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Attached for your review are minutes of the subject meeting

held in Hureka, California. Included are several handouts

provided at the meeting. Attachment 14 was a late submission

from the June 7-8 meeting but is included here for vour

information.
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NOTES ON THE MEETING OF THE KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL ]
AELD, 1-3 NOVEMBER 1949

IN ZURERA, CALIFOENIA

1 November

Sall to opder

Chairman Fullerton convened the meeting about 9:10 a.m. on Cctober 31, with a
quorum present {see atiendance roster, Attachment 1}, Burnie Bohn represented
Cregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, in Jim Martin's absence.

Correction/apnroval of minutes and agenda,

Minutes of the previous mesting were approved as drafted. Comments on the
agenda for this meeting (Attachment 2} Included:

o Discussion of spring chineck fisheries should be broadened to inciude
the inriver fishery. :

0 It wouild bhe helpful 1f agenda changes couid be made, and provided to
the Council, sarliier.

Report on pronosed opr recently-enacted legigiation

HR 2081, proposed amendments to Magnuson Act (Bruce Tavlor) ruce reported
on some revisions being considered by the House Subcommittee on Flsheries and
Wildlife Conservation and the Environment, Including: a call for an
international ban on high seas drift gilinetting: inclusion of managenent of
tuna fisheries under the Magnuson Ac%f; reduced per diem for management council
members: modifying regulations to take bad weather into account:; and reguiring
councils to retain all decision making authority, rather than delegating to
advisory teams and panels. The last revision would seem Lo reqguire a change
in the language of the 9th Amendment toe the PFMC Salmon Plan.

Bruce will send the subcommittee's report, when available, to XKlamath Fileld
Office for distribution to the Klamath Council {(not available as of 11/:16}.

Proposed Sacramento River fishery restoration pregram (Bruce Tavior) Bruce
explained that Mp. Bosco's bhill calls for expending $183 million {not all new

monev) over ten yvears for fish restoration... sources would be 1/4 State.
1/4 Federal, 1/2 water users (since revised to .373 Federal, .373 water users,
.28 State). Actions would incliude: improvement of Coleman hatchery, and

possibly construction of another hatchery; improved fish passage at Red Bluff
Diversion Dam and Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District Dam; and cleanup of
Iron Mountain mine. An advisory committee of about 30 members is being
considered...oresumably this number will be reduced as the bill s reworked.



Comments:

ramento restoration?  Answer: Department of the

o] Laad agency for 5a
't voan agency.

o

0 Water users support Sacrawento restoration? Answer: Yes, they were
part of the planning elfort erganized by Stale Senator Nellsen.

Assembly L 10148 {Odemar) Mel described this bill, sigzned into State law in
September, as providing a small increase in authority to the Director,
Carifornia Department of Fish and Game, to open commercial Fishing in state
ocgan waters to harvest an underutilized stock - Klamath spring chinpok
salmon. Such fisheries would be similar to the special fisheries now conducted
of{ the Rogue, Elk and other rivers...fisheries targeted at specific abundant
stocks.

Comments;

0 Should PFMC now set an escapement goal for Klamath springs?
Answer: Looks that way.

0 Concerned that the Klamath Council was not involved in drafting of
10318, When we were first told of 1618 in its early draft stage., it seenmed
that the Klamath Council would get invelved in developing this bhill...but that
didn't happen. Response: California still wants the Klamath Council's review
of harvest plans for spring chinook...whether or not 1018 specifically
mentions the Council.

) Would the Klamath Council bhe involved in review of these fisheries as
with fall chinook fisheries? Answer: (Fullerton) Yes - this is required by
the Klamath Act.

o] How about amending 1018 to specify Klamath Council review of fishery
pians? Response: {Fullerton) This probably isn't necessary...we just need an
understanding with the CDFG Director that we will be involved.

o Last spring the Klamath Council battlied over a proposed commercial net
ishery for spring chinook, but we were left ocut of decision making on occean
pring chinook fisheries,..some appearance of a double standard here.

zsponse: {Bingham) Trollers will not regquest a spring fishery without Klamath
Council review.

