for the process...do we have a plan as a result of

public comment? 2and, do we utilize the comments? If we do, or do not, are we
still left with a plan?
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{Hackett): We can adopt, modify, ete.
{HoIgaac): In absence of any change, we don’t have a plan?
tReed)s I undsrstand that this ie draft, no plan.

{Molgaac): I would like the EKFMC to take the time to discuss public input and
incorporate.

{Fullerton): We've done a lot of work to develop the process. A lot of the
comments were good and should be used te modify the plan.

{Masten): Public comments and council comments indicate that there is no clear
understanding of Indian fishing rights. People need to understand what Indian
fisheries are. I’m not sure how we can develop that understanding, but if we
do not, we won‘t yreach consensus on anything.

{Odemar): The KFMC has done a good job on identifying geoals and objectives,

We should incorporate public conments. People don‘t have a c¢lue as to how
this plan will be used to achieve the goals we've identified. We should spend
more time putting this thing into a form that can be acted on.

{Reed): The plan is pretty good. The plan 1s what this RFMC is all about. It
¢containg the *Whats®, but not the "Hows.* This approach applies best for an
agency or organlization where members are in accord with the common goals and
cbiectives. This council has polarized interests, not in one accord. For us
to apply the plan, we must settle the guestion of the diverse objectives, how
we’ll proceed together. I was plessed with the comments f{rom the publiec.

Many are comprehensive, diverse, and many bold statements are presented as
fact., I don’'t know if they are fact or not. The XKFPHC must try to incorporate
the facts in the plan, and weed out the rest.

{(Warrens}: This plan represents a lot of time and thought by the XKFMC. I felt
from the beginning this plan must address changing positions, socioeconomics,
and recognize the needs of user groupse. I'm concerned about the posturing and
polarizing., We should not throw it out becsuse the plan doesn’t contain all
the items each of us wants. 1 think we can adopt the concept, with clear
understanding that it doesn’t meet everyone’s particular ideas. The plan is
malleable and can be changed as things change.

(Wilkinson): I accept the plan as a product of cur process. Public comments
are valuazble and meaningful. For the most part, their aspects were
congidered, but fell out because of failure of conszensus. 8o, we must refine
the process to consider these, if necessary. As I reviewed comments and
attended public meetings, I’'ve heard things that amazed me. People have a
good grasp of what's going on. We should proceed stepwise, by opening up the
prlan periodically allowing public input.

{(Fullerton): This plan will not be placed on a shelf and forgotten. Dave, how
do we implement the actions?

{Mackett): That’'s why I suggested the KFMC rely on their TAT to provide
guidance. The strategy is just that, it’'s the overall way to meet your goal,
including small and large steps. It’s going to take work, energy, time, and
dollars to do. I also want to address the process. The challenge to this
group was to see if there really was coneensus that could be drawn out and
identified. If it existe, we'll get it out, and address the fundamental
issues. We can’'t guarantee success, but we will try. Let’s go back to
attachment 1 [to attachment #4], and review. KFMC members are free to suggest
slternative optlons that should be considered. I want to do this in a
systematic way. I'm tempted to skip the first three pages.
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{Mackett): If there’s anything in the firat two or three pages, that suggest
things we ought to consider under new needs, lssues, options, jot them down
and bring them to our attention. Don‘t’ ignore pages 2 and 3, but keep them
in perspective, where they fit in. Lel’'s go to chapter 1. Skip introductory
material, it‘s written by staff, right?

{Barnes): Ron Iverscon put it together.

{Mackett): There are suggestions that we consider public comments making
*fact” statements, staff KRFRO should consider these statements.

{Bingham): Speaking to introduction, we offered several comments regarding our
perspective. I want to create a process to consider those statements.

(Fullerton): ERFRO staff will include them.

& H W ggtign 'R &
ERFRO stsff will considsr public cossent for the introduction section of the

long term plan.

(Mackett): With respect to first 3 pages, top of page 4; are there any
comments from council members in the form of a suggestion?

(Masten): Currently option 1.1.6 states that we’ll make recommendations to the
Task Force and Yurok tribe. Recommendations should go to the Yurok tribe as a
management agency, rather than through the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).
When the Yurcks are organized, they’ll no longer be under the arm of the BIA.
So, we should make recommendations to the Yurok interim council for a few
years, then to the tribe, regarding regulations for harvesting in the area by
members of the Yurck tribe.

{Bingham): Option 1.2, I think it should say “consistent with the standards of
the Magnuson Act and within the guidelines of the PFHC salmon plan.’

Q: Is that in addition to the present option?
{Bingham): This would be Option 1.2a.

O: When do we debate these recommendations?
{Mackett): When we're done listing them.

{Hayden): There are 3 separate crganizations responsible for this restoration
program., I think we ought to consider becoming an umbrella organization over
the entire allocation and restoration in the Klamath River Basin.

Q: What relation will that have to the Trinity River Task Force?
{Hayden): They’'d report to us.

-~ No further suggestions. —-
Digcussion of recommended options:

{Mackett): Let’s take 1.1.6., Sue’s reccmmendation. This would be an addition
to the list of management agencles this council advises. Discussion?

{Wilkinson): I'm concerned that the Yurok tribal organization is not
finalized. When they finally become organized, then we should amend the plan
to advise them.

{Read): We should put an addendum in the wording to include “when
established”.
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{Masten): The nomipation is to oCour on 9714791, elections will occour by
11/14/91. This is mandated by the hct, it’‘s going to happen.

Q: Is it possible that the representation would change?
{Masten): It could, for the KFHMC.

Q: Can we approve it pending completion of publication and the upcoming

elactions?
(Pullerton): If we could put in parenthesis (When adopted), makes it clear

that we’'ll not have to reprint it.

{Hackett): OK, The words “When established”, how many want them in? (35)
How many say no {3), one no-vote.

OK, it’s in by majority vote (5-3).

Next one, Option 1.2a. Nat’s suggestion.

(Bingham): If we’re going to make recommendations, let’'s recognize the
standards of the Magnuson Act.

Q: What about business councils and states that don’'t have to conform?

{(Hayden): Our recommendations are only advisory, we don’'t need to have to put
that restriction on ourselves.

(Bingham): No, I'm not suggesting that we comply with all their
recommendations.

(Wilkinson): I'm speaking in copposition. If we're going to employ an
amendment process, this could be done without an amendment. Your
recommendation says *consistent with standards of the Magnuson Act.”’

(Fullerton): We are going to restrict curselves under present authority if we
adopt this.

[Not passed.]
piscussion of Bob Hayden's recommendation for eoption 1.1.6:
{(Fullerton): We can’t do it, we can’t be the umbrella for restoration.

(Wilkinson): The Task Force would like the KFMC to stand away from the budget
process.

(Orcutt): The Act defines the function of both programs. The intent is
coordination.

{(Hayden): It seems that we are not a management council. We are an allocation
advisory committee. We're just fooling arcund and allocating a few fish. 1
suggest we grab the ball and run with it.

{Not passed.]

Q: Did we agree to change the language on Hoopa Valley Tribe?

(Calame): This was changed to "Hoopa Valley Trikal Council® in the Task Force
plan.

Q: What’s the language?

(Orcutt): Hoopa Valley Tribal Council, and in the definition it‘'s the Hoopa
valley Tribe, not *Indian tribe”.

©Q: Bren’t these just editorial changes, and not amendments?
{Mackett): Yes. Any other comments on any changes?
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Q: Are we golng to address the comments on Chapter 1, now?
{Mackett): If you want to adopt any changes, the council will discuss them.

(Orcutt): Is there a reason for the gquotea around *hRgencles® on page 157
{Hayden): Probably there because of tribes.

{(Orcutt): Tribes are agencies.

{Fullerton}: You just want to take out the ¢uotes?

{Orcutt): Yes.

** Action *¥
Remova guotes around "Agencias”’ on page 15, paragraph 2.

(Mackett): The notekeeper is keeping a record of editorial changes. Let’'s go
to Chapter 2. We looked at these issues, discussed thea, the public has
commented. Anything that suggests that you may want to change?

(Bingham): Regarding issue Number 32, there seems to be a strong consensus
that it is difficult to estimate contribution rate. This should be a
fundamental lssue, not on the symptomatic issue side of the line.

(Mackett): Everything in these boxes are mutually exacerbating. When these
exist, they get very confusing. If someone wants to place this lssue into
another position, go ahead.

(Bingham}: I would place it on the other side of the line, into the
fundamental issues rather than symptowmatic issues. It’s all about the problem
that we want to make more Klamath River fish available for spawning and
inriver harvest, if we can figure out how to do it. Those stocks are mixed in
the ocean.

(Odemar): I'm nervous about moving things around in these boxes. Resember
+hat all issues to the right of the line aggravate issues to the left. It is
fundamental, that your problem exists ln harvest management. We went through
this in a logical process, if we mix now, it will disrupt the entire integrity
of the table. This could destroy the value.

{Bingham): I disagree. It‘s not just a trollers problem, this whole group has
this problem. I don’'t think the argument that you use, stating that this is a
product of a particular process, is a good reason not to make changes.

(Reed): Nat has a point, the public has commented on what we did. But,
congidering what Mel said, we sat down there for days considering these
issues. Are there guestions you can ask this group, so we can consider what
side of the line this should be placed?

(Mackett): One way to do it is to erase the bar, letting all issues speak for
themselves. Or, we can accept Nat’s recommendation. The computer system we
used was to reduce the total number of guestions we were forced to ask when
considering all the issues. We had 59 issues at one time. The computer
boiled it down, the price you pay is that sometimes mistakes will be made,
placing issues in the wrong place.

(Warrense): 1 appreciate Nat’s concern, but I think it’'s still a symptomatic
igsue. If we get bogged down with these details, we’ll not finish what we are
to do at this meeting.

{Bingham): It’s not a minute detail in my perspective. It’s not a management
detail. It’s controlling our lives, because of how the Klamath River
contribution is being dealt with.

(Hayden): It should be someplace where it can get gpecial consideration.
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(Fullerton): Nat, if we were able to solve the problems on the fundamental
gide, would we even worry about this problem, it wouldn’t be a symptom
anymore, would it?

(Bingham): No, it won't be completely resolved. The Klamath River
contribution is a guestion of stock separation in the fishery. This is a
maior issue affscting all of us.

(Mackett): These issues shouldn’'t be considered separately. They all
aggravate each other.

(Wilkinson): Nat, I agree, however, item 32 was the most critical ismsue of the
past harvest year, and will be next year. I make this point to try to avoid
amendment right now.

(Bingham): I'm concerned that we consider this to be a done deal.
{Mackett): Let’s vote. Shall we move it? (Yes=35). {Ro=4).

** Actiom **
Tssue No. 32 changed to a “Pundamental issue”

{Mackett): Not matter what position on the paper, it will have to be
addressed. Any other issues? OK, next section, "Goals and objectives”.

{Bingham): To add something to the definitions, there was a lot of discussion
in La Jolla of what we meant by *viable”. I would offer a tentative
definition to the KFMC. It would be numerical goal of 150,000 fish harvested
in the ¥KMZ, and a relatively unrestricted season outside the KMZ. I would
include them in the definition of the goals, to describe what we mean.

(Orcutt): I don’'t think we need to put a cap on this.

{(Bingham): It’'s going to take us a long time to get to this number of
production. We need a number to look at to make our goal definite.

Q: You're asking to change the definition of viable?
{Bingham): Yes, presented as an addendum.

{¥asten}: The definition depends on your perspective, inriver fishermen would
want it to read *unrestricted fishery in the river.”

(Warrens): I don’t see anything wrong with the first part of the change, the
150,000 goal, but using "unrestricted” may never occur.

(Bingham): I'm willing to exclude this phrase, but I want the numbers
indicated, which will provide something to strive for.

{Fullerton}: We should be talking about how many will be produced in the
river, not how many we will catch. We should strive for maximum production.

{Bingham): In talking to people, there’s something exciting about having an
identifiable geoal. It’s simple, easy to grab hold of. 1 agree that it would
be supported by adeguate escapement goals. The harvest rate management system
is driven by escapement.

(Fullerton): Most of the public criticizes us by gsaying we have a goal of
seeing how many we can kill, not produce.

{Odemar): Maybe we could put as a goal *a production of 450,000 fish* (harvest
and escapement).
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(Masten): This isn’'t defined in our goals and objectives. I think it is
difficult to define.

{Mackett): Would anyone be happy if this goal were met?
a: Yes.

(Wilkinson): Rather than put harvest pumbers as a goal, we should put
production of 450,000 fimh.

(Mackett): Let’s vote. How many want to adopt Nat's proposal of 150,000 fish
as a definitive goal? (Yes=2). (Ho=3),

[Not passed.])

(Mackett): Let’s go to production. How alout production of 450,000, defined
ag harvest plua escapement?

{Reed): I thought we were selecting for Haximum Sustained Yield (MSY). It
might be higher.

{Odemar): This number is to provide Nat’'s constituency some comfort, with an
identifiable number.

{Orcutt): I perceive this as a cap in production. To draw an analogy, the
Trinity River flow igsue has identified caps.

(Warrens): Nat’s proposal ls to define viable, in his opinion it was a level
of production to allow the current fishery to survive., We're trying to define
the word wviable.

(Orcutt): What's the current definition?
a: There is none,

(Bingham): I offer this as a result of much discusalon in the industry. This
was to show that we are fully supportive of increasing runs, not shutting
fisheries down to achleve escapsment.

{Mackett}: Let's vote. whether, or not, to cite 450,000 as 2 minimum average
annual fish production as definition of ~viable fishery.” (Yes=4}. (Ho=b}.

{Not passed.]

(Mackett}: OK, we're still on the goals. Are there any other suggestions for
changes to goal statements? a: No.

{Reed): We're not taking very much of what has been suggested in public
commentg.

(Mackett): Look at the options field in Chapter 4. Considering input from the
public, and in the context of designing the strategy, are there additional
options that should be congidered in category 1? Category 1 is the decision
making process, page A-l. We have all the options we’'ve considered, and those
that you selected and chose not to select.

(Calame): Appendix A is referred to in chapter 4, comments referencing
Appendix A are in the Chapter 4 comments.

(Mackett): So, we'll be handling chapter 4 and 5 at the same time. Looking at
public comments and options we've locked at, write down suggestions you have.
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involved in our budgeting process. The Task Force is invelved with this, do
we want to be involved?
a: No.

{Bingham): A comment. There was & suggestion from the public that we he .

(Reed): I didn’'t understand context of the recommendation from public. Our
budget consists of our travel.

{Bingham): It's guite a large sum, coming out of programmatic money, the USFWS
ian‘t pilcking this up. We can make recommendations to the Task Force.

{Reed): I presume that the USFWS can show from their records, what our
expenditures have besen in the past ysars and at any point. I noticed one
comment from public, but we’ve covered them.

Q: If something is in the Appendix, and we’'ve previously decided not to
consider it, can we discuss the issue at this meeting, or at a later meeting?
{Mackett): At this meeting. OK, Category 2. Is thers anything suggested by
public comments you want to add? (None). OK, Category 3, resource assessment
and monitoring.

{Feed): The comments from public state that they can be improved, and cone
indicates that we may not meet our goals and objectives.

{Orcutt): It takes coordination between all mapagement agencies and entitlies.
I'd suggest this be added as 3.11. "Coordinated management by all of the
affected agenciea”.

Q: Do you mean management?
{Orcutt): I mean management and restoration.

{Wilkinson): Look at 4.9,

(Hayden): I’'ve been concerned that we're fragmented by agencies. If avallasble
funds were all put into omne bucket, we may be more effective by being
coordinated towards achieving a common goal.

{(Orecutt): I think it’'s different than opticn 4.9. I‘'d say "Improve or
establish communication in resource assessment and monitoring by all agencies
involved.* Coordination is necessary. We’'re talking about groups like USFWS,
Hoopa tribe.

{Hackett): Any other additional options?

(Bingham): I’'d like to explicitly address inriver harvest as additional policy
3.12 *Improve inriver harvest monitoring”. I mean that there needs to be
improvement.

{Odemar): The CDFG harvest monitoring needs to be improved.

{Orcutt): If we want a clean monitoring system, it should be identified and
done.

(Masten): The inriver net fishery has the best monitoring of all.

{Reed): Even if the inriver monitoring is improved, so what? We're only
talking about a few thousand fish.

{Bingham): The ocean fighery ends up with hard numbers because of fish

tickets. We get real numbers. The ocean sport fisherxy is based on spot

checks, mostly a projection. The commercial fishery below the Highway 101

bridge is known, but the inriver sport and subsistence fisheries are not as

well known. .
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Q: Doesn’'t Option 3.10 cover this?
(Bingham): In a sense it does.

{Mackett}: How about agdditional options to bs added?

(0demar): I suggest a change for option 3.11. The word "cooperate” would be
petter than ~c¢oordinate.”

{(Oroutt): I agree.

{(Mackett): Let’'s take Category 4a. *Organizational Approach” first. Are there
additional options that should be considered, in the context of designing your
strategy?

{Orcutt): Can we amend the language? If so, I’d include option 4.11 the
cooperation would include the Trinity River Task Force also. 1°d have both
Trinity River and Klamath River Task Force.

(Mackett): OK, Option 4.11, the recommendation is to include "Trinity River
Restoration Task Force.” Any other options?

{Bostwick): I would like to offer Option 4.12 “Add a seat to the KFMC for up~
river sports representation.

{Bingham): Responding to that, I offer Option 4.13 “Divide the California
troll representation into KMZI and non-KMZ troll representation.”

{Hayden): If we're going to do this, there should be Option 4,14 *Add seat for
an Oregon ocean sport repregentative.”

piscussion of recommended optiocns:

(Mackett}: Mike tell us what your recommended Option 4.11 means?

{Orcutt): It means that we ahould coordinate with the Trinity River Task Force
because they’re spending money in the basin. They’'re doing things that will
be helpful to this program.

(Mackett): Virginia, explain recommended Option 4.12.

{Bostwick): To add another member to the KFMC for egqual rspresentation.

(Mackett): Nat, explain Option 4.14.

{(Bingham): This is in response to public comment that folks in the KMZ need
adequate representation.

Q: How do you define who fishes in and outside the KMZ?
{Bingham): Home port would be determining criteria,

Q: So, you'd be the non~KM2 representative, correct?
{Bingham): Yes.

Q: Would the non-KMZ representative be someone who's never fished in the KMI?
(Bingham): This would have to be defined.

(Mackett}: Bob, explain Option 4.14.

({Hayden): This is for equal representation of the ocean sport fishery.
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(Mackett): Any additional options for Category 47 (None}. On to Category 5,
sscapement policles.

(Bingham): It’s understood that we're only presenting additional options,
these will be voted on later., Right?
{Mackett): Yes. No options for Category S5? (None). OK, on to Category 6.

{Reed}: The public recommendad that we address restoration issues. The
Klamath River Task Force is addressing the restoration issue.

(Mackett): Are there any additional options for Category 67

(Orcutt): I‘d ask Frank Warrens, gince he’s the chairman of the hablitat
committee on the PFMC, if he has any specific suggestions. There are areis
that may need to be included.

{Rarrens): Option 6.2 is meant to be all inclusive.

(Odemar): Nat, the committee that you chaired and I sat on, isn’t this the
category that the Task Force considered for rewording?

{Bingham): They’'ve been modified.

{Orcutt}: Where it says "mandate by law”’, this may not be the most productive
way to proceed.

{Mackett): On to Category 7, allocation strategies. Any options?

{Reed): I've got a lot of comment on that, from the public. We've discussed
this extensively. Our alternative to 7.2 {Cption 7.2a) was put forward by
Lyle Marshall. We should spend a little time discuseing what this may mean.
when we discussed this in La Jolla, it was widely accepted by this group,
although maybe not by unanimous vote, that minimum needs be included. BSo
there’s no difference between 7.2 and 7.2a. I would hope that this council
would consider minimum needs.

{Fullerton}: Is there any choice? The court will decide minimum needs.
{Mackett): OK, Mike, explain the alternative.

{Orcutt): I believe everyone was there when the HVTC attorney presented this
alternative. He explained the Federal trust responsibility. He lald it out
clearly that tribal fishing rights would be protected.

{McIsaac): The difference, Lisle, of what you're saying is the court-
determined minimum needs and the minimum needs mentioned in 7.2a, are not the
same. The definition is different.

(Reed): T concur with that statement.

(Warrens): If there is a document contained in an Act, guantifying
entitlement, I haven’'t seen it. If it exists, this group would address it.

{Masten): I‘m not a user group. A user group ig different than a tribe, which
is a sovereign body. .

Q: Sue, going back to the 5-year agreement, how are the reguirements different
than 7.2a?
(Masten): Because this language wasn’t in the S5-year agreement.

Q: Didn’t the final paragraph indicate that no one had a prereguisite right?
(Hasten): Neo, it said no one had an abrogated (abolished or annulled) right. .
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{Bingham}: Thie ispue must be resolved before we can have consensus, The 5-
yeayr agresment was developed before this group convened under the Klamath Act.
Subsequent to the enactment of the agreement, Congress passed the Klamath Rct.
1 suggest that 7.2 alternate goes against the spirit and letter of the Act.
Nothing that I say abrogates existence of Indian righte. They exist, but
haven’t been quantified. That's something this body would determine.

{orcutt): I belisve that our tribe’s position was that under the agreement,
thizs was a compromise, clearly indicated that there was intent of minimum
naed.

(Warrens}: There’s nothing in this agreement that states or implies legal
entitlement. HNothing that says you will allocate aceordingly.

(Reed): Signing of this agreement with this clause doesn’'t establish a
precadent.,

{(Mackett): Arxre there any gquestions on T7.2.a?

{Fullerton): A binding allocation can only be established three ways. One, by
the courts, two, by the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce, and three, by
congressional Act.

(Reed}): 1 concur. I suggest +hat the Elamath Act has language stating that we
ghould negotiate to reach an allocation agreement. I don't think a lawyer
would suggest that the wording of the ¥lamath Act coverrides the trust
responsibility of the Federal Government to the tribes.

{(Fullerton): The Magnuson Act states the same thing.

(Odemar): The Magnuson Act preempts our authority on this issue, it will
dictate what will happen on allocation.

(Masten): We can’‘t deal with the allocation issue until we determine what the
minimum requirement is. I'm not sure what the Secretary of Interior will
recommend, 1 recommend a change in the language of COption 7.2a, to include
rappropriate federal agencies and tribes”, and strike "on the KFMC.”

Q: why not identify those agencies, so we don't misinterpret this later?

(Mackett): Sue means Departments of Interior {(DOI}, Commerce (DOC), Justice
{pOJ), and tribes.

0: Does this mean all tribes and agencies have to concur on the issue of trust
respongibility?

(Reed): They would reach an opinion as to the percentage share in any year for
the tribes.

Q: What tribes do you mean?
(Masten}: Yurck and Hoopa tribes. The Karuks would be excluded.

(Mackett): Any additional options you want to consider?

Q: If Option 7.2a is chosen, does it conflict with Option 7.3%

{reed): I consider Option 7.3 as giving equal credence and respect to those
involvad.

(Mackett): Any other options for category 77

{Reed}: I would offer an amendment for Option 7.2. I would insert "each user
group and tribe” in item 1).
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(Wilkinsonj): I'm opposed.
(Beed): 1'1) withdraw the amendment.

Q: Sue, regarding your objection to Option 7.2. You obiect to the tribes’
being called user groups. What if we subatitute harvest group for user group?
Would this work?

(Masten): No. It doesn’t meet my need for having the Indian fishery
identified.

(Warrens): In context of definition of what Jim Marshall was trying to say, I
believe he meant harvesters. I have a hard time dealing with setting one

group over another harvester,

(Masten): This doesn’t address the fundamental lssue.
{Hackett}: Could you propose alternate language?

{Reed): I'd like to explain why it should be differentiated. The first phrase
says to “determine minimum needs for each user group”. It’s an economic
determination to find minimum needs. In determining minimum neads for tribes,
you'd use the trust responsibility of the Federal Government.

(Wilkinson): To comment on Dr. Reed's perception of minimum needs, it‘s better
expresged in opportunity. Commercial and sport fishing depend on opportunity,
and cannot be expressed as a minimum dollar figure. 1It’s too variable.

(Bingham): It never has been ldentifled. We always said the our {commercial
trollera’) minimum need was to have access to Klamath River stocks to access

other river stocks.

{Kasten): There was a legal entitlement negotiated between governments that
identified and agreed on our needs. This "need” is different than minimum

needs of user groups.

(Bingham}: I argue that, because of our investment in the resource, the issue
of determining minimum need should rest within this group. We’'ve never
guestioned the Indian’s right to exist. The question has been quantification
of the minimum need. We saw what happened this year. We want to work with
everybody on this council. If the magic solution is to keep cutting the
commercial harvest we won't agree.

{Masten): Until we recognize that there is a different issue here, we won't
resolve it. The solution may be in the Secretary of Interior’s office.

(Mackett): What is the strategy for sorting this thing out?

{Reed}: If the rights are determined and quantified, the tribes can be nmore
flexible in negotiation. They are unable to deal with this concept when there
is no adequate recognition of their right, and it is not established. There
is a complete separation of the entities until this is determined.

{(Mackett): Does anyone have suggested language?

{Warrens): Lisle, what I'm hearing you say is that the federal government’'s
trust responsibility is superior to all other harvesters’ right to the
resources. Further, that level of right should be determined by the Federal
Government. I don’t think that any of those are that far reaching. Am I
right or wrong that you believe they are superior over all other harvesters
rights? If so, I don’t agree with you.
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{(Fullerton): The point Lisle is making is that they can negotiate their share
if their right is sstablished.

(Wilkinson): We're forgestting that 7.2 was 3 product of consensus. All those
folke participating at that meeting are hare. It should be noted that this
was agreed Lo by congensus as a draft.

{Orcutt): Tribes have pre-dated any government in this room. We're asking for
reference to that fact that we be dealt with on a government to government
basis., The Federal Government must recognize its trust responsibility.

(Bingham): I suggest, for the purposes of this plan, that we come up with a
way to set the finer points of this issue aside., We should continus working
on the plan. Our plan should address how we will determine something we can
all live with.

(0demar): I would add the wording to 7.2a "and recognizing the need to insure
continuation of viable non-Indian fisheries®, after the word "requirements”.

{Mackett}: If you have additional options for category 7 and 8, be prepared
tomorrow.

Heeting adjcurned.

June 28, 1991

(Mackett): Yesterday we reviewed the comments from the public. We looked at
each section and category of each options field. We added a couple of options
in category 3 and 4. We didn’t add anything to categories 5-6, we discussed
category 7 at length. We concentrated our efforts on 7.2 and 7.2a. We have
two proposals; one is to substitute *rappropriate federal agencies”, and "and
recognizing the need to insure the continuation of viable fisheries”. Today,
we will continue the discussion of options 7.2 and 7.2a. Then we'll go
through Category 8, then begin the final selection process of all categories,
selecting options we wish to have in the strategy. Aare there any guestions on
the process?

(Bingham}: In looking at 7.2a, I suggest changing the wording to *Establish a
two tiered allocation system: 1) pursuant to their trust responsibilities to
Indian tribes, appropriate federal agencies in coordination with tribal
governments, shall establish a harvest share allocable to tribal reserve
subsistence fishing rights, based on an understanding of current and
developing tribal requirements and recognizing the need to insure continuation
of viable non-Indian fisheries”. Paragraph two would remain the same.

Q: Nat, what do you mean by harvestable share for treaties subsistence? A
percentage of something?

(Bingham): This addresses the basic minimum need concept. It speaks to the
process where tribes and federal agencies get together to determine minimum
needs.

©Q: How would that work in low abundance years?

(Bingham): Lisle Reed, tribal representatives, and Charlie Fullerton, would
get together to establish a minimum need. Thig represents a lot of movement
from our position.

Q: By saying "harvestable share®, you're talking about the fish remaining
after spawning escapement has been taken care of, right?

{(Bingham): Yes. 1In years of excess fish, tier two would kick in. A two stage
process.
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the number for subsistence be 12,0007

g: The last part of the statement, “continuing non-Indian fisheries”, would .
{(Bingham): There would not be a fixed 12,000 minimum need.

{¥ecIzsaac): To make this all work, a percentage share should be put in place,
not a fixed number.

(Bingham): This is a concept plan, and does not include the fine details.

{Orcutt)y: It can’t be a number based on a naed, it must be a percentage. I
also support comments that indicate the Indians will protect the resource
first, before fishing.

(Bingham}: I’d have a problem with a fixed number.

(Warreng): I have a problem with everyone’s concept of viable non-Indian
fishery. If at some future date, the definition of viable is taken away from
us and made in Washington D.C., this may change the meaning of Option 7.2a.

{Bingham): I understand. This wording insures the continuation of the
commercial filshery.

(Cdemar}: The meaning would stay the same 1f "viable” was taken out of the
cption. The key words are ingsure and gontipuation. We were faced with the
possibility of losing the commercial fishery this year.

(Waryvens): One other guestion about the wording of “appropriate federal
agencies” in Option 7.2a. I want to be sure that this doesn’t acquiesce the
PFMC progess. It can’t exclude the present processes.

(Mackett): These agencies are defined DOI, DOJ, DPOC, and Tribes.

{Fullerton): If the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce agree on something, .
the PFMC recommendation won’t mean anything anyway. By setting the guidelines
in this option, the tribal needs would be defined.

{Wilkinson): Exclusion of commercial trolling, ocean and river sport fisheries
could occour in this option. This 7.2a takes the KFMC out of the process. We
are charged with doing this.

{(Orcutt): To respond to Frank’s comment. In paragraph two, I don’'t think
we're saying that this acguiesces the PFMC process. I don’t think that by
determining our needs we would exclude all other fisheries. 1 support the
language a8 written.

(Fullerton): I want to respond to Keith’se remark. Right now the PFHMC sets our
poundaries for escapement, this puts one more thing that we have to comsider.
The Indian minimum needs rights would be defined, the process would continue,

{Odemar): I suggest a wording change to alleviate Reith’s concern. *Tribal
governments, and KFMC* would take care of Reith’s concern.

{Bingham): I could live with that.

{Fullerton): You put it right back where it is if you do that. You’re trying
to have somebody set the allocation for Indian rights. This body won’‘t be
able to do it.

(Warrens): My concern was that at some point down the road, we may not all be

a part of this body. I want to make it clear in my mind as opposed to what

came close to occurring this year with respect to process, where the PFHC

process was usurped by the Department of Interior with what was an arbitrary .
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set aside of Klamath River stocks. I object to that process. 1 would change
the process by recognizing Indian minimum subsistence need of the Klamath
River tribee. This is the real lssus, if resclved, this problem would go
AWAY .

(Hayden): We may never agree on thig. 7Tt would be benefliclal to specify what
the appropriate federal agencles are.

{Masten): Those are already identified in my copy-.
{(Bingham): I don't object with their inclusion.
{Mackett}: OK, we’'ll put them into option 7.2a.

(Masten): It sounds like Frank isn’t recognizing the agreemente between the
fSecretaries of Interior and Commerce.

{McIsaac): We’'ve inserted *gubsistence” in the first paragraph. What does
paragraph two mean with *remaining user groups®?

(Bingham): After the first cut for escapement, then subsistence, the rest of
the fish would be divvied up at this table.

(Mackett): Sue said PFMC would not recognize the agreement between the two
Secretaries.

(Warrens): To respond to Sue's statement, I would feel uncomfortable, under
the current allocation process, with the Secretaries picking arbitrary levels
of minimum harvest.

{Reed): The numbers are not arbitrary.

(Masten): The legal entitlement of Indian subsistence would be determined by
the Secretaries.

{(Warrens): Then the PFHC would use that number. But, this year’'s process was
not right.

(Masten): This council does not decide how many net harvested fish are for
subgigtence or commercial use.

{Bingham): We’re talking about minimum need here. For me to be comfortable, I
need to see that word there.

(Masten): Subsistence means "everything”. Commercial, food, ceremonial,
everything.

{Bingham): I have a hard time when minimum needs include selling fish., I
think it’'s a balance that takes place in negotiation. If a commercial sale
takes place, when no ocean commercial fighery took place in the KMZ, I would
say the fisheries were incompatible, and should be included in tier two. I
see it as the first cut that allows the second cut to take place.

(Masten): Nat sees the commercial right as superior to my right.

(Bingham): I don't think it’'s superior, I've never said that.

(biscussion of rights of Indians to utilize fish however they choose.)

{(Orcutt): The tribes have as much right to decide how to use the fish as the
state or federal governments.
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{Bingham): I agree that you're a sovereign government and have a right to use
the fish how you want. I‘m offering this wording to ineure the difference
betwean the first and second cut., Government negotlations regquire a glve and
take process. This will have to occur to achleve an agreement.

{(Mackett}: The purpose of this body is to advise. We’'re trying to devise a
strategy to help this council to provide advice. Nobody gave the council any
right to abrogate Indian rights, it isn’t life and death decided here, it's
advice. One other point, one law of good planning is that groups must marge
in order to be successful. We all know our positions., What's the strategy of
how this group will act to give advice? We're talking about commarcial and
subsistence harvests, Some of this may need to be set aside for us to come
together,

{Reed): We have a distinct polarization between various entities here, tco
much of a gulf between these groups. The only way to remove the gulf, is to
become familiar with the background of the other groups represented.

{OCdemar): I have 2ome alternative wording for Option 7.2a. "based on an
understanding” would be changed to “based on the minimum needs of the tribes
and on an understanding.” An insertion between on and an. I understand where
Nat is coming from, he’s trying to set aside a subsistence nead, I view it as
a minimum need. The tribes and BIA have said 12,000 was the agreed on minimum
need. The tribes can choose to sell or use the fish for subsistence and
ceremonial needs. No one is arguing how they deteymine to uge their
allocation. We must get back to the concept of establishing minimum needs and
get rid of the word subsistence. The statement stays the same, except we take
out "subsistence” and add "based on the minimum needs of the tribes and on an
understanding”.

{Mackett): So here’s an alternative to the alternative.

(Bingham): My reaction is that I'm not too comfortable because I see the
possibility of a liberal interpretation of the word “minimum”. If we take out
subeistence, then I need to see that “developing reguirements” be struck out.

(Wilkinson): I have heartburn over "developing requirements® too.

(Reed): There is a tendency here by the troll fishermen to want to establish
minimum needs for subsistence, then negotiate on all other excess. To some
extent, the tribes want to do this, but I think we have to realize that this
is the ultimate. The Secretary of Interior is charged with trust
responsibility of tribes. The Secretary of Commerce ig charged with
allocation responsibility. Both Secretaries depend on the Department of
Justice to define their most legally defensible positionas. So, we can set
here talking about all these things, but if we don’t get into the same
ballpark that the Secretaries are in, we’re spinning our wheels. We must get
our figures similar. Nat, your position on trimming them to bare subsistence
fishing needs is toc far from reality.

(Bingham): If that’s the way it has to be, then so be it. We’'ll only yield if
we have to.

(Fullerton): We're arguing over Option 7.2a, regardless of what we put in the
plan, we must complete this to provide advice. If we don’t complete this, the
Secretaries of Interior and Commerce will make the decision, we’ll sacrifice
the whole plan over this issue. Let’s not throw the whole plan away over this
one allocation issue.

(Hayden): I see this as perhaps inappropriate to cur plan. If this is a plan

on how we’'re going to allocate fish, we're trying to decide how to allocate,
put will depend on the Secretaries to decide for us.
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{Reed): You're right. We won't face up to the positions that each of us have,
80 we're saying let’'s turm it over to the secretaries to decide for us.

{Fullerton): We have failed to take care of this need, we’'ve failed on ocur
charge, the Secretaries have told us they’'ll take the decilsion away from us.

{Orcutt): 1 agree that we don’t throw the entire plan ocut because we can’t
address the allocation issue. Just because we can’'t agree on this, let’'s not
throw it out. The Trinity River program has a plan, and this hasn’t been
settled either.

{Bingham}: The minute I bring a concession to the table, I'm being put on the
defensive. There doesn’t seem to be negotiation on the side of the Indian
tribes. If we’'re going to reach an agreement, there has to be flexibility on
both sides. We would all be better off if we have input in this process
rather than allowing the Secretaries to decide for us. That's how we got our
first agresmaent.

{Masten): I think the plan can go forward without this particular issue
resolved.

{Mackett): You have an lssue the KFHC will have to deal with. Right now your
strategy is to go to the Supreme Court, so if that‘s your decision, let’s put
it into the plan.

(Masten): So, this strategy should read “we need clarification on allocaticon.”

(Mackett): We need to know how this council will deal with this now, or it
will come back time after time.

(Reed): I will point out that this issue ls our major charge here. Nat, I
don't want to leave the impression that you've given, and we've not moved off
of our positions. Notice, wording on 7.2a, second paragraph which has the
wording finsure viable non-Indian fisheries”. wWhat more could we offer than
that?

(Bingham): I agree that this is a good offer, this is the reason we came back
today with concessions. I‘m wanting to work on word-smithing to insure that
all interests are protected.

(Warrens): I would like to hear from Mike Orcutt or Sue Masten an
acknowledgement that there are minimum needs of non-Indian fisheries that
would allow them access to the resources in order for them to have established
minimum levels of their minimum needs. I don’‘t think I'm hearing this
acknowledgement.

(Orcutt): I said that it’'s the problem of minimum needs. We won't tell you
what your minimum needs are. The number of 12,000 was thrown out as minimum
need last year. That was our bottom line.

{(Warrens): I wanted to hear that it was not exclusionary and would preclude
all other fisheries.

(Masten): I have always tried to address everyong’s minimum needs and
concerns. I don’t think we’ve encouraged total closure of all other fisheries
in the KHZ.

(Warrens): I wanted to hear that the intent of Option 7.2a is not to exclude
all other fisheries.



{Bingham): Take this year’s case of the 12,000 fish, which was estimated that
it would remove 50,000 from the harvest to protect 2,000 fish. In this
proposed 7.2a process, how would this problem of access be addressed?

(reed): The Secretaries of Commerce and Interior would have mutually
established the minimum need Indian fishery. The Secrataries would encourage
this council to put more of a burden on the sports fishermen, taking it off
the commercisl fishermen. The other thing would have been for the Sscretary
of Interior to impose a trading arrangement for the last 2,000 fish. The
troll and sport industries could have developed a mechanism to dalliver the
other fish leost to the inriver net fishery.

{Orcutt}: Every Year we’'ve been slam-dunked at every level of the allocation
process. That's where our concern was, Laying the aconomic benefit thing to
rest, we continue to hear the penefits of our fish to the benefits of the
commercial and sport fisheries. We only have one river to fish in, we can’'t
meove like other ocean fisheries.

{(Hayden): The ocean sport fishery takes less than 5% of the fish. It would
exclude the entire sport fishery in the ¥MZ to save 2,000 fish for the inriver

Tun.

(Mcisaac): I like the two tiered system, I prefer that we reach agreement on
one of these two options.

(Mackett): Do you have an option to offer?

{McIsaac): I suggest rrecommend allocation of Klamath River fish to the
varieus fishery jurisdictions in a manner consistent with the current legal
definition of tribal fishing rights®. This is a neutered statement regarding
the 2 tiered system. It allows for something to be in the plan, even without
a definition of legal tribal fishing rights.

{(Mackett): Are there any other points of the question Nat proposed?

(Reed): The ratio of 6/1 or 5/1 fish inriver to ocean fishery is a real life
issue, even though Mike is oppesed to considering these.

{Orcutt): If you're saying sit on the banks, let Nat provide the fish, I
disagree with you because it is a cultural thing also.

{Reed): If you take that attitude, and don’t provide a negotiation mechanism,
the ocean trollers will also sit on their front porch. If this only happened
to the last 20% of your legal entitlement, would this not allow both sides to
fish?

(Masten): The Indian government has the right to make the decision, but don’'t
want this council to decide for us. We want the right to negotiate on a case
by case basis.

Q: So negotiation is in the realm of possibility?
{Masten): Yes.

(Orcutt): Trading the right to fish is an insult to a tribe.
{Mackett): Dogs anyone question what Don’‘s suggestion means?

Q: Don, where would you insert this?
{McIsaac): As a fall back to Option 7.2 if we can’'t settle on language.
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{Hayden): This le a package deal. It ties with the existing Option 7.2, *When
the council is unable to accomplish 1) and 2) for a spscles, the councll will
elevate the issue to the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce for resolution.”

{Pullerton): That doesn’t work that way, berause we make recommendations to
the PFMC.

(#ayden): This is a longterm plan item, I see that this applies to all
species. I think Option 7,2 is the most appropriate for all species, ovar the
long term, beyond fall chinook. 1If you add number 3, this is a fall-back that
we can utilize.

Q: Options 7.2 or 7.2a?
(Hayden): This would be option 7.2a{4).

{Fullerton): The way I read the Act, the jurisdiction of all species is the
state’s and tribes’. We're not going to ask the Secretary of Interior to
override the State of California on allocation of green sturgeon.

(Hayden): If we, as a council, agree on alleocation of a particular specles,
this plan is how we will make recommendations. I'm saying that we are
following Option 7.2, and adding Option 7.3 would provide for a fall-back 1f
we can’t do it.

{Fullerton): The states and tribes can jgnore our recommendation, and the
secretary of Interior won't tell them what to do either.

(Warrens): Bob, I appreciate your effort, but I recognize two flaws. First,
regarding Klamath River salmon, the process requires this council to recommend
to PFMC, who rscommends to the Secretary of Commerce. That is the established
process. Second, any species for which there is not a management plan, the
PFMC has no authority to recommend allocation of that gpecies. That decision
is up to the entities involved in harvest and the states.

(Masten}: If we can’t agree oOn what the legal harvest right is for the tribes,
it should be stricken from the plan. I don’t know what the angwer is, but the
purpose of Option 7.2a was to get the answer to the question.

Q: When, and how, would this gquestion be addressed?

(Masten): I think it’s something this entire council should look at, have
public comment also. Nobody understands how the trust relationship developed,
what it meansg, how it was arrived at. This would help everyone understand the
issue more fully.

(Wilkinson): I would like for you to congider the ocean communities concerns
also.

{Orcutt): The Klamath River Task Force is contributing to the Native American
Fisheries meeting, this would be a time for education of all involved.

{Mackett): To continue on in category 8. Any suggestions?

{(Orcutt): Yes, I would like to suggest Option 8.4, under hatchery production,
to read: *Assess hatchery production at Iron Gate and Trinity River
hatcheries, to determine if mitigation and production goals are being met.”

{Mackett}: Any guestions of what he meansg?