3o ey

¢

Report on the Kiamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force work plan for Fisreal
Year 183835-90 (Bingham)

Nat reported the foliowing highiights of recent Task Force actions:

0 Task Force is considering a permanent technical work group, with a
range of expertise, to advise on project selection and other technical issues.
A budget commitfee may also be set up to advise on funds allccation.

[$5)




o sestoration Program budget around 31,3 miilion. The current work
pian does not Include a Rugye River fail chinook monitoring proposal offered

A
by Cregon.

T4
s

s] wong-range nlanning for the A%b oration Program is being conducted by
Kiar Assocliates, under contract to Fish and Wildlife Service. Two mestings

have been held te gather public lemﬁﬁf foy the pian.

Gther comments:

o (Naylor): A sport angling representative posifion on the Task Foros
has been vacant for some iime...L rG has submitied two names to the Governor's
office {position has since been filled by Dr. H.D. Sumner of Yreka).

Update on long-range planning for the Klamath Fishery Restoration Progvram
i ]
(Bill Kier)

2111 noted the following work tasks teo date:

+

o Assemblied planning team, started work with contract signing in Julv.

0 Identified issues, and problems, drafted goals and objectives...by
means of two public scoping sessions, interviews with sach Task Force member,
interviews with fishery staff people, and review of documents.

s] Analvzed existing fisherv resteoration projects for effectiveness, ..
field team has locked at about 200 of 800 known projects.

o Looking at alternative plan formats...examining fishery restoration
plans in other river basins for usable elements. One issue here is how o
organize data - the ZPA Reach File seems a promising organizer.

Draft plan will be mailed for Task Force review by late December. One issue
the Task Force will be asked to decide is whether to extend restoration
piapning into the upper Klamath basin...above Iron Gate...as reguested by the
Klamath Tribe of Oregon.

Kier foresees a pian broader than fish restoration, tying in to other
opportunities for envirommental restoratisn, such as the Clean Water Act.
The restoration plan must De consistent with the Klamath Council's harvest
management pian: consistency is called for by the Klamath Act.

feport of the Technical Advisory Team (Baracco}

Alan reviewed recent changes in the Team: Alan replaces Scott Boley as chair:
Joe Poles replaces Jim Larson; Dave Hankin has resigned owing to press of
other assignments. Discussion ensued as to how to replace Dr. Hankin.
Cperating Procedures glve The Council chairperson authority to select Tech
Team members, but chairman Fullerton said he would seek consent of the full
Council in future appointments.



o cpaate on 1989 saimon [isherlss

Alan dlstributed prejlsipary iaformation on 1988 chinook fisheriss {Attachment
21 dndicating thal ocean tzugi catches wers down {rom last year In the EMZ and

the Fort Brage and Coos Bay flsheries, while ocean sport fishing was well
anove average In the E¥MZ. Sport Dishing effort was not much grester than in
prioer years, but Tish avallablllity was excepticnally good.

A report on net flsheries Tor spring chinook salimen was distributed
{attachment 4). The test commercial net fishery for spring chinook took only
200 fish toward a target of 0,600,

0 Response to PPMC {Schwarz) letter

Baracco provided the Technical Teawm's suggestlon for a response to chairman
Schwarz's letter {Attachment 5}. Highlights of the response included:

o0 No change recommended in definition of overfishing: insufficient
information to judge whether Klamath chinecok stocks are being overfished under
the harvest management concept.

ao No change from currentliy-used alpha value {stock productivity,
megsured as 2-year-old recruits per parent spasmer) of 14.

aG Restructure and simpiify the Kiamath Ocean Harvest Model,

o No change recommended in the Klamath chinook spawning escapement
rate of 33-34% to protect natural stocks.

The Team made no response to PFMC requests for information on the KMZ troll
fleet and reiative values of Klamath chinook caught in the KMZ as compared
with areas north and socuth.

¥ike Maahs provided a minority report {(Attachment 6} arguing for manpagement of
Klamath fall chinook as a aixed hatcherv/natural stock, which would result in
a revised estimate of alpha and a changed definition of overfishing.

a Status of KOHM predictive model

Changes proposed for the model. based on Dave Hankin's analysis, are
summarized in the Team's response Lo ¥r. Schwarz. Restruciuring of the medel
shouid be completed by January 1990 - in time to be used in projections for
the 1990 season.