GQ: Mike, do you see this as a task that the KFMC would take on, or would the
KFMC approach the Task Force and recommend that they perform this function.

(Orcutt): This would be taken care of by the Task Force,
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Aagenda item: Public comment

Doug MeCollough (Commercial Fisherman, Trinidad.)

I've voiced my concern on ineguities of treatment and restrictions of
commercial fishermen in the KMZ. I would ask Sue Masten to draft a resclution
recognizing the severe impacts on the commercial and inriver fishermen, and
propose a method to negate loss of jobs. My opinion is that the KMZ fishermen
shouldn’t have to bear the burden of restoration.

Paula Yoon:
{See attachment #3)

Bill Levett (Commercial Fisherman, Mcoss Landing.)

I've sat in these meetings and listened. This plan is stalemated. I don’t
see this group resolving this., This plan isn’t structured and doesn’t have
good definitions. I don’'t see how it’s a possibility to think that this plan
can be accepted without knowing what the definitionsg are. I seze little future
in what you've done here. I have a lot of guestlons on trust rights, in
reality I don’t know that they’'re important to me. I suggest the individual
groups involved here, go get them quantified, it would make things much more
clear. I would not recommend this council ask the Secretaries to guantify
these. This council should continue with the process, or get ocut of the
buginess.

Richard McCovey:

Our association would take severe exception that other men would set our
minimum needs at the bare minimum. If we were dealing with egquitable
allocation we wouldn’t be here now. If we are not objective about this
process we'll not get anything done.

(Fullerton): There were a couple of recommendations made, does the council
want to respond?

(Bingham): I think we should keep the comments requesting restitution in mind.
This council should address this issue. I hope we will move forward towards
understanding where our positions are. If we find that there is not going to
be a commercial fishery, then there should be restitution.

Agenda item: Council discussgion and decisiong on content of the final long
term plan

{Mackett): OK, let’s go back through the categories and make decisions on
those options that will stay.

Look at page A-1, you’'ve got the 6 options under Category 1, the decision
making process. Is everybody satisfied? Are there any other motions? {There
were no additiocnal opticns.)

{McIsaac): I would request reconsideration of Option 1.3. This came up again
in the public comment.

*% Motion **
(Wilkineon): I make the motion to accept category 1 as a product of consensus.

[Motion carried, with one abstention.}

{McIsaacy: I’m interested in supporting Options 1.2 or 1.4, because the public
comments have been dominated with the suggestion that we not go by consensus.

{(Wilkinson): This was discussed in La Jolla, decided on by consensus.
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. (Bingham): Another point made by Lyle Marshall, was that we deal with tribes
as governmenta, and ghouldn’t be overruled by majority.

{Bayden): Any party everruled will seek correction outside of this body
anyway. If they’'re overruled they’ll try to get it solved outside.

(Mackett): How many of you want to adopt 1.27 (Hone.) OK, Category 2.

#* Motion *W
tWilkinson): I make the motion to accept category 3 as a product of consensus.

(Mackett): Anyone want te consider any other alternatives? Want to adopt
them?

{Hotion carvied.}

(Mackett): On to Category 3. Resource assessment and monitoring.

Here, we have two additional options proposed. Gption 3.11, "Improve OT
establish cooperative resource assessment and menitoring by all the agencies
involved.*, and Option 3.12 "Improve inriver harvest monitoring.”

#% Hotion **

(Wilkinson): I make the motion to accept category 2, without adding changes,
as a product of consensus. I make the same motion that I made earlier. The
draft was a product of consensus.

{Reed): Amendment 1 is plain common Sense, it really doesn’t get to the heart
of the matter.

{Orcutt): The reason to add it is because it’s not happening. 1It’'s a
statement so that people will take note and do it.
{(Wilkinson): I agree, but don’t think this will get it done.

(Oreutt): I'm involved with many restoration programs and agencies don’t seem
to know what others are doing.

(Cdemar}: I agree with Mike, if you’ll recall that this was discussed by the
Task Force, and we agreed that this needs to be done.

(Wilkinson): Options 4.9 and 4.10 are addressing this issue.

{Orcutt): But not in this category.

{Mackett): All the other options in Category 3 don’t do it?

(Fullerton): I think 3.10 does cover it.

{Mackett): How many believe that Option 3.11 should be included? (Yes=86).
i??léié, it’s in as Option 3.11.

{Bingham): I‘1) withdraw item 3.12.

** Motion **
{Reed): I move that we accept Options 3.1 to 3.11. (adding Option 3.11)

[Motion carried.]

. {Mackett): Now we come to Category 4. We’'ve a couple of azdditional options.
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Option 4.11 has been added. it is elither a new option or a rewording of Option
4.30. It includss the wording *with Trinity River Restoration Task Force.*

{Bingham): 1 think it should be added to Optlion 4.10.

{Masten): I agree.

[Majority voted to include proposed wording into Option 4.10.}

(Mackett): Option 4.12, ~add a seat to KFMC of upriver gport representative”.
{Bostwick): It's such a big basin, they want additional represantation.
(Reed): I suggest that this is statutorily set, it would be a lot of work to
add this seat. We have trouble reaching consensus already. It would
complicate matters.

(odemar): I'm not in favor of adding any seat, except for the upriver sport
representative, because the upriver sport fishery is entirely steelhead
fishing.

(Wilkinson): Ocean fisheries are different too, and need different
representation.

{Bingham)}: Right.

(Wilkingon): My vote is towards the draft proposal resulting from consensus,
for reasons Dr. Reed mentioned. 1It's not doable, and if opened up, many other
seats would be reguired.

{Proposed Option 4.12 does not pass.|]

Mackett: OK, Option 4.13.

(Bingham): I’'m trying to encompass both points of view of KMZ inside and
outside fighermen.

Q: How would that work, would you add a seat?
(Bingham): Yes, we would add a seat.

fProposed dption 4.13 does not pass.]

#% Motion **
(Fullerton): I move that we remove that recommendation of the previously
agreed upon positions of the Karuk seat.

{(Mackett}: We’ll move on to Option 4.14

(Wilkineon): There is a strong feeling that Oregon troll fishermen are not
represented. They want representation. I still feel strongly that it’s not
doable.

(Reed): I’'m sympathetic that other groups want to be represented on the KFMC,
but I believe this group is sufficlent to deal with the problems, and utilize
input from these other groups.

{(Rarrens): If there‘’s a case for an additicnal representative, I‘'d add the
Oregon sport representative. If we add additional bodies, it would make
consensug very difficult.

(Mackett): How many want Option 4.14? (Yes=5). (No=6}.
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[Proposed Option 4.14 does not pass.]

#% Mation %%
(Reed): 1 move we adopt all of Category 4 Options.

% HMotion **
{FPullerton): I move that we remove Option 4.4, because they will be
represented by Interior.

(Reed): 1 agree, and move that we drop item 4.4.

{¥asten): I must speak up because when we first discusged this, the Task Force
had a representative for the Karuk tribe. There has been a reguest from this
body for the Karuks to monitor their fishery. Management entities should be
on this council, including the Xaruks.

{Fullerton): Just because the Task Force has it that way, we don’t have to
have it that way on the KFMC. For the same reasons we didn’t want to add the
other seats, I don‘t want to add this one.

(Wilkinson}): There were other comments from agribusiness, landusers, etc., in
the public comment. If the Karuk representative is added, then these other
seats should be added, particularly the ocean sport representative for Oregon.
Since it’s not feasible to add all of these seats, I support removal of this
seat.

(Orcutt): This was already decided by consensus, I support what Sue said.
They are up on the river and have fishing rights. They should be on this
KFMC. I'm uncomfortable assuming that the BIA will protect their rights.
(Bingham): I support inclusion of the seat.

{Bostwick): I don’t agree with adding them, I think the representation from
the Department of Interior, BIA, is sufficient.

{Hayden): I go for consistency throughout, if we add, we should add them all.
But, I believe they should be included, along with other seats. I vote for
their inclusion.

(Orcutt): Yes, they should be included, their input is important.

{McIsaac): No comment.

{Fullerton}: No comment.

(Masten): I’'m uncomfortable with State and Interior representation for the
Karuks.

{Odemar): I’'m uncomfortable pulling this out if agreed on by consensus
earlier. The Karuke are not given an allocation at this point, that's why
they weren’'t included in this body from the start. 111l abstain.

(Reed}: I objected to this in La Jolla. I support removal. They can present
information when they choose,.

(Harrens): I agree with Lisle Reed. We're excluding groups that have a much
more significant harvest interest here. 1 support removal of Option 4.4.

(Wilkinson): I again support draft consensus, to keep Option 4.4 in if other
seats are added.

{Mackett): The vote to remove Option 4.4: (Yes=5}. (Fo=4).
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(Motion to remove Option 4.4 carried.}

0: hAs a point of order, Lf something was approved by consensug, can this be
dropped without congensus?

{Pullerton): The consensus was on the draft. The adoption of the plan will
ocour later.

(Calame): Will this option remain in the liet, but be removed from bold type?
a: Yes.

** Hobtion **
{Reed): I move that all bold faced options in Category 4 be approved, except
for 4.4, snd 4.10 az amended by the group.

iMackett): Any additional changes? The vote is to adopt Category 4, excluding
Option 4.4, and including the amended Option 4.10. (Yes=6). (HNo=2}.

{Mackett): Why not Sue?
(Masten): 1 don’t support the motion baecause I don’'t agree axclusion of 4.4.

{Mackett)}: So you don’t want to adopt the others because 4.4 is not in there?
{Kasten): The motion was to exclude option 4.4 and I object to the exclusgion.
that’'s the only one I obiject to.

{Mackett): We’ve amended 4.10, eliminated 4.4 by majority. Adopted.

{Hotion carried.}

(Mackett): OK, Category 5, escapement policies, no additions.

(Bingham}: I’'d like to re-offer Option 5.6. I believe if you're going to have
a floor, you need a ceiling for escapement also. More escapement doesn’‘t
necessarily mean more production. Public comments have supported this. The
floor is necessary to protect the resource, Let's look at the return from the
large spawning escapement yesars, it has been low.

{Mackett): Anyone to speak to Nat’s suggestion?

{Reed): It has some merit, but not appropriate at this time.

(Orcutt): I oppose, and reference the TAT report. I don’t see the rationale
for putting a cap on escapement, when we don't know all the answers yet.

{Odemar): I1'd point out that actually, the topic to include a ceiling, does
not jive with the text. In text, we’'re talking about an inseason adjustment
to harvest additional fish. Nat, do you want an inseason adjustment?
{Bingham): I want a longterm commitment that this group will incorporate the
concept of a ceiling into the harvest rate management plan. I agree, we're
not managing for data points., We forget that. We seem to be managing for
harvest rate management data.

{Mackett): How many want to include this option? (No = majority}.

(Masten): We discussed this at length, I think it’s been taken care of.

(Warrens): I suggest we amend 5.6 to read (reads from his writing). It makes
management less flexible the way you have it written.

(Mackett): I suggest that the strategic plan be amended at a future date after
discussion., But for now, let’s continue.

36




{Bingham}: When harvest rate management was discuszed by the KFMC, the MEY
issue may never be resplved.

{Mackett}: How many want to adopt the category as 1s? {(Yes = majority).
{Bingham): I votad no.
(Mackett): Category 6, habitat...no amendments,

x% Motion **
Motion to approve as is. (Motion carried.)

(Mackett): Let’s go on to Category 8, we’'ll come back to Category 7 later.
Stock assessment, we have an additional Option {B.4). *hAssess hatchery
production at Trinity River and Iron Gate Hatchery to determine if mitigation
production goals are being met.”

{Orcutt): We're too dependent on hatchery stocks, I'd like to see a group of
agencies asaess the mitigation and production goals.

{Fullerton): That's not what the goal states,

(Orcutt): I'11l rewrite it then. Wwe need to know the stock composition. I
will change the wording to read "o determine if mitigation production and
stock composition goals are being met”.

Q: Does this imply that we’ll limit hatchery production?

{Orcutt): No, it will be to assess quality and composition. But if this were
recommended, it would be encouraged.

(Odemar): I speak against it because it’s in the Task Force plan.
{(Wilkinson}: I support the consensus effort.

{(McIgaac): I hope that we’ll get atock composition estimates, as directed
elsewhere in the plan.

(Mackett): Vote yes to include Option 8.4 in the plan. {No=majority).
{Option 8.4 not included.)

**% Motion **
{Fullerton): I move we adopt the options as approved.

(Yes=majority to adopt. Motion carried.)

(Hackett): It’s been proposed that we go back to option 3.7 on page A-5, 1It’s
suggested that this should say »improve harvestability by...” What does this
mean?

{Calame)}: Should we remove the comma between altering stocks and release
location? (Ho answer.)

{Bingham): We're talking about the idea that we wanted to move toward natal
gstocks in bicenhancement programs.

Discussion of Category 7, Allocation strategies.

{Mackett): How many want option 7.17 (Nobody). How many want Option 7.2 as it
stands with no meodifications? (Yes=6). (No=5}.
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(Mackett): OK, 7.2a (alternate) as it stands in the original draft. How many
want it aa it stands? (Yes=2). (No=B). 1It’s not in,

0K, Option 7.3. How many want it included? (Yes is the majority.)
7.4, how many want it included? (No is the majority.)

7.%, how many want it included? (Yes is the majority.)

7.6, how many want it included? (No is the majority.)

7.7, how many want it included? (Ro is the majority.)

7.8, how many want it included? (No is the majority.)

7.9, how many want it included? (No is the majority.)

7.10, how many want it included? (No is the majority.)

7.11, how many want it included? (No is ths majority.)

{(Hackett): OK, back to the amendment recommendations. The first
recommendation was to take Option 7.2a and add the wording *appropriate
federal agencies” [Option 7.2a(l}]. We'll adopt or reject these changes, then
we'll vote on the options. Do we want to modify 7.2a to include "appropriate
federal agencies®, which includes DOI, DOJ, DOC, and Tribes (Yes=4, Ho=4).

OF, the wording is not added to the first paragraph of 7.2a.

(Mackett): OK, Option 7.2a(2}, the recommendation is to add new language.
How many wish to include the language "and recognizing the need to insure
continuation of viable non-Indian fisheries.” into paragraph 1, in Option
7.2a? {¥Yez=5, No=l}.

(Mackett): We’ve another proposed alternative to Option 7.2a. [Option
7.2a(3)] "Establish a two-tilered allocation system: 1) pursuant to their trust
responsibilities to Indian Tribes, appropriate Federal agencies (DOI, DOJ,
DOC), in coordination with tribal governments, shall establish the harvest
share allocable to tribal reserved subsistence rights, based on an
understanding of current and developing tribal requirements and recognizing
the need to insure continuation of viable non~-indian fisheries.”

How many want to include this as an option? (Yes=1, no is the majority). It's
out., How about Option 7.2a without an amendment? (No is the majority.) How
about 7.2a(2)7? (¥o is the majority). How about Option 7.2a(3)? (Wo is the
majority.) How about Option 7.2a(5), *When the council is unable to
accomplish 1) and 2) for a species, the council will elevate the issue to
appropriate authorities.” (No is the majority).

{Mackett): OK, Option 7.2 is the only one included.
How about Option 7.12, shall it be included? (No is the majority.)

{Mackett): OK, we've made our decisions, Options 7.2, 7.3, and 7.5 are the
only ones included in Category 7. Now I'll turn the chair over to Charlie for
the council to discuss adoption of the plan.

(Hayden): We’ve not dealt with public comment, the only thing we dealt with
was issues we've dealt with in the past and haven’'t resolved. It’s important
to include public comment.

(Bingham): I agree, but would like to offer that we did address comments
yesterday, and they were reflected in the development of the new options.

{Mackett): So, we’'ll turn it over to Charlie Fullerton.

(Pierce): I would like to reopen public comment on the issue of adding a Xaruk
representative to the KFHC.

{Fullerton): Public comment will be accepted now.

{Pierce): In discussing the Karuk membership, it was mentioned that there
would be a possibility of opening the seats up to other interest groups. They
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are a management agency, not an interest group. They would feel that they
should have a seat.

Q: Do they contrel land on the river?
{Plerce): They don’'t control land, but they do have a fishery, and are a

government.

(Fullerton): They don’'t own 1and on the river, they have a fishery right set
sside by the state, so they’'re not the same as the Yurcks and the Hoopas
necause they re not managers.

(Pierce): Thay're different than the other two tribes, they are also different
from other interest groups in the hasin because they are § government agency,
who's members fish in the Klamath River. They do have management authority
over their members.

(0demar): Do they publish regulations over their fishing membership?
{(Pisrce): HNo.

(Warrens): Their harvest is not allocated, they are not the same as the other
management harvesters. Until they become go, I wouldn’t support their
inclusion on the council,

{Orcutt): If they are found to be impacting Klamath River stocks, this council
will want to address them. I think they would take exception to your assuming
the state gave them the right to fish.

{Masten): They do have a management responsibility of their fishecy.
{(Fullerton): Other comments?

Bill Levett: I‘m disappointed in the way in which the public comment was
handled through the digested summary. I think things were ignored and
overlocked.

paula Yoon: This plan is amendable. It should be written into the document
when this would be done.

{Fullerton): This amendment can be done when we want to. Rny other comment on
the plan by the council members?

(Warrens): I believe that parliamentary procedure would be to move to
reconsider the Karuk seat.

(Fullerton): If Bob Hayden wants to reconsider this issue, the KFMC can ask
Dave Mackett to come back and we can reopen this issue, We’'re now ready to
consider adopting the plan. I'm talking about approving categories, options,
and not the preamble, which the staff will take care of.

** Motion **

{Wilkinson): I move that KFMC adopt the plan adopted as a product of
consensus, not including amendments. (Seconded.)

Discussion:

{Masten): I'11l vote no. Two areas the council should look at is to reconesider
option 4.4 and the excluded 7.2 optioens.

(Wilkinson): 1 would ask for a poll vote.

{(Orcutt): I'11 vote no.
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peing included, then we would begin the amendment process. Hone of the

{(Wilkinson}: I‘m moving on the product of congensus, every thing from La Jolla .
amendments would be lncluded,

{Fullerton}): Is evaryone clear on the motion?

(MoTsaac): Was the product from La Jolla by consensus on the draft plan?
a: Yen.

{MocIsaac): I felt good about what we produced in La Jolla, but feel better
with what we have now, and will not support the motion.

{Read): This was produced as a draft. It wag not agreed that this would be
our final product.

{Bingham): We worked hard down there to reach consensus. 7.2 was the key
issue, 1 support Option 4.4, and there isn’'t very much left in the plan for
the ocean troll fishery if we go bare bones with the La Jolla draft, If it’'s
changed and wmodifled, there isn’t much left for us to support.

{¥asten): I did abstain in La Jolla, I would have voted no, except it was to
go out for public input. I won’t support 7.2 as written now.

{(Odemar): This is a living document, it's amendable.
{Fullerton}): Roll call.

{Bingham): Yes. (Bostwick): Yes. {Orcutt): No. (Wilkinson): Yes.
{Warrens): Yes. (Reed): No., (Qdemar}: No. (Masten): No. ({HoIsaac): No.

[Hotion does not carry.]
% Motion **

{Reed): I move that we adopt an amended plan, leaving Option 4.4 out, and
including the original Option 7.2,

Discussion:

{Warrens): I move to amend the motion, move that we substitute the language
contained in Don McIsaac’s option listed as 7.12, and substitute for the
current 7.2 language.

[Hote keeper’'s note: McIsasac’s recommended Option 7.12 reads “Recommend
allocation of Klamath River fish to the varicus fishery jurisdictions in a
manner consistent with the current legal definition of tribal fishing
rights.”}

{Wilkinson): Second the amended motion.

(Fullerton): Roll call:

(Wilkinson): Yes. ({Reed): No. (Warrens): Yes. (Odemar): Yes. (McIsaac):
Yes. (Orcutt): No. (Hayden): No. (Bostwick): Yes.

{Fullerton): €21l for the question on the original motion.

{Original motion does not carry.)

*% Hotion *%

(Warrens}: I move that we consider the draft plan with Option 7.2 set aside

for future censideration. My intention is to remove the contentious issue
from the plan.

{Reed}: Second. .
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(Fullerton): Does everybody understand the motion? That would include the
original amendments to the draft plan, and exclude Option 4.4,

*% Motion **

(Masten): I‘d like for us to reconsider option 4.4. 1711 move to amend the
motion to add option 4.4 to the original motion.

{Motion seconded.}

{Motion to amend the original motion doss not Carry.)
{Fullerton): Back to the original motion.
Discussion:

{Bingham): I don’t feel comfortable having the key issue excluded from the
plan. I can’t support the plan absent the resclution of Option 7.2.

Q: If we don’t approve the plan, what becomes of the status of the plan?
{(Fullerton): We have only a draft plan, the KFMC continues to work on it.

(Reed): I speak in favor of the motion. It's become apparent that we're not
ready to decide the issue of Option 7.2. When we vote on 7.2, all of us have
different ideas of what minimum needs are.

{Bingham): The reason I support 7.2, is that it leaves the determination of
that issue within this council. :

{Motion deoes not carry.)

Q: How can we make a long term allocation plan excluding the allocation issue?
(Warrens): The caveat was to discuss this itenm of allocation separately.

(McIsaac): I would ask that the tribes consider the language of my recommended
amendment .

{#asten}): I understand that you propose that this KFMC recognize the legal
right of the indian fishery.

{McIsaac): The legal definition, whatever it is, would be addressed by this
amendment.

(Reed): If you're talking about guantification of legal right, I understand,
but the wording is too vague in your amendment.

(Fullerton): We’ve not enough time to fully discuss this here. We should
decide how we can address the Secretary on this issue. This shouldn’t stop us
from proceeding with the remainder of the plan. We're supposed to be making
decisions on this plan, but we have no plan. If we don’t decide, the
Secretaries will decide for us.

{Bingham): I’'m not comfortable at all with the motion. I think that we should
hold a workshop to discuss allocation, and make recommendation to the
Secretaries. I would feel more comfortable if we could put this on hold until
our next meeting.

(Bingham): Without option 7.2, there is nothing in the plan for the troll

fishery. In a sense, it’s kind of all or nothing. I can’t see gending this
thing out if the fundamental issues are not resolved.
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(Warrens): It’s my lntention to move forward with the bulk of the plan on
those areas where wa agree. 1 don't feel that we should hold the entire plan
hostage until we settle on the allocation issue,

{Bingham}: Frank, what does this mean we do? Print the plan with a blank
section, or print it and put it on file, do we set a date in the future to
address this. I don’t agree to printing with this blank page.

(Warrens): Clearly, allocation is the key issue. The plan would go ahead
without this issue. ¥%We would go ahsad with implementation procedures on the
cther parts.

{Bingham}: So what you mean is that we’d continue on with other sections such
as action planning?

{Warrens): We’'d not be shelving it, but work on action planning.

Q: Would we be allowed a re-evaluation of these lesues.
{Warrens): This is amendable. We’'ve not taken care of the amendment process.

{Fullerton): There is no motion on the floor, what does the KFMC wish to do.

*% Motion **
{Warrens): I move to recongider the last motlon, (Motlon sscond.)

O: Frank, under this methodelogy you propose, would we have to pass a motion
by consensus to reconsider any issue already steadied?

(Fullerton): No, this is done in the amendment process. This vote is to
racongider. (Motion to reconsider the original motion paassed.)

{(FPullerton}): The motion is on the floor.

{Orcutt): I abstained because option 4.4 is excluded.

(Original motion failed.)

** Motion **

{Odemar)}: Motion to table the plan, that we explicitly address category 7 to
resclve the allocation issue at next meeting.

{Reed): Second.

({Hayden): We need to address item 4.4 and other issues.

{Odemar): I‘1l amend the motion to include discussion of Option 4.4.

{(Fullerton): The motion is to table the plan, calling for discussion on
Options 4.4 and 7.2, to be in our next meeting.

Discussion:

(Binghamy: I'm willing to go along with the motion, but we’ve got to make
progress at this next meeting. Mel’s saying we’ve got all the other issues
locked in. I'm willing to support it, but recognize that a decisicon on 7.2
will affect other options.

{Motion carried.)

Agenda item: Qther busginess

(Fullerton): New issues.
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(Magten}): The PFMC will be addressing the request for additional days to the
commercial troll fishery. We should discuss this,

{(Orgutt): It‘s appropriate that we make a recommendation.

{Pullerton): What do you want to d4o?

{Odemar): We don’t have enough information to comment on this right now. All
the harvest data isn’t in yet, the decision was deferred until the July
meating of PFMC.

{Oreutt): Will it be available by the FFHC meeting?

(Odemar): I don‘t know what information will be available. Hopefully we will
have it.

{Bingham}: There seems Lo b2 a lot of confusion of this request. The
commercial troll industry is asking for more time, not for more fish in the
allocation.

(Orcutt): 1‘d like to see if the ocean industry has met the pressascn estimate
harvest level. For us in the river, it's a big concern that stocks were
overestimated again.

(Masten): My concern is still the same as earlier. In low abundance years
this szhould be approached cautiously. This additional fishery could really
impact the inriver fisheries.

{Reed): I understand the concerns of all involved. I don’t think we have
enough information available to provide a good recommendation.

(Fullerton): $o the council doesn’t want to do anything wmore on this?
a: Right.

{Fullerton): The PFMC will present their recommendations to me, they will also
have a hearing on how they will go through this process of allocation.

(Masten): I would like to know what the spring impacts were for 1990 season.

** Motion **
(Hayden): This council should be making additional recommendations on the

offshore fisheries. I'll make this a motion.

% Motion ®*
(Orcutt): We have to have the right information before offering
recommendations. I'll make a motion to reguest information from NMFS.

**% Action **
Put on the agenda of the November KFMC meeting to make a recommendation on the

ocean trawl fishery to PFMC.

(Bingham): The letter I drafted to the director of CDFG reguesting additional
staffing on the ocean fishery monitoring shop. {(reads lettery. I will give
this to XKRFRO staff to finalize and mail.

{(Fullerton): Does the council move to approve?

So moved, motion carried.

No meeting date set for October, Fullerton to finalize.
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ATTACHMENT ]

DRAFT AGENDA

KLAMATH FISHERY HMANAGEMENT COUNCIL
27-28 June 1991
ARCATA, CALIFOENTA

June 27 -- Morth Coast Inn, 4975 Valley West Blwd, Arcata, CA.

8:30 am Convene. Review of agenda, and of minutes of the last prior meeting.

8:45

9:15

10:30

10:45

11:15

12:00

5:30

Report of
o Update
o Update

Update on

¢ Report

the Technical Advisory Team (Barnes).
onn 1991 harvests.

on CFUE

1991 harvest management plans.

on Commerce/Interior discussions of ocean salmon

regulations (Fullerton, Reed).

o Proposed Klamath River angling regulations for 1991 (Odemar).

o Update

on BIA and Hoopa subsistence regulations for spring and

£f311 chinook harvest (Marshall, Overberg).

o Other new or revised harvest plans.

Public comment.

Council discussion and recommendations on harvest management plans.

Report of

the subcommittee to review comments on the draft lonpg term

harvest plan (Barnes).

Lunch

Development of the final long term harvest plan (Macketrt,
facilitator)

Adjourn.



June 28 -- North Ceast Inn, 4975 Valley West Blvd, Arcata, CA.

a:

G-

G:

11

11

12

i:

1

00 am
0o

&5

100

:30

130

0G

115

NOTE:

Reconvene. Development of final long term harvest plan {Mackett).
Public comment on the long term plan.

Council discussion and decisions on content of the final long term
plan.

Plan-related issues (Alcorn, Mackett, others).

o NEPA compliance.

o Options for printing, distributiem, publicity.

o Procedures for submittal to DOI secretary.

o Amendment procedures.

o Operational/action planning.

o WNegotiation of a new harvest allocation agreement.

Council discussion and action on plan-related issues. .

Other business,
Discussion of next meeting; assignments for future work.

Adjourn.

THE CONFERENCE ROOM MUST BE VACATED BY 1:30.




TABLE 1.

ATTACHMENT 2

CUMULATIVE SEASONAL ESTIMATED HARVEST TOTAL OF SPRING CHINDOOK
BY THE GILL NET FISHERY ON THE YURCK INDIAN RESERVATION.

YEAR
1983
1584
1585
1986
1587
1558
1588
1680
1991

APRIL
35

25

105
157

78

40
758

32

18

MAY
100
143
307
276
325
763
3667
168
87

** THROUGH JUNE 16, 1991.

JUKE
435
189
450
831
754

1727

4685

1084
110 **

JULY
515
259

1118
7086

1694

25286

4775

iz02

AUGUST
515
259
1119

706
1694
2926
4775
1413



TapLE 2, Estimates of spring and fall chinook salmon barvested by the gill
net fisheries on the Yurok Indian Reservation from 1877 through 1940,

SPRING CHINOOK PALL CHINOOK

Year Jacks Adults Total Jacks 2dults Total
1977 — — — 2,768 27,380 30,008
1578 o - - 1,868 18,200 28,000
1979 - - — 1,356 13,65¢ 15,800
1989 20 380 1,008 987 12,013 13,000
1981 35 1,722 1,757 2,328 31,156 33,518
1982 35 2,448 2,475 1,597 12,859 14,456
1983 5 510 515 133 6,500 6,633
1984 12 247 239 315 17,562 17,815
1985 45 1,674 1,119 608 9,625 18,233
1586 14 692 786 568 28,318 20,887
1987 48 1,646 1,694 153 48,114 48,267
1988 8 2,918 . 2,92 311 46,581 46,892
1389 - 4,778 4,775 126 42,891 42,211
1590 - 1,413 1,413 151 6,933 7,134
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FIGURE 1. Cumulative u\mcuo:rm estimoted harvest total of spring chinook token
by the gilt net fishery on the Yurok Indian Reservation.
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ATTACHMERT 3

pT: 8/2B/91

TO: KFMC
FM: Del HNorte Fishermen's Marketing Asscciation

RF: Draft Harvest Managment Plan

DT 1710781
TO:  KFMC
FM: PDel Norte Fishermen’s Marketing Association

Paula F¥. Yoon, Mgr.
RE: Public Input on Draft Barvest Management Plan

1. In present form, there is not much for us as an Indgltry; so
much has been negotiated away.

In the introduction the existance of historical ccean
zalmon communities which are now closed to protect the Kiamath

:%Liﬁm Clpreadn fléﬂmmﬂﬁ?f%ﬁ@»omﬁAh-¢“ﬁﬁL$~fmmwi A E i A

: . N r £ . — 3 o g ) .
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Tnterms of an eguitable allocation, Mel Odemar brought up a
very gocd idea for moving in the right direction, to include seae
protection for the existance of a viable ocean commercial fishing
industry within the alternate option 7.2.A — a policy which
supports the concept of superior rights.

We as a socliety have not vet been able to figure outl what
equal rights means - how is it that we are asked to support
superior rights? Tt is clearly heading in the wrong direction.

The trollers are bearing the burden for social injustice of
the past - while the federal government which perpetuated the
original injustice sits by and allows the burden to be borne with

no compensation.

This group was formed to develope the principlte of fair and
equitable allocation.

If the NA's are lo g0 forward with their move for superior
fishing rights, it would be ethically appropriate that inciuded
in their move is acknowledgement of the loss of salmon culture
and economies which they propose to replace, and a reguest from
them the interior department of ihe federal government
which ' is supporting their move, to compensate at market value the
iosses accrued by the trolling industry. For the losses which
are being sustained to protect the Klamath Fall Chinock Natural
Spawner are 10, 20, 30 and 40 years of investiment by families
who once believed that restoration and conservation were the key
to sustainable salmon fishing.
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ATTACHMENT 4
United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

¥lamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097
(216) B42-5763

June 21, 18%1

Memorandum

TO: Management Council nenbers

FROM: Ron Iverson fr:“w:id‘“JTN“"*

SUBJECT: 4d hoc subcommittee review of comments received on plan.

Oon May 22, 1991, the ad boc cubcommittee met to review the comments received
on the long-term harvest management plan. The two products from that meeting

are:
1) a list of comments that the subcommittee feels the full eouncil
should look at,
2) the marked up pages from the plan with the suggested revisions
added (on the margins).
Attachments.



ATTACHMENT 1 {ter artachment 4)

The subcommittee forwards the following comments to the full council for
review.

Ceneral

o The KFMC has produced very little to justify the time, money, frustration,
and stress that have gone into it. Technical staff have been unsuccessful at
predicting ocean abundances and a pattern of Klamath stock contribution rates
in the ocean catch for a specific upcoming year. The under- and over-
predictions have had major adverse effects on Klamath fisheries. (02).

o The plan needs a cohesive statement of philosophy to aid the public in
understanding how the eight categories of the proposed plan go together. (03)

o Protections against the incidental harvest of steelhead should be addressed
more directly. (03)

o There is a need to address issues concerning wild stocks. The council
needs to recognize and include in the plan that native adaptlve strengths of
wild fish are fundamental to the successful restoration of the Klamath
fishery. Without this cesential acknowledgement of the need for wild fish,
the plan is incomplete, and unconvincing that it will accomplish its goals.
(03

o The KFMC planning process has been seriously flawed because of lack of
public scoping prior to drafting of the Plan. (04}

o The Plan is not understandable nor highly useful in its current form. The
selected options broadly address eritical topics but do not provide
substantive sclutions to the problems. In many cases, the options are
contradictory and there is no indication as to how the conflicting objectives
will be resolved, (04&)

o The Council should defer from setting goals for artificial production to
the Task Force. The Task Force should be assessing habitat capabilities of
rhe river and its tributaries and prescribing appropriate levels of
supplementation. (04)

o Although there are several options which address the need to protect
»natural” anadromous fish populations in the Klamath (2.6, 5.1, 5.3), no
specific actions are described in the Plan which would achieve this goal, {(04)

o Sewveral options call for selectively harvesting hatchery fish, but no
actions have been taken to date to insure that this will occur. If the KFMC
does not move decisively to demonstrate that it can adequately protect Klamath
River salmon populations that are at risk, listing some of the populations as
endangered may be the only avenue of preventing their extinction. We strongly
suggest that the final Plan language clearly define what specific actions will
be taken to protect severely depressed anadromous fish stocks from harvest to
insure that populations are not lost. We suggest that the only apparent
method to protect salmon stocks at risk is by implementing selective harvest
of hatchery fish in commercial troll harvest and ccean and in-river sport
fishexries. (04}



o The KFMC should also specifically state management strateglies to minimize
impacts of the Indian net harvest on depressed salmon stocks. (04)

o The EFMC should focus some of its energy on gathering information on green
sturgeon and formulating a management plan. 1If overfishing is occurring on
this species, the population less would not occur until 1% vears from now.
{04

o Scme attention should also be given to the possible decline of eulachon and
coastal cutthreat trout. (04)

o The Klamath harvest plan should accomodate the needs of both the Trinity
and Klamath River Restoration Programs. (F3)

o 1 feel that this plan is more or less an experiment, and in any experiment
you need a base or control to establish guidelines. This plan is based on
natural stocks. If so, where is your base ox control? Salmon are known to
stray, and since there has been hatchery involvement on the Klamath for 20
years, 1 feel that a genetic wild salmon iz going to be hard to come by to
establish your base or control. Since there are no self-sustaining runs of
pinks or chums, they must be strays. Low water years increase the chances of
intermixing stocks. (11}

Yreka Public Meeting:

o Category 4.a, the term "organizational approach” is used. 1 suggest
#eouncil size” 1 would like to see the council expanded to include habitat
managers from the private and public sectors. (BR)

o My immediate concern is the spring chineok., What does this plan do for
rhem? 1In the South Fk. Trinity River, this stock is extinct. The New
River stock is just hanging on and the Salmon River stock is threatened,
How does this plan address this issue? Many organization, along with local
fishing groups, will look to the council in the short run to take action to
protect these stocks at eminent risk. (FP)

o Some coho stocks are of concern also. Emergency management measures of
these stocks are needed, we’1ll be looking for them. Information exists to
list these stocks right now, but that would take away a lot of management
options. That is why it is not being exercised right now. We’ll be
watching what the Council does on this issue before trying to exercise this
option. (FP) {Has the council given enough emphasis to the obvious
threats to spring chinook? coho?]

Introduction

o p.4: Failure to discuss or establish goals for mitigating fish losses of
the Upper Basin (01).

o p.4: The discussion of interaction of hatchery and natural stocks does not
adequately explain the current situation under which inland production of
natural salmon, particularly in the Trinity River Basin, is wvery low and that
the high level of hatchery production combined with existing harvest
management contributes to the difficulty in restoring natural stocks to
historic levels. The hatchery fish also compete with natural fish for

2




holding, spawning, and rearing habitat. These factors are equally as
important as the lack of inland habitat in suppressing natural preduction,
Maintaining hatchery production at high levels in years like 1990-91 when
natural preduction is low also serves to dampen recovery of natural
populations. (F3)

o p.4: 1t should be noted that predation on natural salmon fry by hatchery
steelhead is a commonly cobserved but as vet unguantified phenomenon. It
should be pointed out that overharvest of natural salmon adults should be
expected because the natural proportion of the total adult population is
substantially smaller rhan the hatchery component and the impact of harvest is
the same intensity for both components. This situation hinders the effort to
restore natural salmon runs. {F})

o p.5: Show evidence of run sizes being much larger in the past. Provide
estimates on pre-project populations (O1).

o p.5: How can ocean shundance be estimated with a severely restricted ocean
fishery? (I1)

o p.9: Incidental take in the high seas drifinet fishery, should be
mopitored more closely. (I1) ([refer to NMFS]

o p.10: The section on Other ocean harvests should point cut that there is
increasing evidence that salmon and steelhead are being harvested by the legal
and illegal high seas drift net fisheries. (F3) [refer to NMFS]

o p.13: re: Reconstruction of each brood takes many sources of mortality
into account... Add more information about the sources of mortality
{increasing marine mammal populations, river flows, river siltation). (03)

o p.12: the concept of MSY: There is no such thing as equilibrium in a
healthy system. Wide fluctuations in escapement and recrultment are natural
(02}

misc

o It should be noted that this strategic plan is amendable, and will have a
sehedule for revisions to occur. {05}

o Bickering and fighting will not work to restore the fish runs. The only
real solution to this problem is to put back into the river more than you take
out. Perhaps a large hatchery could be built jointly by Indians, commercial
fishermen, and sports fishermen using government grants. This hatchery is the
only sclution to this problenm, which will never get better on regulations
only. Above all, dor’ t fight with the Indians. Work together, hand in hand
to overcome this problem. (I3) [see both plans]

o We should look at regulations with a wary eye. I advecate less regulations
that are more balanced. Council members should spend at least a week

commercial fishing to gain a better understanding of the industry. Commercial
fishermen have a lot of knowledge. Their voice should carry more weight. (I8)



Chapter 1: The Buties and Ohligations of the Council .

o The KFMC should be required to formulate an anpual budget and to discuss
planned expenditures with the Task Force. (04)

o 1.2.2 What does it mean to account and allow for variation...? If iv means
that the points related to the loss of in-zone ocean salmon cultures, then it
must be made very clear. (05) [Check with Act]

Chapter 2: The Tssues: Fundamental and Sywptomatic
o p.l8, #32: should be listed as a fundamental issue, not a symptomatic one
(01).

o Tssues not resolvable by consensus should be set aside when possible and
after 3 attempts to compromise them out be subjected to a 2/3 majoritcy vote
for resolution. (L1) (This would require changing the Act, and Congress
would need to do it.]

o 7. What I did not like about the identification and structuring of the
goals:
The process outlined on p. 20 is obviously a reduction of a previous
brainstorming session on goals and objectives., It seems very cumbersome and
has still great redundancy. I believe all those stated could be further
summarized into 7 or 8 major goals that would still cover all that was
intended by the 26 that have been included. How the KFMC goes about its work
is part of the management process not goals and objectives. 1 suggest the
following summarized goals:
1. To allocate resources in an equitable manner giving consideration to
user needs in order to provide a viable fishery for each user group.
2 To insure that escapement levels are adequate to resource re-building
and are not allowed to jeopardize the MSY target.
3. To structure MSY, escapement, and harvest allocation on the basis of
preservation and propagation of natural stocks.
4. TInsure coordination with the Klamath and Trinity restoration programs
encourage work on habitat that will allow escapement growth and a resultant
increase in MSY.
5. To obtain the best available technical support for biologically sound
recommendations.
6. Insure that harvest regulations are promulgated in a timely manner and
are enforced.
7. To provide for efficient and orderly management of the overall process.
8. To encourage and make available time and location for public
participation. (L1)

Chapter &4: The Options for Degiening a Strategy
o Add options: 2.3 - 5.6. (I1)

o Delete options: 3.8 - 7.5 (1)

o re: the 8 categories of options: Once again 2 should be 8. 3, 5, 6 and 8
need to occur so there will be a need for 2 and 7. (1I5)

1



o The options field could be improved If the following dimensions were added
or deleted:

2.7: may in time be needed, 2.6: A cop out (manage fish not fishermen),
3.6: money from all sources should be put inte this. It is way overdus and
probably going to be expensive, but seems to solve most problems with HVSW
stocks. Need to protect genetics and the fishery! The maln reason your srocks

are low %¥. (I3}

1 believe the establishment of an "escapement policy” is a goal and should
be removed from options field or re-stated within the field in a manner that
says how you will attempt to reach that geal. (L1)

o Category #3: Resource Assessment and Monitering could be improved. (Iil)

o Uncertain that these 8 categories would allow you to reach your goals and
objectives. {11

Chapter 5: The Design of the Council’s Strategy for Meeting Its Goals: The
Choice of the “Best” Set of Options

o 4. I am especially pleased that the following options were selected Dy the
Council as part of their overall strategy:

1.6, 2.6, 3.4, 3.9, 3.10, 4.4, 4.9, 5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 6.1, 6.4, 8.1 (FI}
2.2, 2.4, 3.2, 3.6, 3.7, 3.9, 6.1 through 6.6. (1I5)

o 5. I am especially pleased that the following options were not selected by
the Council: 2.8 - 2.67 (1I3)

o 6. I believe that the strategy of the Council would be strengthened if the
fellowing options were considered and adopted by the Council:

.. Option 7.2: In accordance with Federal law it may be considered to be an
j1legal option to review for adoption, as it does not address the fact that
Tribal fishing rights are superior, above, and beyond the fishing priveleges
of non-Indian citizens The Congress of the United States of America has an
inherent, and acknowledged trust responsibility to the Tribes to protect the
aboriginal, Treaty, executive order fishing rights of Tribes above all other
consumptive use of fisheries resources. Option 7.2 places the Tribal harvest
rights on an equal basis with non-Indian user groups of the resource contrary
+o Federal law. Option 7.2 should be stricken from consideration as part of a
Federal document (which this plan is). (UL)

Option 7.2 (alternate) which conforms with federal law, in stating that
#+he allocable share to Tribal reserved fishing rights” shall be set aside for
tribal use, and the remaining harvestable surplus shall be allocated amongst
user groups to optimize social and economic benefits. (Ul)

...Option 7.2 {alternate): suggested language change. (1) Pursuant to their
trust responsibility to Indian Tribes, approepriate federal agencies, in
coordination with Tribal representatives, shall establish the reserved Tribal
hayvest share based on an understanding of current and developing Tribal
requirements, and in accordance with Federal law.” (Ul)



Comments on Category 2

o Option 2.2 reflects the status quo and has not been effective in providing
for the needs of the user groups. There needs to be an avenue open for the
council to consider alternative management reglmes that might better address
rhe needs of the fishery. 1 am unclear whether adoption ef Option 2.2 would
preciude considerarion of alternative plans. {(I4) [The subcommittee
recommends that "within PFMC framework” is added te this option.]