00 Question: Will the update incliude changes in choice of baseline
years to consider shifts in abundance? Answer: The Team will select
calibration years with stock abundance comparable to 19820 projections.

EeN



s Team concerns are expressed in Attachment 7. Discussion of these
included:

710 Ttem B.1: How will the Team interact with the Klamath Task Force.
for example, how will the Team respond to Task Force regquests for technical
review of nroject proposals? Charlie Fullerton responded that the Team should
accept work assignments only from the Xlamath Council.

o0 Item B.2: Cancern about apparent bias of the gillnet harvest
coward d-year-otd Hliamath chinecok. as opposed to 3s and Trinity stock.. . which
may trapnsliate to excessive harvest of natural stocks, and underharvest of
Trinity stock...proposed solution is a delaved opening of the estuary net
fishery, together with separate early and late guotas. Discussion of this
included comments that 314 and Yuroks wanted to begin fishing on 8/15/39, but
were pressured inte an earlier fishery to avoid ostensible conflicts with

sport anglers. Rebuttal: Sport interests were not informed early eanocugh as o
wihat BIA proposed. Comment: Klamath Council needs to get a timely look at all

harvest sanagement proposals...we were provided no plan For the fall net

£

fishery 1in 1989...this needs o change.

Council response to Team reporis

Responding to concern B.3 on the need to pursue the Optical Paizern
Recognition System in order to refine partitioning of the chinonk run inteo
hatchery and natural components, the Council voted to ask the Team to use fhis

technology.
e e 20 o s O i e e e Sl e K SR SO o TR Sl e e ok ok sk o sl R el iR R R skl e e el R R R sk sk R SRR GE R e R Rk SRR R R Rl ek e s R e e ok

Keilth Wilkinson suggested the Team be asked to evaluate the redline/greenline
concept for use In Klamath chinoek management, and to make their findings a
part of the Council's recommendations to PFMU for the 1990 season. [t was
left that the Klamath Council would await evaluation of this cencept by PFMC,

at their November meeting, before pursuing its application te Klamath stocks.

There was lengthy discussion as to whether to accept only the Team majority
report on a response to the Schwarz letter, or to raise the mixed stock issus

addressed in the minority report (see Attachments 5 and 6). A motion to

include the minority report in the response was rejected.
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A motion by Yat Bingham To reexamine the policy of managing harvest for

protection of natural stocks of Klamath chinook passed by consensus.
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It was decided to forward the Team response to PFMC without change. {Forwarded
13

/8/89)
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Chairman Fullerton said he would explain to the PFMC that the Xlamath Council
is considering a policy change toward mixed-stock management.



Other discussion with the Team:

o Anvthing new on the lssue of {percelived) poor compunication between
T

the Klamath Tech Team and the PFMC Saimon Technical Team? Answer: Baraceo
will serve on both.. . expect him to help communicate.

sriefing on proposed Tenth Amendment to the Salmon Framework Plap {(John Goon)

John noted that spawning escapement goals of the Framework Plan can be changed
without amendment of the Plan, 1f technical Justification exists, Issue 5 of
the draft Tenth Amendment {AZfachment 8lresponds to comments that harvest rate
management of Klamath chinook, as specified in the Ninth Amendment to The
Salmon Plan, deviates from the QOptimum Yield goal in failing ta provide
sufficient amrvest in vears of abundant stoeks. John summarized the three
alternatives of issuc 3 as:

o (i; Status quo -~ no change from Ninth Amendment
o {2) ¥When natural spawning escapement is projected to exceed 70.000
aduits, allocate the excess 172 fo harvest, 172 to escapement.

0 {2} A generai approach of deviating from the escapement rate goal as
indicated by preseason information.

These alternatives were distributed, in Octcher, for public review.

At jts November meeting, PFMC may elect to proceed with review of these
alternatives, defer further action for a vear, or drop the alternatives from
consideration. ({Postscript: PFMC decided to defer Issue 3 until the next
public review cycle, in October 1990.) Implementing Amendment 10 in 1990
wonid reguire emergency action.

Council discussion and actien on proposerd Tenth Amendment

A motion was offered to reguest PFMC to consider the Issue 3 alternatives in
the current comment cyecle - without endorsing any one alternative. Discussion
included:

o} Why should the Klamath Council support continued consideration of

Issue 3 without having made a decision to deviate from management for natural
stocks.