Comments on Category 3
o Add one Option to provide for in-river law enforcement (refer to law
enforcement problems on p.9) (Q1l).

o Option 3.7 is not supported. Offsite releases of hatchery fish may greatly
increase straying of these fish (Royal 1972). HMixing of hatchery and wild
fish may cause loss of genetic diversity in the Klamath Basin and decrease
fitness of locally adapted stocks (Riggs 199Q). Transplanting Iron Gate
Hatchery fish in pond rearing programs that transfer fish far downstream,
where they may be poorly adapted, may have already had such detrimental
effects, (04)

o Option 3.7 should include the phrase “or other less damaging mark” after
the word ”“clipping”. There is a growing concern that even coded-wire tagging
fish increases the risk of mortality by enhancing the probability of predation
on juvenile fish. (F3)

o Option 3.8. It is difficult to believe that live, unharmed capture
techniques for ocean harvesters can be developed. (F1)

o Option 3.8: insert “nmon-lethal” between "nmew” and "sorting”. (F3)

o Option 3.8: How do you capture and release live non-target fish with a
gillrer? (I1)

Comments_on Category 4a
o Option 4.4 should be rewritten to read: “Add seatg to the Council for
¥aruk and Oregon ocean recreational Representatives.” (01)

o If Option &.4 is rewritten, then it should also add a seat for a
representative of the sport fishery interests. (03)

o A seat should be added for an in-zone commercial fisher representative to
balance the additional karuk representative. The socio-economic aspects of
the zone salmon ports are rapidly being forgotten. (03)

o Option &.4: Additional seats should be added to the KFMC for a) south
coast CA trollers, b) Oregon trollers, c) Oregon sport fishing. This would
provide greater representation for the impacted groups. These seats should be
considered prior to adding a Kurok representative because the Karuk’s have
such a minimal interaction with Klamath fish. (14}

o It would be useful to include a formal mechanism for effectively
coordinating the activities of the hatchery, restoration programs and harvest
management. (¥F3)

&



Comments on Category 4b

o Rewrite Option 4.7 to delete the term “flyers” and replace it with rhe term
press releases. Commenter questions remaining consistent with Department of
Interior procedures. (01)

o A direct conflict of interest has recently arisen of the KFMC. The DOI
representative was advised by the Secretary of the Interior to support the
Narive American positiom - in spite of the knowledge that to prioritize the
12,000 Klamath salmon would require total closure of the OB and €a commevrcial
salmon industries. (03)

o Include Option 4.5 in the pian. (0L}

o Option 4.10. The Task Force and Council should integrate efforts for long
term planning for the Basin. (F1)

o Support for Option 4.10. The KFMC and the Task Force must function more as
a team if the fisheries resources of the Klamath River Basin are to be
restored. (See comment for details.) The specific mechanism for interaction
between these two advisory committees should be clearly defined in the plan.
{045 [subcommittee comment - This is desirable. The Council and Task Force
need to develop a specific mechanism for coordination.]

Category 5
o Rewrite Option 5.1 to read: »Recopmend management measures to produce

optimum yield for the fisheries of the Klamath Basin while preventing any
Klamath River tributary natural sub-population from beceming threatened,
endangered or extinct.” {oL)

o Option 5.1 needs to have “natural sub-population” defined (e.g. Indian
Creek, S.Fk. Indian Creek or mid-Klamath tributaries) to allow better
implementation. (F2)

o Option 5.1: Insert »natural” between “produce” and “maximum”. (F3)

o Rewrite Option 5.3 to read: »Recommend management measures for ocean and
in-river fisheries that impact Klamath Basin salmon to provide for natursal
spawning Klamath Basin stocks.”(01)

Catepgory 6

Eureka Public Meeting:

o Option 6.4: How about writing a corresponding option for ~all river
sctivities”. (PY)

Category 7
o Adopt Option 7.2 (02}

o Option 7.2 is the beginning of dealing with the heart of the matter (i.e.
What are minimum needs, and how do we allocate equitably?) 1 recommend a
special KFMC meeting on this topic., (03)



does it allow for an equitable distribution of the resource. The difficulcy
of equating minimum needs of trollers, sportsfishermen and Indians can not be
overstate. Unless an innovative, new appreach to allocation arises, I would
recommend that the KFMC put off a decision in this area and concentrate its
efforts in areas where mutual consent can be achieved. (14}

o Option 7.2: This option does not provide clarification of the issues, nor .

o Option 7.2 (alternate) is inconsistent wirh the Klamath Act’s statutory
authority, which recognized all users essentially as lmportant and having a
co-equal stake in the fisheries of the basin (01).

o Dption 7.2 (alternate} seeks to exclude one fishery from the allecation
process in favor of another. This is contrary to MFCMA, as well as a total
rejection of the prineiples under which all fisheries groups first met to
determine allocations. (02)

o Since the KFMC did not unanimously agree to 7.2 (alternate) the option
should not be adopted. (03)

o Option 7.2 (alternate) begins to undermine potential resolution because it
selects a group with superier rights, feeding back inte the exact direction -

the wrong direction - which our previous alite, conquering leaders lead us in
the early history of this country. (03)

o Option 7.2 (alternate) is a confusing concept, and obvicusly detrimental te
nen-Indian user groups. It appears to be a back deor approach to manipulating

the KFMC into recognizing and validating an overriding Indian right to a

public resource. (14) .

¢ Option 7.3 1s questionable. What is intended? (0O1)

o Option 7.3 is unclear. The option needs to be rewritten to increase the
specificity and clarify the meaning. (02)

o Option 7.3: I doubt that the KFMC has the authority or that it seeks the
authority to dilute the responsibility for management of the Klamath River
System. The impact of a significant user group sitting as a co-manager of a
resource they are impacting does not seem realistic or practical. TIts like
leaving the fox to guard the chicken coop - with the other user groups being
the chickens. (I4)

Fureka Public Meeting:

o Option 7.3: meaning is unclear. Does it mean that the tribes will be
managers on the reservations, or is some broader authority implied -- like
co-management of Iron Gate Hatchery? {DB)
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3. gwven at least annually, ang

4. given after public hearings have been held concerning the regulations to
be recommended.

The following provides some specifics concerning these requirements.,

1.2.1 Long-term Plan and Policy (Reguirement 1)

The requirement for making recommendations that are consistent with the
Council's Long-term plan and Policy implies that the Council must first establish
such a plan and policy. That reguirement is precisely the impetus behind the
current strategic (long-range) planning process described in this paper.

~ e P In additicn to establishing a strategic plan, the Ccuncil is otliged 1o make its
AR mm“‘\ recommendations and policies censistent with the goals of the Klamath-Trinity

i3 [ac% Restoration Program. Currently the goals of that program are: Q‘d
potueal, The _pekioe Glossaedy
$i¢ferences [0 Restore salmon production to leveis by a) increasing number of
o ebuseen K+ T smolts per natural spawner and b) improving survival of smoits.
gregrem? o Develop and maintain artificial salmon production programs.
nezds to
e e*?gﬁ"“sé-_,o Coocrdinate and review prejects that would adversely impact anadromous fish .

production.

o Conduct information and education programs and encourage community
invelvement.

1.2.2 Standszrds for recommendations (Reguirement 2)

(hse dems [ Congress has established five stancards to be followed by the Council; the
sheld ba Council’s recommendations must:

Verbalim e : :
crem Y k.| O  De based on the best scientific information available,

The covncll | o minimize costs where practicable,
W‘S went
o m%%a 0 avoid unnecessary duplication of regulations,

en thasge, e .
c account and allow for variation in fisheries, fishery resources, and caiches,

0 be designed to achieve an escapement that preserves or strengthens the
. viability of the area’s natural anadromous fish populations.

Its duties and obligations thus identified, the Ccuncil began its planning to design its
long-range strategy for carrying out those duties effectively ana efficiently.
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CHAPTER 5. THE DESIGN OF THE COUNCIL'S STRATEGY FOR MFETING
ITS GOALS: THE CHOICE OF THE "BEST" SET OF CPTIONS

5.0 Specification of a Strategy from the Qcticns Field

The design of the Council's strategic plan for meeting its goals and objectives is a
matter of choosing activities (options) frocm each category of the Options Field
(Appendix A). The set of selected options (planned activities, tasks, projects, ete.)
becomes the strateqy for achieving the goals. One can imagine that the selected
options are the “stepping stones” {i.e.,sub-goals, objectives, or rnilestones) that must
be reached and surpassed on the way toward achieving the goals. To produce a
succassiul strategy, (i.e. a strategy that, if followed, will result in meseting the speacified
goals and objectives) the Council must select or approve opticns within each category,
Failure to achieve a solution or Improvernent in any one categorv could mean failure of
the Council to carry out its functions and cvercome its problemns; hence, the
importance of specifying hew each dimension of the problem will be handled.

Given a choice of which options to select {and which not to select) the Council was
immediately faced with the question of chocsing the "best” set of stepping stones so
that it could reach its destination with a minimum of expense, a maximum of efficiency,

and a high degree of certainty. To find the "test” strategy the Council needed criteria
for cetermining what is "best”,

5.1 Criteria for Specifving the Best Strateqy

The choice of a set of options from each category across the options field is called an
alternative strategy. Mathematically there is an enormous number (> 15 million) of
possible alternative strategies that cculd be specified from the Council's options fieid.
Fortunately, all cossible alternatives do not have to be specified to determine a
satisfactory strategy. However, to discriminate among good and bad or better or
worse alternatives that may te proposed, criteria are required. The Council specified
the fcllowing criteria for evaluating propesed alternatives and for chocsing the best or

optimum alternative strategy: Nodes The ctikrta are Aot Nsfed 1n o e\,\“;i_j scder.

Criteria for the Evaluation of Allernative Strategies
1. Net economic benefits to the users cf the resources.
2. Cost of carrying out the program.
3. Degree to wiich users needs are met.
4. Preservation and strengthening of natural anadromous populations. .
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. Degree to wnich standaras of the Klamath Act are met.
6. Reccgnition of sccial values.
7. Achievabls under current governmental structure.

5.2 The Speciication of the KFMC Stratecic Plan

The Council determined its strateqy, or strategic plan, by considering each option
within each of the eight cateqories, debating the pros and cons of including (or
exciuding) the cotion in light of the criteria and then deciding by majority vote explicitly
1o include or exclude the option. The set of options thus designated as the Council's
strategic plan was adopted by the Council unanimousty.

The strategic plan of the Council is represented Dy the set of selectec options as listed
celow. The set of selected options represents the best alternative strategy that the
Council could define, utilizing the specified evaluation critena.

The Klamath Fishery Management Council’s Strategic Plan:

Category 1. Decision Making Process

. 1.3 Maintain status quo (unznimous) decision-making process.

1.5 Establish a step-wise process for submitting harvest sharing agreement 10
PFMC for adoption.

1.6 Establish a step-wise process for submitting rececmmendations to other
management authorities,

Category 2. Harvest Management Strategies
ndd? ) . !
T ?F__m} 2.2 Ccordinated seascnal management by time and area with guotas ailcwed.

— * {)*H\-Qr
ke Mwark‘ ? ~ . . Vv
= ~ 2.4 Develop regulations that allow users access to the stocks.

2.6 Design harvest regimes to achieve an appropriate balance between available
natural and surplus hatchery stocks.

Category 3. Resource Assessment and Monitering

3.1 Devise a monitoring program that enables instantanecus estimation cf harvest
status of all salmon stocks.

. 3.2 Seek funds for improved in-season data collection.
3.4 Determine potential production of each species in the basin.
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3.5 Deveiop a methed to immediately identify hatchery fish. .
z?’%*&m’rﬁ%ka&a gy BTEa 2?‘3 matheds Such o
—TTTTRT improve harvestability of hatchery fish by altering stocks, release iccatons. rmarking
ara-By(fin Cipping. or othar 55 omagiog mark). -

3.8 Develop new sorting and harvest methods,

3,9 Institute a coast-wide Genetic Stock Identifier ccean landing sampiing
program to determine stock compoesition of ocean-caught landings.

3.10 Assess and monitor all anadromous species in the Klarath Basin.
Category 4a. Organizational Approach
4.2 Maintain status quo organization.

4.3 Upon election of the Yurok Interim Council, the title of non-Hoopa
representative will be changed 1o the Yurok represemative.

4.4 Add seat to the Council for Karuk Representative.
Category 4b. Communication .
4.7 Produce Newsietters and Fiyers.

4.8 Vary locations of meetings.

A

4.9 Improve or establish communications with fishery management authorities on
the Klamath in order to carry out our legal responsibilities.

4 10 Establish a coordinaticn mechanism between the Klamath Fishery
Manzagement Council and the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force.

Category 8. Escapement Policy

5.1 Manage escapement 1o produce maximum sustained vield for each Klamath

River run while preventing extinction of any Kiamath River tributary naturai
sub-pcpulation.

5.2 Develop optimum escapement levels through harvest rate management,

n
()

Manage all ocean and in-river fisheries that impact Klamath River stocks
consistent with Klamath River natural production.

o
o

Establish a threshold for natural stock productivity beicw which the KFMC wiil
re-examine management methods {or natural stocks.
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I 2.3

The intent of the option was to shift from a management system that cenalizes
the ocean fishery for taking Klamaih chinock -- as the present manacement
ostensibly coes - 1o a system that would encourage harvest of non-Kiamath
chinock stocks. The option proposes 1o achieve this by re-establishing terminal
commercial fisheries targeting strong chinook stocks in other rivers, such as the
Sacramento or Rogue.

Fine-ture allocations by allowing in-river fishing in all salmen scawning
rivers. -

other
. v
whk® 24 Develop requiations that aliow users accass to the stocks.

Ocean users will develop goed technical data that will alicw them access to
mixed ocean stock inside/outside KMZ. The in-river users (Indian/sport) wiil
develop requiations that will allow them to optimize their opportunities,

2.5  Direct all river harvest to hatchery stocks only.

The intent is to spare depleted wild stocks, while allowing some inriver harvest.
This is more feasible with steelnead than with saimon. Harvest methods that
permit sorting live fish would be required.

. hukx 3 G Design harvest regimes 1o achieve an appropriate balance between
‘available natural and surplus halchery stocks.

The Klamath Fishery Management Council will seek 10 balance the harvest
netween natural and hatchery stocks as appropriate. Pricrties should be given
to situations where surplus hatchery stock can be targeted while maintaining
MSY escapement leveis for natural stocks. The Councii shall utilize the
expertise of the technical team for designing such harvest strategies.

2.7 Develop a terminal fishery.

The intent of this option is to spare depleted wild stocks. while allowing harvest
of strong stocks. To be effective, most of the harvest would have to be shifted
to terminal in-river fisheries -- nct just in the Klamath River, but in all rivers. The
ocean fishery would have to be greatly reduced owing to the inability to identify
wild stocks or to target on non-wild stocks in the ccean. ’

2.8 Expand boundaries of the KMZ.
The intent is to decrease the contribution rate of Klamath chinook to the Fort

Bragg and Coos Bay fisheries, thereby reducing ocean harvest impacts on
Klamath chinook. :



MEETIKG OF THE
KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMERT COURCIL
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA, JUNE 27-28, 1991.
SUMMARY MINUTES

Members present: Nat Bingham, Virginia Bostwick, Bob Hayden, Don Mcisaac,
Charlie Fullerton, Sue masten, Mel Odemar, Lisle Reed, Frank Warrens, Keith
wilkinson, Mike Orcutt (for Lyle Harshall).

Agenda: Approved. {Attachment #1)

¥inutes of last meeting:

o Minor changes to be made by Sue Masten, she will provide comments to
Klamath River Fishery Resource Office (KRFRO) staff.
o ¥Frank Warrens requests a technical correction. Pages 6 and 7, subject

CPUE test fishery, The $8C is suppoged to be the "Scientific
Statistical Commitiee.”

Motion to approve minutes, with recommended changes, carried.

Reports on the Commercial Troll and Ocean Sport Fisgheries:

(Odemar): No data is provided below Fort Bragg because it is not complete, and
wouldn’'t mean anything. The landings south of Point Arena are ahead of last
year. The number of deliveries is down, but those boats that are fishing are
very successful. Nat can give specifice. The sport fighery started very
slowly, weather has been poor, but landings are picking up. Limits have been
caught regularly. If, by July 10, the KMZI Chinook Sport Harvest ig projected
to reach 20,000 for the season, additional days of the week may be closed to
fishing. Usually, by July 15, about half the sport harvest is caught. If
conditions continue, we will reach the cap.

(Bingham): Most of the information I have ie anecdotal. There's been a
significant drop in effort. Many fishermen didn’t fish. In the Fort Bragg
fishery, about one gquarter of the boats are active, Eureka and Crescent City
are somewhat more active. Moat areas are not crowded with boats. 1've seen
few boats when I've fished. The weather has been extremely poor and we've
requested an extension of the commercial troll season because of this. When
people do manage to get out, the fish are offshore in deep water, but we’'ve
had decent catches, Fish distribution is unusual this year. Fishing was good
10-20 miles off Point Arena, until wind picked up. The fishing has been
better off Half Moon Bay and Monterey Bay. 1 was fishing off Farallon Islands
yesterday, caught lots of 2 year olds. We were worried that these fish
wouldn’t be around, but they’re there. Catches have been good farther down
south, near Morro Bay. There’'s been steady fishing in Half Moon Bay. There’s
a fairly large distribution of fish, not schooled up yet, feeding conditions
are excellent, water temperatures have been abnormally cold, 45 to 50 degrees
through May, recently the temperatures have come up into the 50's, where the
fish feed the best. It‘s still too scon to tell, but it appears that stocks
are up. Also, an unusual abundance of coho out there, lots of &-7 pounders
and smaller.

(Wilkinson): The Oregon report: absolutely a financial and social disaster.
Tt remaing to be seen whether it will be a bioclogical disaster. Chinook
fishery has been slow, coho fishery has been nothing. A few small fish have
been caught close in. Considering the price for coho, it appears to be the



pottom of the fishery. Weather has been bad, but it's getting better lately.
There’'s been a significant effort reduction. It doesn’t look good,

(McTsaac): With the 1 chinook/1l coho bag limit, fishing success has been good.
Just as a note, the 20,000 Klamath Management Zone {(KMZ) fish harvest
guideline, it looks as though they’ll be harvested. 1In fact, we are currently
on pace to achieve the 37,000 catch of 19%0. The decision point to continue
fishing is July 10, 1%%1. The Pacific Fishery Management Council Salmon
Technical Advisory Team (8TT) is to make a recommendation at the Seattle
meeting.

{(Warrens): I would like direction from pecple in this area to facilitate my
recommendation to the PFNMC on how we’ll manage this KMZ fishery. Realizing
that we have 20,000 fish in the KMZ for the ocean sport fishery, it looks like
we’'ll push that number by July 15. I would like a recommendation from this
body to take to PFMC.

{Magten): I°d like to caution us not to overestimate the numberg of fish. I
think we need to take a close look, not allowing any fishery to exceed limits.
I'm concerned about the spring fishery and how it may relate to the fall
fishery later on.

(Bingham): Something we may all agree on ig that it’s difficult to give policy
advice when we don’t have much data. California has bad budget problems, I'd
like to have this group say to the world that we can’t do our job without

information.

(OCdemar): Commercial dealers submit their purchase tickets every other week to
CDPG staff. Thig year, the biostatistical unit has four vacancies right now.
They’'re understaffed to handle this data input. The state legislature almost
shut down the entire shop. The lack of data south of Fort Bragg isn’'t really
affecting our ability to manage. They’'re catching fish is more a factor of
weather and ocean conditions. Last year many fish were caught in Oregon, this
year in California. We don’'t manage by port, but by stock. It would be good
to have all harvest information but won’'t completely stop our capability. The
gport harvest data is coming in regularly.

*% Motion **

{Bingham)}: I hope that this group will support full funding of data gathering
efforts. We need the same kind of information as we have on the Fort Bragg
fishery. Data such as CPUE and numbers of fish landed, by port. This kind of
information is needed for all of California so we can get a feel for what the
KMZ fishery is deing. It doesn’t seem to be that difficult to get fish ticket
information put into a database. It’ll give us a feel for how the fishery can
proceed. I make a motion to support this data gathering effort. (Motion
geconded. )

*% Botion **
Bingham to draft a letter to the Director, CDFG, requesting adding additional
staff to the harvest data management office.

Agenda item: Report from the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team:

(Barneg}: I’'ve put the Klamath River contribution rates on the board. This is

what PFMC will use. [Attachment #2] [Refers to Table 2, Attachment #2] This

is only for the Yurcok reservation. There should be another 100 fish shown,
representing the Hoopa Tribe's harvest. Trinity fish are usually reported

late in July. It looks like a disaster for the Trinity River spring chinook

run. They usually come in earlier. The run at Junction City, last year, was

300 fish. This year the count is 40 fish. The Trinity River Restoration

Program is supporting a $150,000 per year study on the Trinity River Basin.

The CDPFG has three fish counting weirs on the South Fork Trinity River. 5o .
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far, on the lowest weir they’ve only caught 20 fish. So there are only 60
fish counted.

Qr Why?

{Barnes): My first response would be *ocean conditions.* But, there were
guestions about chinook predictions from the KRTAT team, based on hatchery
contribution. Ninety-five percent, or more, of spring chlnock are from the
Trinity River hatchery. It could be a hatchery problem as well as ocean
conditions, but considering all catch reports for ocean fisheries, it dossn’t
appear to be the ocean conditions. This is a disaster as far as our
predictions are concerned. In 1890, on the Trinity River, there were only 250
[fall run chinook] jacks, which was the lowest count since 1979. There are
some indicators of low abundance. On table 2, there is a comparison of
catches between spring and fall fish on the lower Trinity River. This is
comparable to 1982. It is almost an historical low. An update on CPUE, we
shifted that to the PFMC TAT. They won’'t start work until September, to
report to the PFMC next spring. They won't have data they can use until we
get this August harvest data. It’s unlikely that the 1991 CPUE data will
help. To add to the report, the scale analysis project was approved for
funding by the Klamath River Task Force, for $5,500. The other half of the
funding is to be provided by the Trinity River Task Force. We have tentative
gites set up for sampling.

(Fullerton): The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) isn't predicting an
El Nino yet, but we're close to making this prediction.

Aagenda item: Update on 1991 harvest management plansg,

Report on Commerce/Intericor discussiong of ocean galmon requliations:

{Reed): The Secretary of Interior sent a letter to the Secretary of Commerce,
requesting that the Secretary of Commerce intervene with the Pacific Fishery
Management Council’s (PFMC) .12 commercial harvest recommendation for Klamath
River 4 year old fall chinooks. The Secretary of Interior supported the
Indian net harvest request of 12,000 fall chinooks. This reguest wasn’'t
honored by Commerce. The Secretary of Interior was never able to discuse this
with the Secretary of Commerce. Interior didn’t get to pursue this issue, but
by acquiescence, the decision was made and passed through Commerce. We're
dissatisfied with the action of PFMC. They just picked a harvest level
between .12 and .20. PFMC should’ve stated why they chose the harvest rate.
This was naive and amateurish.

(Warrens): The PFMC didn’t arbitrarily pick a harvest number between .12 and
.20. The .16 was slightly below the proportional reduction contained within
the language in the 5-year agreement. The PFMC, with a great deal of thought,
and considerable amount of agony, drew a line at .16 considering inriver and
ocean harvests. It was a tough decision, the cost between .12 and .16
would’ve caused a loss of approximately 30% of the ocean commercial fishery.

I take exception that this action was irresponsible.

{(Reed): I appreciate the comment.

(Warrens): It needs to be clearly understood by all parties, that weak stock
management costs a mixed stock ocean fishery over 100,000 fish to save a few
hundred fish of a particular stock. The difference between the .12 and .16
commercial ocean harvest rate would have cost the ocean fishery 10s of
thousands of fish foregone to provide 2,000 fish for the inriver harvest.

Q: Since the Secretary of Commerce has latitude in his decision, is there
going to be a written reply from Commerce to Interior?



{(Fullerton): I think this wae sent, I believe that he indicated that he would
go along with the recommendation until further information was provided,

{Reed}: The letter was answered by the assistant secretary. There was
discussion among aides of the secretaries. They could say they responded with
verbal discussions.

{Bingham}: I'm concerned about this discussion. It appears that we’'re looking
toward next year anticipating this same situation. I think we had & lose/lose
situation last year. We’'ve got a year’'s worth of meetings to work this
problem out., I'm concerned that we're taking positions for next year.

Agenda item: Proposed Klamath River angling regulations for 1991

{Odemar): Each of the KFMC members should have received a copy of changes to
the fishing regulations. BRasically, the key area changed has to do with
management of quotas in the Klamath River Basin. Last year, I acknowledged
that the quota management regulations were no longer appropriate. The inriver
sport fishery has changed. The plan is to manage the Klamath Rlver sport
fishery below Coon Creek. When 50% of the allocation of the guota is made,
that area of the Klamath River is closed for the take of adult chinook salmon.
The users wanted a trigger to slow down the fishery, 25% of the gquota is taken
by 8/26. The other change is that the regulations now allow daily take of
five salmonids, no more than two adults, now changed to three fish total. A
meeting was held between inriver fisheries (Indian net and gport) to establish
fighing zones on the lower river to seperate Indian and non-Indian fishers.

We believe zones are needed. If we find that they are not needed, they'll be
withdrawn from the regulation package.

Agenda item: Update on BIA and Hoopa subsistence regqulations for spring and
fall chinook harvest

{Overberg): There really hasn’'t been a spring chinook net fishery. We didn't
adopt the special regulations because we didn’t have a good predictor. We're
using 25CFR regulations for the subsistence fishery. There will be no
commercial net fishery, because less than half of the subsistence fishery is
being met. Regulations and requirements for the Indian net fishery is covered
in 25CFR. We had a meeting with the inriver sport fishermen, and tried to
come up with alternatives to reduce anticipated conflicts on the lower Klamath
River. We discussed about twelve different options. We came up with the
option of splitting the estuary into three zones. We'd alternate zones and
days, allowing full time on river, limiting area only. This still has
potential for inmplementation this year and for years in the future. I
suggested to CDFG, that if we get a good fish run and start having problems, I
have the authority to make adjustments in the inriver net fishery. It doesn’t
lock like we’'re having much of a problem on the spring chinook fishery.
Fishing effort is light. 1In the fall fishery there are many more nets. The
difference from thig year and past years is that we will not require Indian
net fishermen to fish only at night. The reason for this is that there is no
commercial net fishery. If there are problems down there, 1’1l get with our
people to work something out. Again, we’re using 25CFR regulations that have
been in place for last 4 years.

Q: Do the regulationsa identify a minimum harvest number?
{Overberg): Yes. 12,000 fish,

Q: If the run size is larger than forecasted, will you change the regulations
to allow increased harvest?




{Ooverberg): No. I1f we’'re able to take 12,000 fish, this is the figure that
has been agreed to in the agreement. We’ll shut it off if we get this number,
because we can‘t estimate the total escapement right now. There's no way of
predicting whether the run will be large or small.

Q: wWould a 12,000 target catch and 2,600 inriver sport harvest still allow for
35,000 spawning escapement?
{Fullerton): With the current predictions, no.

(Warrens): The normal regulatory process is that we do not pre-announce an
intent of any group to fish beyond their allocation. The allocatien for the
inriver fishery was slightly over 10,000 fish, as a result of the change from
the .12 to .16 ocean commercial fishery. I hear there is an intent to fish
beyond this level. I’'m not prepared to comment, other than to state that
we're in a process now of going beyond our appropriated harvest levels. 1
think problems will occur.

(Odemar}: The number of fish allocated for inriver harvest was 13,000. BIA
announced they would harvest 12,000. CDFG made it cleax from the beginning,
that we would assume the 80/20 split previously agreed to in the 1986
agreement. BIA says they’ll harvest 12,000 fish. Whether we have a conflict
here or not will be known after all harvest is done. The BIA is not doing
something that we were not aware of. The levels called for are not
surprising.

Hoopa subsistence fishery report:

{Orcutt): From our tribes’' perspective, the Hoopa fishery is determined by the
Hoopa tribe. It looks like 2,400 fish is the target, under the agreement of
20% subsistence.

(Fullerton): The KFMC doesn’'t set your harvest levels, but you do report to
us. This was spelled out in the congressional actions.

{Orcutt): We met with CDFG and got concurrence on this harvest level.

Agenda item: Public comment

Doug McCollough: (Commercial fisherman, Trinidad.)

Where is the equity in fishing opportunity reduction? All other user groups
living within the KMZ are allowed to fish. There is no equality in the
allocation. Is there a consensus opinion that a commercial ocean fishery has
the right to exist in the KMI? The commercial fishery hasn’'t caused the
decline of the fishery. I’'d ask the KFMC to work towards mitigating the
commercial fishermen for what they’ve lost. My only option is to fish away
from this area. Everyone else fishes here.

Richard McCovey: (Yurck tribal member.)

Nat Bingham is still promoting the CPUE population estimate methodology. He
should explain how this is high technology. It scems like astrology. Also,
regarding restoration, I haven’t seen effort to clean up the streams. The
Yuroks used to be employed by harvesting ducks and clams also, but now they’'re
not there.

(Bingham): To respond to the comment to me...it’s not high technology. It‘s a
statistical comparison of harvest in the CPUE in the Fort Bragg commercial
fishery. This would give us another way to make population predictions. I'm
committed to the concept that all fisheries be adjusted when stocks are Jow or
abundant. The commercial fishermen don’t want the resource depleted any more



rastoration and fish production activities. The Salmon Stamp committee spends

than the inriver users. The commercial fishermen are involved in stream .
money in the Klamath River Basin every year.

Paula Yoon: (Del FHorte fishermen’s Marketing Asscclation)
{See attachment #3)

Mudgie McCovey:
T haven't seen anything done on the river by the commercial fishermen,

pPat Higgins: ({Fisheries consultant.)

it’'s acknowledged in this comment on the XFMC plan, the #Humboldt AFS doesn’t
object to the Indian’s right to fish. But, timing of fishing effort could
impact specific stocks, e.g. Shasta River stocks. There are habltat
restoration efforts being made in the Shasta River system. It's lwmprudent to
harvest more than 4 days per week to harvest stocks that are in trouble.
Protecting stocks is the long term restoration goal. Even if spawning
efficiency is low in poor habitat, these genetic stocks are necessary for
reatoration and should be protected.

{Warrens): A comment on the whiting fishery and salmon bi-catch. The bi~
catch throughout the range ie .05 salmon per metric ton of whiting. That
eguates to about 5,000 galmon caught as bi-catch, for the entire whiting

fishery.

*+ Actiom *=*
Put discussion of whiting fishery on agenda, for later time.

agenda item: Report of the subcommitiee to review comments on the draft long
term harvest plan

{Barnes): Keith and I met with Tricia Whitehouse to review comments on the .
long term harvest plan. We took the comments, summarized and prioritized them

to form this document {Attachment #4). This group has the option to go

through the total package of comments, or go through this summary. There was

anocther package that contains recommended editorial changes for policies in

the plan.

{Wilkinson): We removed the comments that we felt would require legislative
action, and provided you the rest,.

Q: Who was on the committee?

{Barnes): Lyle Marshall, Nat Bingham, Keith Wilkinson, and myself (Jerry
Barnes). Those that attended the meeting were Keith, myself, and Tricia
Whitehouse. I caution you that it is a considerable task to go back and look
at the entire package of comments. That may be necessary if you want to see
gpecific comments.

{Bingham): My concern is that the public has commented in detail, yet, these
comments were digested by staff. I believe the summary may be incomplete.
I've not had an opportunity to study the comments, nor this summary. The Task
Force plan was substantially amended after consideration of public comment.
I'm concerned that we won't be as thorough in this process. 11 think we should
go back and have more complete summaries available, full copies of all
comments, and a key to see who made the comments. We should develop a process
to go through and consider all comments. I don’t think a 2-person
subcommittee is appropriate, This KFMC is supposed to discuss and make
decisions on our plan with regards to public comment consideration.

(Barnes): This summary of comments was put together by Tricia Whitehouse. It

was a big task. The original comments are recorded, specific to person and
item. Some comments were generalized to streamline the process. .
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{(Wilkinson): I think this KFMC should consider this report before throwing it
out. This was an extensive effort on our part,

(Reed): This summary is useful and will save this group a lot of work. This
group should be able to make Cross checks. I hope to use this summary to
caryy on with ocur work.

{Everyone read the summarized public comment document by Tricia Whitehouse. ]

Digcussion of the planning process:

{Mackett}: I'd like to recap where we are in this process. We gstarted a year
ago January, looking at the planning system for the KFMC. You decided to
adapt the NMFS planning system. We reviewed the congressional mandate, we
discussed issues and looked at how they interacted, then came fo agreement on
fundamental issues. The next step was to look at issues, specify goals and
obijectives. We then asked ourselves, *1f we achieve an objective would it
help achieve other objectives?” We then locked at options on projecta, and
tagks needing to be done. We set those out in an options field. The purpose
of the options field was to give everyone a chante to express their concerns.
We did that and adopted a draft strategic plan, which was circulated to the
public. A large number of comments were obtained, the subcommittee boiled
them down to this 8 page document. The next step is to adopt the strategic
plan, including suggestions by the public. 1It's up to the KFMC to decide
whether or not to add options to the options field, based on public input.
After identifying additional options, we'll decide whether to adopt the
options. I recommend going through this, category by category. There were a
couple of comments by the public that addressed the understanding of the plan,
stating that this plan wasn’t understandable in its present form. You're
going to have to adopt an operational plan, also. Let's start out getting a
comment from each of the members, what your reaction is to public input.
Start with Nat.

(Bingham): I'm at a loss for words. I shared this plan with my constituency,
I got a negative reaction to it. The primary comment was that they don‘'t see
anything in there for the commercial industry. In order for us to go forward,
we need to revisit the options, possibly adding some.

(Bostwick): My constituents asked me to consider the optiong field again.
(Hayden): Some of my constituents’ comments weren’t included either, they
should be included, but I don't know how to get them in. We should address

this question of understandability. Some folks couldn’'t comment on it because
they didn’t understand it.

{Orcutt): I think it‘s imperative that we get the public involved. New ideas
that people may have may not have been expressed.

{McIsaac): 1 have a concern for the process...do we have a plan as a result of
public comment? And, do we utilize the comments? If we do, or do not, are we
gtill left with a plan?

{(Mackett): We can adopt, modify, etc.

{(McIsaac): In absence of any change, we don’t have a plan?
(Reed): I understand that this is draft, no plan.

(McIsaac): I would like the KFMC to take the time to discuss public input and
incorporate,

(Fullerton): We’ve done a lot of work to develop the process. A lot of the
comments were good and should be used to modify the plan.
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{¥asten}: Public comments and council comments indicate that there is no clear
understanding of Indian fishing rights, People need to understand what Indian
fisheries are. I'm not sure how we can develop that understanding, but if we
do not, we won't reach consensus on anything.

{OGdemar): The KFMC has done a good job on identifying goals and objectives.

¥We should incorporate public comments. People don’t have a clue ag to how
this plan will be used to achieve the goals we’'ve ldentifled, We should spend
more time putting this thing into a form that can be acted on,

{Reed): The plan is pretty good. The plan is what thisg XKFHC is all about. It
containg the *Whats”, but not the "Hows.”’ This approach applies best for an
agency or organization where members are in accord with the common goals and
ohiectives. This council has polarized interests, not in one accord. For us
to apply the plan, we must settle the question of the diverse objectives, how
we’ll proceed together. I was pleased with the comments from the public.

Many are comprehensive, diverse, and many bold statements are presented as
fact. I don’t know if they are fact or not. The KFMC must try to incorporate
the facts in the plan, and weed out the rest,

(Warrens): This plan represents a lot of timeg and thought by the KFMC. I felt
from the beginning this plan must address changing positions, socioeconomics,
and recognize the needs of user groups. I'm coancerned about the posturing and
polarizing. We should not throw it out because the plan doesn’t contain all
the items each of us wants. I think we can adopt the concept, with clear
understanding that it doesn’'t meet everyone’s particular ideas. The plan is
malleable and can be changed as things change.

{Wilkinson): I accept the plan as a product of ocur process, Public comments
are valuable and meaningful, For the most part, their aspects were
considered, but fell out because of failure of consensus. So, we must refine
the process to consider these, if necessary. As I reviewed comments and
attended public meetings, I’ve heard things that amazed me. People have a
good grasp of what’'s going on. We should proceed stepwise, by opening up the
plan periodically allowing public input.

{Fullerton): This plan will not be placed on a shelf and forgotten. Dave, how
do we implement the actions?

{Mackett): That’'s why 1 suggested the KFMC rely on their TAT to provide
guidance. The strategy is just that, it’'s the overall way to meet your goal,
including small and large steps. It's going to take work, energy, time, and
dollars to do. I also want to address the process. The challenge to this
group was to see if there really was consensus that could be drawn out and
identified. If it exists, we'll get it out, and address the fundamental
issues. We can’t guarantee success, but we will try. Let’s go back to
attachment 1 [to attachment #4], and review. RFMC members are free to suggest
alternative options that should be considered.

{Discussion of recommended options followed. Those Options, and discussion,
that were approved by majority vote are listed here.]

*ERk Botjon Akk
KRFRO staff will consider public comment for the introduction section of the
long term plan.

CHAPTER 1:
{Mackett}: With respect to first 3 pages, top of page 4; are there any
comments from council members in the form of a suggestion?




(Masten): Currently option 1.1.6 states that we’'ll make racommendations to the
Task Force and Yurok tribe. Recommendations should go to the Yurok tribe as a
management agency, rather than through the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA}.
When the Yuroks are organized, they’ll no longer be under the arm of the BIA.
S0, we should make recommendations to the Yurok interim council for a few
years, then to the tribe, regarding regulations for harvesting in the area by
menbers of the Yurck tribe.

{Mackett): This would be an addition to the list of management agencies this
council advises. Discussion?

(Wilkinson): I’'m concerned that the Yurok tribal organization is not
finalized. When they finally become organized, then we should amend the plan

to advise them.

(Reed): We should put an addendum in the wording to include *when
eatablished”.

Q: Can we approve it pending completion of publication and the upcoming

elections?
{Fullerton): If we could put in parenthesis (When adopted), makes it clear

that we’ll not have to reprint it.

(Mackett)}: OK, The words "When established”, how many want them in? (5}
How many say no (3), one no-vote.
OK, it‘s in by majority vote (5-3).

** Rotion **
o Add option 1,1.6 "yurok Tribe (when established).”

) Remove gquotes around “Agencies’ on page 15, paragraph 2.
o) Change all references from Hoopa Valley Businesgs Council to Hoopa
Valley Tribal Council.
o Change all references from Hoopa valley Indian Tribe to Hoopa Valley
Tribe.
CHAPTER 2:

(Bingham): Regarding issue Number 32, there seems to be a strong consensus
that it is difficult to estimate contribution rate. This should be a
fundamental issue, not on the symptomatic issue side of the line. It’s all
about the problem that we want to make more Klamath River fish available for
gpawning and inriver harvest, if we can figure ocut how to do it. Those stocks
are mixed in the ocean.

(Odemar): I’'m nervous about moving things arcund in these boxes. Remember
that all issues to the right of the line aggravate issues to the ljeft. It is
fundamental, that your problem exists in harvest management. We went through
this in a logical process, if we mix now, it will disrupt the entire integrity
of the table. This could destroy the value.

(Bingham): I disagree. It’s not just a trollers problem, this whole group has
this problem. I don’t think the argument that you use, stating that this is a
product of a particular process, is a good reason not to make changes.

{Mackett): One way to do it is to erase the bar, letting all issues speak for
themselves. Or, we can accept Nat's recommendation. The computer system we
used was to reduce the total number of questions we were forced to ask when
considering all the issues. We had 59 issues at one time. The computer
boiled it down, the price you pay is that sometimes mistakes will be made,
placing issues in the wrong place.

{(Mackett): Let’s vote. Shall we move it? (Yes=5). (No=4).
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*#% ARotion *¥%
Issue No. 32 changed to s "Fundamental issue”

CHAPTER 3: ~~ No changeg. ~-

{Mackett}: Look at the options field in Chapter 4. Considering input from the
public¢, and in the context of designing the strategy, are there additional
options that should be considered in category 1 through 8 of Appendix A? We
have all the optiong we’'ve considered, and those that you selected and chose
not to select.

CATEGORY 1:
-= No additional options approved, --

CATEGORY 2:
~= No additional options approved. --

CATEGORY 3:

{(Orcutt): It takes coordination between all management agencies and entities.
I'd suggest this be added as 3.11. *Coordinated management by all of the
affected agencies.” Coordination is necessary. We're talking about groups
like USFWS, Hoopa tribe. I'm involved with many restoration programs and
agencies don’t seem to know what others are doing.

{Mackett): How many believe that Option 3.11 should be included? (Yeg=6}.
{No=2).
Blright, it‘s in as Option 3.11.

CATEGORY 4:

{Orcutt): I recommend that we include in Option 4.10, that cooperation would
include the Trinity River Tagk Force in addition to the Klamath River Task
Force.

[Majority voted to include proposed wording into Option 4.10.]

CATEGORY 5:
-= No additional options approved, --

CATEGORY 6:
-- No additional options approved. --

CATEGORY 7:
[Extensive discussion of allocation strategies ensued. No additional options

were approved.]

{Mackett)}: How many want Option 7.2 as it stands with no modifications?
(Yes=6). (No=5). OK, 7.2a (alternate) as it stands in the original draft.
How many want it as it stands? (Yes=2}. (No=8). It’s not in.

Option 7.3. How many want it included? (Yes is the majority.)

Option 7.5. How many want it included? (Yes is the majority.)

{The remaining options in Category 7 were voted out.]

{Mackett): OK, we’ve made our decisions, Options 7.2, 7.3, and 7.5 are the
only ones included in Category 7.

CATEGORY 8:
-- Ko additional options were approved. --—
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Agenda item: Public Comment

Doug McCollough (Commercial Pisherman, Trinidad.)

I‘'ve voiced my concern on inequities of treatment and restrictions of
commercial fishermen in the KMZ. 1 would ask Sue Masten to draft a resolution
recognizing the severe impacts on the commercial and inriver fishermen, and
propose a method to negate loss of jobs. My opinion is that the KMZI fishermen
shouldn’t have to bear the burden of restoration.

faula Yoon:
{See attachment #3)

Bill Levett {Commercial Fisherman, Moss Landing.)

T've sat in these meetings and listened. This plan is stalemated. I don’t
see this group resolving this. This plan isn’t gtructured and doeen’t have
good definitions. I don’t see how it’s a possibility to think that this plan
can be accepted without knowing what the definitions are. 1 see little future
in what you'’'ve done here. I have a lot of questions on trust rights, in
reality I don’t know that they‘re important to me. I asuggest the individual
groups involved here, go get them quantified, it would make things much more
clear. I would not recommend this council ask the Secretaries to quantify
these. This council should continue with the process, or get out of the
buginess.

Richard McCovey:

Our association would take severe exception that other men would set our
minimum needs at the bare minimum. If we were dealing with equitable
allocation we wouldn’t be here now. If we are not objective about this
process we'’'ll not get anything done.

(Fullerton): There were a couple of recommendations made, doeg the council
want to respond?

{Bingham): I think we should keep the comments requesting restitution in mind.
this council should address this issue. I hope we will move forward towards
understanding where our positions are. If we find that there ig not going to
be a commercial fishery, then there should be restitution.

Agenda item: Council discussion and decisions on content of the final long
term plan

CATEGORY 1:

** Motion **

{(Wilkinson): I make the motion to accept category 1 as a product of consensus.
[Motion carried, with one abstention.]

CATEGORY 2:

** Motion **

(Wilkinson}: I make the motion to accept category 2 as a product of consensus.
[{Motion carried.]

CATEGORY 3:

** HMotion **

(Reed): I move that we accept Options 3.1 to 3.11. {adding Option 3.11)
[Motion carried.]

CATEGORY 4:

11



* Motion **
(FPullerton): I move that we remove Option 4.4, because the Karuk Tribe will be
represented by Interior.

[Discussion ensued regarding removal of Option 4.4, which was to include a
Karuk Tribal representative seat on the KFMC, ]

{Masten): I must speak up because when we filrst discussed this, the Task Force
had a representative for the Karuk tribe. There has been a request from this
body for the Karuks to monitor their fishery. Management entities should be
on this council, including the Karuks.

(Fullerton): Just because the Task Force has it that way, we don’t have to
have it that way on the KFMC. For the same reasons we didn’t want to add the
other seats, I don’'t want to add this one.

{(Wilkinson): There were other comments from agribusiness, landusere, etc., in
the public comment. I support removal of the aseat.

(Orcutt): This wae already decided by consensus, I support what Sue said.
They are up on the river and have fishing rights. They should be on this
KFMC. I'm uncomfortable assuming that the BIA will protect their rights.
{Bingham): I support inclugion of the zeat,.

(Bostwick): I don’t agree with adding them, I think the representation from
the Department of Interior, BIA, is sufficlient,.

{Hayden): I go for consistency throughout, if we add, we should add them all.
But, I believe they should be included, along with other seats. I vote for
their inclusion,.

(Orcutt): Yes, they should be included, their input is important,

{McIsaac): No comment.
{Fullerton): Ko comment.

(Masten): I’'m uncomfortable with State and Interior representation for the
Karuks.

{Odemar): I'm uncomfortable pulling this out if agreed on by consensus
earlier. The Karuks are not given an allocation at this point, that’s why
they weren’t included in this body from the start. I'll abstain.

{Reed}: I objected to this in La Jolla. I support removal. They can present
information when they choose.

(Warrens): I agree with Lisle Reed. We're excluding groups that have a much
more significant harvest interest here. I support removal of Option 4.4.

(Mackett}): The vote to remove Option 4.4: (Yes=5). (No=4).

[Motion to remove Option 4.4 carried.]

*% Motion **

{Reed}: I move that all bold faced options in Category 4 be approved,
including Option 4.10, as amended by this group, and excluding Option 4.4.

(Mackett): Any additional changes? The vote is to adopt Category 4, excluding
option 4.4, and including the amended Option 4.10. {Yes=6)., {(No=2}. We've

amended 4.10, eliminated 4.4 by majority. .
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[Motion carried.]
CATEGORY 5.

{Motion carried to approve Category 5, as is.]

CATEGORY 6.

** Motion **
Motion to approve options in category 6, as is.

[Motion carried.]
CATEGORY 8.

** Motion **
(Fullerton): I move we adopt the options as approved.

[Motion carried.]

Public Comment:

{Ronnie Pierce}:
In discussing the Karuk membership, it was mentioned that there would be a
possibility of opening the seats up to other interest groups. They are a
management agency, not an interest group. They would feel that they should
have a seat. They’'re different than the other two tribes, they are also
different from other interest groups in the basin because they are a
government agency, who's members fish in the Klamath River. They do have
management authority over their members.

Bill Levett, commercial fisherman:
I'm disappointed in the way in which the public comment was handled through
the digested summary. I think things were ignored and overlooked.

Paula Yoon, Del Norte Fishermen’'s Marketing Association:

This plan is amendable. It should be written into the document when this
would be done.

KFMC discussion of approval of the plan:

**x Motion **

(Wilkinson): I move that KFMC adopt the plan adopted as a product of
congensus, not including amendments. (Seconded.)

(Fullerton): Roll call.

(Bingham): Yes. (Bostwick): Yes. (Orcutt): No. (Wilkinson): Yes.
(Warrens): Yes. (Reed): No. (Odemar): No. (Masten): No. (McIsaac): No.

[Motion does not carry.]
** Motion **

(Reed): I move that we adopt an amended plan, leaving Option 4.4 out, and
including the original Option 7.2.
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** Motjion *¥

{Warrens): I move to asend the motion, move that we substitute the language
contalined in Dhon HMclsaac’s option listed as 7.12, and substitute for the
current 7.2 language.

[Bote keeper’s note: Mclsaac’'s recommended Option 7.12 reads *Recommend
allocation of Klamath River fish to the various fishery jurisdictions in a
manner consistent with the current legal definition of tribal fishing
rights."]

(Wilkinson): Second the amended motion.

(Fullerton}: Roll call:
(Wilkinson): Yes. (Reed): No, (Warrens): Yes. (Odemar): Yes. (McIsaac):
Yes., (Orcutt): Ro. {(Hayden): No. ({Bostwick}: Yes.

{Fullerton): Call for the guestion on the original motion.
{Original motion does not carry.)

** Motion **
{(Warrens)}: I move that we consgider the draft plan with Option 7.2 set aside
for future consideration. My intention is to remove the contentious issue

from the plan.
{Reed): Second.

{Fullerton): Does everybody understand the motion? That would include the
original amendments to the draft plan, and exclude Option 4.4.

** Motion **

{Hasten): I'd like for us to reconsider option 4.4. 1711 move to amend the
motion to add option 4.4 to the original motion.

{Motion seconded.)}

{Motion to amend the original motion does not carry.}
{Fullerton): Back to the original motion.

(Motion failed].

[After much discussion....]

** Motion **
{(Warrens): I move to reconsider the last motion. (Motion second.)

[Motion to reconsider the original motion carried.]

[Original motion failed.}

** Motion **

{(Odemar}: I move to table the plan, that we explicitly address category 7 to
resolve the allocation issue at next meeting.

{Reed}: Second.

** Motion **
{(Odemar): I°'l1 amend the motion to include discussion of Option 4.4.

(Fullerton): The motion is to table the plan, calling for discussion on
Options 4.4 and 7.2, to be in our next meeting.

[Motion carried.]
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Agenda item: Other business

{Fullerton): New issues.

*% Hotion **
(Hayden): This council should be making additional recommendations on the
offshore fisheries. 111 make this a motion.

*% Motion **
(Orcutt): We have to have the right information before offering
recommendations. I'11 make a motion to request information from NMFS.

*% Action *¥*
put on the agenda of the November KFMC meeting to make a rscommendation on the
ocean trawl fishery to PFHC.

{Bingham)}: The letter I drafted to the director of CDFG requesting additional
staffing on the ocean fishery monitoring shop. (reads letter). 1 will give
this to KRFRO staff to finalize and mail.

{Fullerton): Does the council move to approve?
So moved, motion carried.

No meeting date set for October, Fullerton to finalize.

Attachments:

1. Agenda

2. Tables of harvest numbers

3. Public comments

4. Review of notes on long-range plan
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ATTACHMENT 1

DRAFT AGENDA

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
27-28 June 1991
ARCATA, CALIFORNIA

June 27 -- North Coast Inn, 4975 Valley West Blvd, Arcata, CA.

8:30 am Convene. Review of agenda, and of minutes of the last prior meeting.

8

9:

10:

16:

11:

i2

45

15

30
45

15

100

115

:30

Report of the Technical Advisory Team {(Barnes).
o Update on 1991 harvests.

o Update on CPUE

Update on 1991 harvest management plans.

o Report on Commerce/Interior discussions of ocean salmon
regulations (Fullerton, Reed}.

o Proposed Klamath River angling regulations for 1991 (Odemar).

o Update on BIA and Hoopa subsistence regulations for spring and
£fall chinook harvest (Marshall, Overberg).

¢ Other new or revised harvest plans.
Public comment.
Council discussion and recommendations on harvest management plans.

Report of the subcommittee to review comments on the draft long term
harvest plan (Barmes).

Lunch

Development of the final long term harvest plan (Mackett,
facilitator)

Adiourn.



June 28 -- Horth Coast Inn, 4975 Valley West Blvd, Arcata, Ca.

8

g:

9

000G am

Y

245

11:00

131:30

12:30

1

1

100

:15

NOTE:

Reconvene. Development of final long term harvest plan (Mackert),
Public comment on the long term plan.

Council discussion and decisions on content of the final long term
plan.

Plan-related issues {(Alcorn, Mackett, others).

o NEPA compliance.

o Options for printing, distribution, publicity.

o Procedures for submittal to DOI secretary.

o Amendment procedures.

¢ Operational/action planning.

o HNegotiation of & new harvest allocaticn agreement,
Council discussion and action on plan-related issues,
Other business.

Discussion of next meeting; assigmments for future work.

Adjourn,

THE CONFERENCE ROOM MUST BE VACATED BY 1:30.




TABLE 1.

ATTACHMENT 2

CUMULATIVE SEASONAL ESTIMATED HARVEST TOTAL OF SPRING CHINOCK
BY THE GILL KET FISHERY CN THE YUROK INDIAN RESERYATION.

YEAR
1983
1584
1885
1586
1987
1968
1589
1890
1991

“APRIL
35

25
105
157
79

40
758
32

18

HAY
100
143
307
276
325
763
3667
168
87

** THROUGH JUNE 16, 1991,

JUNE
435
189
450
531
754

1727

4685

1054
110 **

JULY
515
259

1118
706

1694

2926

4775

1202

AUGUST
519
259
1119

706
1694
2926
4775
1413



TABLE 2, FEstimates of spring and fall chinook salmon harvested by the gill
net fisheries on the Yurok Indian Reservation from 1977 through 1960,

_SPRING GHINOOK FALL CHINOOK
Year Jacks Adults Total Jacks Adults Total
1977 - — — 2,766 27,386  3¢,000
1978 — — — 1,886 18,208 20,500
1979 — - - 1,358 13,652 15,600
1980 20 989 1,800 987 12,013 13,00
1981 35 1,722 1,757 2,328 31,198 33,518
1982 3B 2,440 2,475 1,597 12,859 14,456
1983 5 510 515 133 6,506 6,633
1984 12 247 259 315 17,568 17,818
1985 45 1,074 1,119 608 9,625 18,233
1986 14 €92 726 568 20,319 22,887
1587 48 1,646 1,694 153 48,114 48,267
1988 & 2,98 - 2,52 311 46,581 46,892
189 - 4,778 4,775 120 42,991 42,211
1990 - 1,413 1,413 151 6,983 7,134
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FIGURE 1. Cumulative seasonal estimoted harvest totol of spring chinook taken
by the gill net fishery on the Yurok Indian Reservation.
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5 . ATTACHMENT 3

pT: 6/28/91

TO:  KFMC
FM: Del Norte Fishermen’'s Marketing Association

RE: Draft Harvest Managment Plan

DT 1/10/91

TO: KFMC
FM: Del Norte Fishermen’s Marketing Association

Faula F. Yoon, Mgr.
RE: Public Input on Draft Harvest Management Plan

1 In present form, Llhere is not much for us as an Indgfitry: so

much has been negotiated away.
Kﬁ@ﬁ'
In the introductienl, the existance of historical ocean
salmon communities which are DOW closed to protect the Klamath

Taih Chaeois A gt oo d EQmaﬁkuwwﬂw”‘ﬁ£¢$vfumg¥ é?¢¢ﬁévwmﬂxﬁv
4 ./’\T.‘—tw"*ﬂzd

Interms of an eguitable allocation, Mel Odemar brought up a
very good idea for moving in the right direction, ito include seme
protection for the existance of a viable ocean commercial fishing
indusiry within the alternate option 7.2.A — a policy which
supports the concept of superior rights.

We as a society have not yet been able to figure out what
equal rights means - how ig it that we are asked to gupport
superior rights? It is clearly heading in the wrong direction.

The trolliers are bearing the burden for social injustice of
the past - while the federal government which perpetuated the
original injustice sits by and allows the burden to be borne with

no compensation.

This group was formed io develope the principle of fair and

equitable allocation.

If the NA's are to go forward with their move for superior
fishing rights, it would be ethically appropriate that included
in their move is acknowledgement of the loss of salmon culture
and economies which they propose to replace, and a request from
them the interior department of the federal governmenti
which ' 1s supporting their move, to compensate at market value the
losses accrued by the irolling industry. For the lesses which
are being sustained to protect the Klamath Fall Chinook Natural
Spawner are 10, 20, 20 and 40 vears of investment by families
who once believed that restoration and conservation were the key

to sustainable salmon fishing.
GQAJ«Lin R A/§4u£ FAL

LA, Oy

)__%,\.: { j\» \:;w e i Ty s N .
) e sy WP Y T g v R S « . eV -
» _‘),}’(‘;t:%ﬂ } v - A : s/{ ETETY ¢ 23’“ R T e S N 2 STy e
i g = Fo e e ;
s y‘!?/“ o . :
g&*mq

A rpries b Tl
s/p I SO S a il ot

Tt B D iy o o e

B

w g
e &
o, Py

/

- ot
.o -
ol

/ 7

g

N
g T

=

X °
<~ =
<3

3
P~
N

¥

‘?’;’;1 £,
kf‘wm R
P

-
_"(f;{"' *g_ﬁ‘;“

A

<,

*
RIS
ot ol 3,

.3
7

-

2
e
sty 3
b g

: 1 Lo
i Thete
LA

J{";‘: 4.

— Q:’

.
<
SRS
24
L

)

, i

b -

- -«-/ -~

+

y

2

=

\

Jud

JEAAL
Lok

«

2
]

}“A,uf’»-w;;f-

Fredla

<

e






ATTACHMENT 4

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097
(916) BA42-5763

June 21, 1%91

Hemorandum

TO: Management Council members

FROM: Ron Iverson ﬁi‘"wijﬁﬂéfwwmm

SUBJECT: Ad hoc subcommittee review of comments received on plan.

On May 22, 1991, the ad hoc subcommittee met to review the comments received
on the long-term harvest management plan. The two products from that meeting

are:
1) a list of comments that the subcommittee feels the full council
should look at,
2) the marked up pages from the plan with the suggested revisions
added {on the margins).
Attachments.



ATTACHMENT 1 (to attachment 4)

The subcommittee forwards the following comments o the full council for
review.

General

o The KFMC has produced very little to justify the time, money, frustration,
and stress that have gone inte it. Technical staff have been unsuccessful at
predicting ocean abundances and a pattern of Klamath stock contribution rates
in the ocean catch for a specific upcoming year. The under- and over-
predictions have had major adverse effects on Klamath fisheries. (02).

o The plan needs a cohesive statement of philesophy to aid the public in
understanding how the eight categories of the proposed plan go together. (03)

o Protections against the incidental harvest of steelhead should be addressed
more directly. (03}

o There is a need to address issues concerning wild stocks. The council
needs to recognize and include in the plan that native adaptive strengths of
wild fish are fundamental to the successful restoration of the Klamath
fishery. Without this essential acknowledgement of the need for wild fish,
the plan is incomplete, and unconvincing that it will accomplish its goals.
(63)

o The KFMC planning process has been seriously flawed because of lack of
public scoping prior to drafting of the Plan. (04)

o The Plan is not understandable mor highly useful in its current form. The
selected options broadly address critical topics but do not provide
substantive solutions to the problems. In many cases, the options are
contradictory and there is no indication as to how the conflicting objectives
will be resolved. {04)

o The Council should defer from setting goals for artificial production to
the Task Force. The Task Force should be assessing habitat capabilities of
the river and its tributaries and prescribing appropriate levels of
supplementation. (04}

o Although there are several optioms which address the need to protect
mnatural” anadromous fish populations in rhe Klamath (2.6, 5.1, 5.3), no
specific actions are described in the Plan which would achieve this goal. (04)

o Several options call for selectively harvesting hatchery fish, but no
actions have been taken to date to insure that this will occcur. If the KFMC
does not move decisively to demonstrate that it can adequately protect Klamath
River salmon populations that are at risk, listing some of the populations as
endangered may be the only avenue of preventing their extinction. We strongly
suggest that the final Plan language clearly define what specific actions will
be taken to protect severely depressed anadromous fish stocks from harvest to
insure that populations are not lost. We suggest that the only apparent
method to protect salmon stocks at risk is by implementing selective harvest
of hatchery fish in commercial troll harvest and ocean and in-river sport
fisheries. {04)



o The KFMC should also specifically state managewent strategles to minimize
impacts of the Indian net harvest on depressed salmon stocks. {(04)

o The KFMC should focus some of 1ts energy on gathering information on green
grurgeon and formulating a management plan. If overfishing iIs occurring on
this species, the population loss would not occur until 15 years from now,
(04)

o Some attention should also be given to the possible decline of eulachon and
coastal cutthroat trout. (04)

o The Klamath harvest plan should accomodate the needs of both the Trinity
and Klamath River Restoration Programs. (F3)

o I feel that this plan is more or less an experiment, and in any experiment
you need a base or control to establish guidelines. This plan is based on
natural stoeks. If so, where is your base or control? Salmon are known to
stray, and since there has been hatchery involvement on the Klamath for 50
vears, I feel that a genetic wild salmon is going to be hard to come by to
establish your base or control. Since there are no self-sustaining runs of
pinks or chums, they must be strays. Low water years increase the chances of
intermixing stocks. (I1}

Yreka Public Meeting:

o Category 4.a, the term “organizational approach” is used. 1 suggest
»Council size” I would like to see the council expanded to include habitat
managers from the private and public sectors. (BR)

o My immediate concern is the spring chincok. What does this plan do for
them? In the South Fk. Trinity River, this stock is extinct. The New
River stock is just hanging on and the Salmon River stock is threatened.
How does this plan address this issue? Many organization, along with local
fishing groups, will look to the council in the short run to take action to
protect these stocks at eminent risk. (FP)

o Some coho stocks are of concern also. Emergency management measures of
these stocks are needed, we’ 1l be looking for them. Information exists to
list these stocks right now, but that would take away a lot of management
options. That is why it is not being exercised right now. We’ll be
watching what the Council does on this issue before trying to exercise this
option. (FP) [Has the council given enough emphasis to the obvious
threats to spring chinook? coho?}

Introduction

o p.4: Failure to discuss or establish goals for mitigating fish losses of
the Upper Basin (01).

o p.4: The discussion of interaction of hatchery and natural stocks does not
adequately explain the current situation under which inland production of
natural salmon, particularly in the Trinity River Basin, is very low and that
the high level of hatchery production combined with existing harvest
management contributes to the difficulty in restoring natural stocks to
historic levels. The hatchery fish also compete with natural fish for




holding, spawning, and rearing habitat. These factors are equally as
important as the lack of inland habitat in suppressing natural preduction.
Maintaining hatchery production at high levels in years like 1990-91 when
natural production is low also serves to dampen recovery of mnatural
populations.  (F3)

o p.4: It should be noted that predation on natural salmon fry by hatchery
steelhead is a commonly ohserved but as yet unquantified phenomenon. It
should be pointed out that overharvest of natural salmon adults should be
expected because the natural proportion of the total adult population is
substantially smaller than the hatchery component and the impact of harvest is
the same intensity for both components. This situation hinders the effort to
restore natural salmon runs. (F3)

o p.5: Show evidence of run sizes being much larger in the past. Provide
estimates on pre-project populations (01).

o p.5: How can ocean sbundance be estimated with a severely restricted ocean
fishery? (I1)

o p.9: Incidental take in the high seas driftnet fishery, should be
monitored more closely. (I1) [refer to NMFS]

o p.10: The section on Other ocean harvests should point out that there is
increasing evidence that salmon and steelhead are being harvested by the legal
and illegal high seas drift net fisheries, (F3) [refer to NMFS]

o p.13: re: Reconstruction of each brood takes many sources of mortality ...
into account... Add more information about the sources of mortality
(increasing marine mammal populations, river flows, river siltation). (05)

o p.12: the concept of MSY: There is no such thing as equilibrium in a
healthy system. Wide fluctuations in escapement and recruitment are natural
(02)

mise

o 1t should be noted that this strategic plan is amendable, and will have a
schedule for revisions to occur. {053)

o Bickering and fighting will not work to restore the fish runs. The only
real solution to this problem is to put back into the river more than you take
out. Perhaps a large hatchery could be built jointly by Indians, commercial
fishermen, and sports fishermen using government grants. This hatchery is the
only solution to this problem, which will never get better on regulations
only. Above all, don't fight with the Indians. Work together, hand in hand
to overcome this problem. (I3) fsee both plans]

o We should look at regulations with a wary eye. 1 advocate less regulations
that are more balanced. Council members should spend at least a week

commercial fishing to gain a better understanding of the industry. Commercial
fishermen have a lot of knowledge. Their voice should carry more weight. (I8)



Chapter 1: The Duties and Obligations of the Council

o The KFMC should be required to formulate an annual budget and te discuss
planned expenditures with the Task Force. (04)

6 1.7.2 What does it mean to account and allew for variation...? If it means
that the points related to the loss of in-zone ocean salmon cultures, then it
must be made very clear. (03) [Check with Act]

Chapter 2: The Issues: Fundamental and Symptomatic
o p.18, #32: should be listed as a fundamental issue, not a symptomatic one
{01).

o Issues not resolvable by consensus should be set aside when possible and
after 3 attempts to compromise them out be subjected to a 2/3 majority vote
for resolution. (L1} [This would require changing the Act, and Congress
would need to do it.]

o 2. What I did not like about the identification and structuring of the
goals:
The process outlined on p. 20 is obviously a reduction of a previous
brainstorming session on goals and objectives. It seems very cumbersocme and
has still great redundancy. I believe all those stated could be further
summarized into 7 or 8 major goals that would still cover all that was
intended by the 26 that have been included. How the KFMC goes about its work
is part of the management process not goals and objectives. 1 suggest the
following summarized goals:
1., To allocate resources in an equitable mamner giving consideration to
user needs in order to provide a viable fishery for each user group.
2. To insure that escapement levels are adequate to resource re-building
and are not allowed to jeopardize the MSY target.
3. To structure MSY, escapement, and harvest allocation on the basis of
preservation and propagation of natural stocks.
4, Insure coordination with the Klamath and Trinity resteration programs
encourage work on habitat that will allow escapement growth and a resultant
increase in MSY.
5. To obtain the best available technical support for biologically sound
recommendations.
6. Insure that harvest regulations are promulgated in a timely manner and
are enforced.
7. To provide for efficient and orderly management of the overall process,
8. To encourage and make available time and location for public
participatioen. (L1)

Chapter 4: The Options for Designing a Strategy
o Add optioms: 2.3 - 5.6. (I1)

o Delete options: 3.8 - 7.5 (I1)

o re: the 8 categories of options: Once again 2 should be 8. 3, 5, 6 and 8
need to occur so there will be a need for 2 and 7. (I5)

q




o The options field could be improved if the following dimensions were added
or deleted:

2.7: may in time bhe needed, 2.6: A cop out (manage fish not fishermen),
3.6: money from all sources should be put into this. 1t is way overdue and
probably going to be expensive, but seems to solve most problems with HVSW
stocks. Need to protect genetics and the fishery! The main reason Your sLOCKS
are low %. {I5)

I believe the establishment of an “escapement policy” 1s a goal and should
be removed from options fleld or re-stated within the field in a manner that
says how you will attempt to reach that goal. (L1)

o Category #3: Resource Assessment and Monitoring could be improved. (I1l)

o Uncertain that these 8 categories would allow you to reach your goals and
objectives. (L1)

Chapter 5: The Desipn of the Council’s Stratesy for Meeting Yts Goals: The
Cholce of the ”“Best” Set of Options

o 4. I am especially pleased that the following options were selected by the
Council as part of their overall strategy:

1.6, 2.6, 3.4, 3.9, 3.10, 4.4, 4.9, 5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 6.1, 6.4, 8.1 (F2)
2.2, 2.4, 3.2, 3.6, 3.7, 3.9, 6.1 through 6.6. (I3)

o 5. I am especially pleased that the following options were not selected by
the Council: 2.8 - 2.67 (15)

o &. I believe that the strategy of the Council would be strengthened if the
following options were considered and adopted by the Council:

Option 7.2: 1In accordance with Federal law it may be considered to be an
illegal option to review for adoption, as it does not address the fact that
Tribal fishing rights are superior, above, and beyond the fishing priveleges
of non-Indian citizens The Congress of the United States of America has an
inherent, and acknowledged trust responsibility to the Tribes to protect the
aboriginal, Treaty, executive order fishing rights of Tribes above all other
consumptive use of fisheries resources. Option 7.2 places the Tribal harvest
rights on an equal basis with non-Indian user groups of the resource contrary
to Federal law. Option 7.2 should be stricken from consideration as part of a
Federal document (which this plan is). (Ul)

Option 7.2 (alternate) which conforms with federal law, in stating that
#the allocable share to Tribal reserved fishing rights” shall be set aside for
tribal use, and the remaining harvestable surplus shall be allocated amongst
user groups to optimize social and economic benefits. (Ul)

...0ption 7.2 (alternate): suggested language change. ~“(1l) Pursuant to their
trust respomsibility to Indian Tribes, appropriate federal agencies, in
coordination with Tribal representatives, shall establish the reserved Tribal
harvest share based on an understanding of current and developing Tribal
requirements, and in accordance with Federal law.” (Ul)



Comments on Category ?

o Option 2.2 reflects the status que and has not been effective in providing
for the needs of the user groups. There needs to be an avenue open for the
council to consider alternative management regimes that might better address
the needs of the fishery. [ am unclear whether adoption of Option 2.2 would
preclude consideration of alternative plans. (l4) [The subcommittee
recommends that “within PPMC framework” is added to this option.]

Comments on Category 3
o Add one Option to provide for in-river law enforcement (vefer to law
enforcement problems on p.9) (0O1).

o Option 3.7 is not supported. Offsite releases of hatchery fish may greatly
increase straying of these fish (Royal 1972). Mixing of hatchery and wild
fish may cause loss of genetic diversity in the Klamath Basin and decrease
fitness of locally adapted stocks {Riggs 19%0). Transplanting Iron Gate
Hatchery fish in pond rearing programs that transfer fish far downstream,
where they may be poorly adapted, may have already had such detrimental
effects. (04)

o Option 3.7 should include the phrase “or other less damaging mark” after
the word ”“clipping”. There is a growing concern that even coded-wire tagging
fish increases the risk of mortality by enhancing the probability of predation
on juvenile fish. (¥3)

o Option 3.8. It is difficult to believe that live, unharmed capture
techniques for ocean harvesters can be developed. (Fl)

o Option 3.8: insert ”"non-lethal” between "new” and “sorting”. (F3)
o Option 3.8: How do you capture and release live non-target fish with a

gillnet? (I1)

Comments on Category 4a
o Option 4.4 should be rewritten to read: “Add seats to the Council for
Karuk and Oregon ocean recreational Representatives.” (01)

o If Option 4.4 is rewritten, then it should also add a seat for a
representative of the sport fishery interests. (03)

o A seat should be added for an in-zone commercial fisher representative to
balance the additional karuk representative. The socic-economic aspects of
the zone salmen ports are rapidly being forgotten. {(05)

o Option 4.4: Additional seats should be added to the KFMC for a) south
coast CA trollers, b) Oregon trollers, c¢) Oregon sport fishing., This would
provide greater representation for the impacted groups. These seats should be
considered prior to adding a Kurok representative because the Karuk’s have
such a2 minimal interaction with Klamath fish, (I4)

o It would be useful to include a formal mechanism for effectively
coordinating the activities of the hatchery, restoration programs and harvest
management. (F3)

b



Comments on Category &b

o Rewrite Option 4.7 to delete the term “flyers” and replace it with the term
press releases. Commpenter questions remaining consistent with Department of
Interior procedures. (O1)

o A direct conflict of interest has recently arisen of the KFMC. The DOI
representative was advised by the Secretary of the Interior to support the
Native American position - in spite of the knowledge that to prioritize the
12,000 Klamath salmon would require total closure of the OR and Ca commercial
salmon industries. (09)

o Include Option 4.5 in the Plan. (01

o Option 4.10. The Task Force and Council should integrate efforts for long
term planning for the Basin. {(F1)

o Suppert for Option 4.10. The KFMC and the Task Force must function more as
a ream if the fisheries resources of the Klamath River Basin are to be
restored. (See comment for details.) The specific mechanism for interaction
between these two advisory committees should be clearly defined in the plan.
{04) {subcommittee comment - This is desirable. The Council and Task Ferce
need to develop a specific mechanism for coordination. ]

Category 5
o Rewrite Option 5.1 to read: "Recommend management measures to produce

optimum yield for the fisheries of the Klamath Basin while preventing any
Klamath River tributary natural sub-population from becoming threatened,
endangered or extinct.” (01)

o Option 5.1 needs to have "natural sub-population” defined (e.g. Indian
Creek, §.Fk, Indian Creek or mid-Klamath tributaries) to allow better
implementation. {F2)

o Option 5.1: Insert “natural” between #produce” and “maximum”. (F3)

o Rewrite Option 5.3 to read: “Recommend management measures for ocean and
in-river fisheries that impact Klamath Basin salmon to provide for natural
spawning Klamath Basin stocks.” (01}

Category 6
Eureka Public Meeting:

o Option 6.4: How about writing a corresponding option for ~all river
activities”. {(PY)

Category 7
o Adopt Option 7.2 (02)

o Option 7.2 is the beginning of dealing with the heart of the matter (i.e.
What are minimum needs, and how do we alleocate equitably?) I recommend a
special KFMC meeting on this topic. (05}



o Option 7.2: This option does not provide elarification of the issues, nor
does it allow for an equitable disctribution of the resource. The difficulty
of equating minimum needs of trollers, sportsfishermen and Indlans can not be
overstate. Unless an innovative, new appreach to allocation arises, 1 would
recommend that the EFMC put off a decision in this area and concentrate its
efforcs in areas where mutual consent can be achleved. (I4)

o Option 7.2 (alternate} is inconsistent with the Klamath Act’s statutory
authority, which recognized all users essentially as important and having a
co-equal stake in the fisheries of the basin (01).

o Option 7.2 (alternate) seeks to exclude one fishery from the allocatrion
process in favor of another. This is contrary to MFCHMA, as well as a total
rejection of the principles under which all fisheries groups first met to
determine alleocations. (02)

o $ince the KFMC did not unanimously agree to 7.2 (alternate) the option
should not be adopted. (03)

o Option 7.2 (alternate) begins to undermine potential resolution because it
selects a group with superior rights, feeding back into the exact direction -

the wrong direction - which our previous elite, conquering leaders lead us in
the early history of this country. (05)

o Option 7.2 (alternate} is a confusing concept, and cbviously detrimental to
non-Indian user groups. It appears to be & back door approach te manipulating
the KFMC inte recognizing and validating an overriding Indian right to a
public resource. (I4)

o Option 7.3 is questionable. What is intended? (01)

o Option 7.3 is unclear. The option needs to be rewritten to increase the
specificity and clarify the meaning. (02)

o Option 7.3: I doubt that the KFMC has the authority or that it seeks the
authority to dilute the responsibility for management of the Klamath River
System. The impact of a significant user group sitting as a co-manager of a
resource they are impacting does not seem realistic or practical. Its like
leaving the fox to guard the chicken coop - with the other user groups being
the chickens. (I4)

Fureka Public Meeting:

o Option 7.3: meaning is unclear. Does it mean that the tribes will be
managers on the reservations, or is some broader authority implied -- like
co-management of Iron Gate Hatchery? (DB)
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prepared by
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3. given at least annually, anc

4. given aﬁ*&r public hearings have been held concerning the regulations to
be recommended.

The foliowing provides some specifics concerning these requirements,

1.2.1 Long-term Plan and Policy (Requirsment 1)

The requirement for making recommendations that are consistent with the
Council’'s Long-term plan and Policy implies that the Council must first establish
such a plan and policy. That requirement is precisely the impetus behind the
current strategic (long-range) planning process described in this paper.

In additicn to establishing a strategic plan, the Council is cbliged to make its

riaiby Progeam) o commendations and policies consistent with the goals of the Klamath-Trinity
'3 190% Restoraticn Program. Currently the goals of that program are: ;{;d
natuead, The Pefice \n glosaryy

I'¢ferencrs [0 Restore salmon production to levels by a) increasing number of

5 chuseen K+ T smolts per natural spawner and B) improving survival of smotts,
Grog rmamy . . e s .
‘Més to o Deveiop and maintain artificial salmen production programs.

P ex ?‘“"“‘};ﬂ o Ccordinate and review prejects that would adversely impact anadromous fish

production.

o Conduct information and education programs and encourage community
inveivernent.

1.2.2 Standards for recommendations (Requirement 2)

hese dems Congress has established five standards to be followed by the Council; th
faedd he Counci’s recommendations must:

{erbaitm o _ .
s kha At.| ©  De based on the best scientific informaticn available,

™ covncil | 5 minimize costs where practicable,
?‘ﬁ:ﬁ wont

Yo ex egna o avoid unnecessary duplication of regulations,

on tlase, e ) .
¢ account and allow for variation in fisheries, fishery resources, and catches,

O be designed to achieve an escapement that preserves or strengthens the
. Viebility of the area’s natural anadromous fish populations.

lis duties and ctligations thus identified, the Ccouncil began its planning 1o design its
long-range strategy for carrying out these duties effectively ana efficiently.

16
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CHAPTER 5. THE DESIGN OF THE COUNCIL'S STRATEGY FOR MEETING
ITS GOALS: THE CHOICE OF THE "BEST" SET OF OPTIONS

5.0 Specificaton of a Strategy from the Octicns Feld

The design of the Council’s strategic pian for meeting its goals and objectives is a
matter of chocsing activities (options) from each category of the Options Field
(Appendix A). The set of selected cpticns (planned activities, tasks, projects, etc.)
peccmes the strategy for achieving the goals. Cne can imagine that the seiectad
options are the "stepping stones” (i.e.,sub-goals, obiectives, or milestones) that must
be reached and surpassed on the way toward achieving the geals. To produce a
successiul strateqgy, (i.e. a strategy that, if followed, will result in meeting the specified
goals and cbjectives) the Council must select or approve options within each catecory.
Failure to achieve a solution or improvement in any one category could mean failure of
the Council to carry out its functions and cvercome its proolems; hence, the
imponance of specifying how each dimension of the problem will be handled.

Given a choice of which options to select (and which not to select) the Council was
immediately faced with the questicn of chocsing the “best” set of stepping stones so
that it could reach its destination with a minimum cf expense, a rmaximum of efficiency,

and a high degree of certainty. To find the "best” strategy the Council needed criteria .
for determining what is "best".

5.1 Criteria for Specifving the Best Sirateay

The choice of a set of options from each category across the options field is called an
alternative strategy. Mathematically there is an enormous number (> 15 million) of
possitle alternative strategies that could be specified from the Council’s cptions field.
Fortunately, all cossible alternatives do not have to be specified to determine a
satisfactory strategy. However, to discriminate among geod and bad or better or
worse alternatives that may be propesed, criteria are required. The Council sepecified
the fcllowing criteria for evaluating prepesed aiternatives and for checsing the best or
optimum alternaiive strateqy: Nok' Tha criterta ace act fisled in o prict

‘3 0(&7.

Criteria for the Evaluation of Alternative Strategies
1. Net economic bensfits 10 the users cf the resources.
. Cost of carrying out the program,

2
3. Degree to which users needs are met. | .
4

Preservation and strengthening of natural anadromous populations.
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. Degree to which standaras of the Klamath Act are met.

6. Reccgnrition of sccial values,

=4

Achievable under current governmental structure,

5.2 The Specfication of the KFMC Strategic Plan

The Council determined its strategy, or strategic plan, Dy considering each cotion
within each of the eight categories, debating the pros and cons of including (or
excluding) the option in light of the criteria and then ceciding by majority vote explicitly
to include or exciude the option. The set of options thus designated as the Council's
strategic plan was adopted by the Council unanimously.

The strategic plan of the Council is represented by the set of selected options as listed
below. The set cf selected options represents the best alternative strategy that the
Council could cefine, utilizing the specified evaluation critena.

The Klamath Fishery Management Council’s Strateqgic Plan:

Category 1. Decision Making Process

. 1.3 Maintain status quo (unanimous) decision-making process.

1.5 Establish a step-wise process for submitting harvest sharing agreement {0
PFMC for adoption.

1.8 Establish a step-wise process for submitting recommendations to cther
management authorities.

Category 2. Harvest Management Strategies

Add? . .
. 2.2 Ccordinated seasonal management by time and area with quotas ailowed.
T ekt —-«i 2.4 Develop regulations that allow users access to thevstocks.
2.6 Design harvest regimes o achieve an appropriate balance between availatle
natural and surplus hatchery stocks.
Category 3. Resource Assessment and Monitoring
3.1 Devise a monitoring program that enables instantaneous estimation ¢f harvest
status of all salmon stocks.
. 3.2 Seek funds for improved in-season data collection.

3.4 Determine potential production of each species in the basin.
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3.8 Deveiop a method to immediately identify haichery fish,
fﬁ%mé‘w.aq TRt T Y ‘»1?%35 metheds S.ch af’t

3.7 Improve harvestabiiity of hatchery fish by altering stccks, release iooations, rmarging
ang-by(fin clipping. o shhur uss siamijgﬁ mark ), -

3.8 Develop new sorting and harvest methods.,

3.8 Institute a coast-wide Genetic Stock identifier ocean landing sampling
program to determine stock compaosition of ocean-caught landings.

3.10 Assess and monitor all anadromous species in the Klamath Rasin.
Category 4a. Organizational Approach
4.2 Maintain status quo organization.

4.3 Upon election of the Yurck Interim Council, the title of non-Hoopa
representative will be changed to the Yurok representative.

4.4 Add seat to the Council for Karuk Representative.

Category 4b. Communication .
4.7 Produce Newsletiers and Flyers.
4.8 Vary lecations of meetings.

4.9 Improve or establish cormmunications with fishery management authorities on
the Klamath in order to carry out our legal respensibilities,

4.10 Establish a coorcination mechanism between the Klamath Fishery
Management Council and the Klarmath River Basin Fisheries Task Force.

Category 5. Escapement Policy
§.1 Manage escapement to produce maximum sustained yield for each Klamath
River run while preventing extinction of any Klamath River tributary naturai
sub-population.
5.2 Develop cptimum escapement levels through harvest rate management.

8.3 Manage all ocean and in-river fisheries that impact Klamath River stocks
consistent with Klamath River natural production.

5.5 Establish a threshold for natural stock productivity belew which the KFMC will .
re-examine management methods for natural stocks.
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. 2.3 Fine-tune allccations by allowing in-river fishing in all saimaon spawnin
rivers.

i3

The intent of the octicn was to shift from a management system that cenaiizes
the ocean fishery for taking Klamatn chinock -- as the cresent managemsant
osiensibly dees ~ to a system that would encourage harvest of non-Klamath
chinock stocks. The option propceses to achieve this by re-establishing terminal
commercial fisheries targeting strong chincok stocks in other rivers, such as the
Sacramemnto or Rogue.

Sther

%
kw24 Develop regulations that allow users access to the stocks,

Ocean users will develop good technical data that will allow them access to
mixed ocean stock inside/outside KMZ. The in-river users (Indian/sport) wiil
develop regulations that will allow them tc optimize their cogortunities.

2.2 Direct all river harvest 1o hatchery stocks only.

The intent is to spare depleted wild stocks, while aliowing some inriver harvest,
This is more feasible with steelhead than with saimon, Harvest methods that
permit sorting live fish would be reguired.

. rrxex 2.6 Design harvest regimes to achieve an appropriate balance between
‘available natural and surplus hatchery stocks.

The Klamath Fishery Management Council will seek to balance the harvest
Detween natural and hatchery stocks as appropriate. Priorities shouid be given
to situations where surplus hatchery stock can be targeted while maintaining
MSY escapement leveis for natural stocks. The Councii shall utilize the
expertise of the technical team for designing such harvest strategies.

2.7 Develop a terminal fishery.

The intent of this option is to spare depleted wild stocks. while allowing harvest
of strong stocks. To be effective, most of the harvest would have to be shifted
to terminal in-river fisheries -~ not just in the Klamath River, but in alf rivers. The
ocean fishery would have to te greatly reduced owing to the inability to identify
wild stocks or to target on non-wild stocks in the ocean.

2.8 Expand boundaries cof the KMZ.

The intent is to decrease the contribution rate of Klamath chinook to the Fort
Bragg and Coos Bay fisheries, thereby reducing ccean harvest impacts on
Klarmath chinoock.