0 Concern about public review of alterpatives 2 and 2 with no impact
analysis. Coon responded that impacts of alternative 2 are being estimated by
CDFG, but no analvsis of alternative 3 is possible.

o If we ask PFMC to defer public review, that would allow us time to
deveiop and analyze Optimum Vield (0Y) alternatives we want to see considered.

Q Regarding the pessibility of implementing one of these alfernatives in
1990, the Tech Team seges little likelihood that the trigger of a projected
70,000 natural spawners would he reached in 1990.




Folilowing this the above motion was withdrawn, and o motion was
entered to request PFMOC to defer Amendment 19 to the 1991 cycle. Coon
responded that. under this option, PIMD would. at 1t March 1990 aeeting. ask
stulf to redraft the amendment and prepare alternatives to o out for publiic
review in October 1990, for implementation in 1991. The alternatives prepared
wouli not have to be the ones now under consideration. At this point. the
motion on the floor was amended to say that the Ninth Amendment should remain
in effect tihrough the 199C fishing season. This motion passed, with

Bingham abstaining.
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Council discussion of in-river/ocean chinoolk harvest allocation, 1990 fishing
season {Odemar)

Mel said that CDPG needs timely guidance from the Klamath Councii. both for
its own management decisions and in review of harvest plans submitted by other
managers. He suggested that, by its action supporting the Ninth Amendment
chrough 1990, the Counclil has endorsed an escapement rate of about .34, Why
not go on to agree on an ocean/inriver allocation that provides the .34
ggCcApeaant rate. . . ocean stocok size estimates for 1990 are not needed for a
proportional allocation. The Council could also, at this time, provide
guidance on the KMZI sport catch...whether or not the Council considers last
year's catch excessive and would like to see dampeners put in place. A1l
these Issues need attention before the March PFMC meeting...Mel urged the
Council to negotiate as much agreement as possible. as early as possible.

Discussion points included:

0 Sue Masten provided information (Attachment 9) comparing actual fall
chinook harvest rates with those called for by the 1987 allocation agreement,
and those called for by PFMC action. Actual ocean harvest rates have bheen
higher, and actual inriver harvest rates lower, than target rates. The Tech
Team was requested to review and comment on this materfal. Nat Bingham asked
that the Team expand the postseason harvest estimates to include vears 1980-
83, to 1illustrate how ocean harvest rate on Klamath chinook, and catch of
chinook in the KMZ, has fallen off. This information is provided in
Attachment 0.

0 Some handie on stock size is needed before we allocate harvest.
(Baracce): This information would be available by late January.

] Revive allocation subcommittee?

0 Extensive discussion of how much Klamath Council involvement is wanted
in developing the specifics of fisheries. Fullerton insisted that the Klamath
Act requires the Council to formally comment on all harvest plans for Klamath
anadromous steocks. Informal "working out” by user groups does not satisfy the
law, until the resulting harvest plans are brought to the full Klamath Council
in public session.



o {Fullerton) KPMC will reguest, from each sanaging agency, a schedule
0f harvest planning. so tgai reviow ai #ach plan can be ineluded in the
Council agenda. Klamath Councll won't write the plans. but will review thom
in terms of the natural siock srotectlion policy and other Council obijectives
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Council discussion of harvest monitoring and enforcement of harvest
regulations

This topic grew ocut of the previous discussion of 1990 alicecation. Discussion
points Iincluded:

%

o

o There were abuses In the large Caiifornia KMZ sport fishery this

season. . .some individuals catching large numbers of Tish... rumors of fish
veing sold. ..

0 Similar situation on south Oregon coast, except anglers thers have a

49 fish annuali limis

o KMZ sport fishery regulation was of concern to trollers...as were
iliegal sales and unrecorded catches in the gillnet fishery,

) A puncheard and annual bag limit for salmon will be proposed by CDFG
to the Commission for application statewide in 199%.

0 Why single out one fishery for criticism of monitoring/enforcement.
Kiamath Council should hear a report on this issue for all 1989 Kiamath
fisheries,

1t was decided that all fisherv managers would be asked to report, during the
February 1990 meeting, on harvest monitoring and enforcement for 1989 Klamath

chincok fisheries.
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Public comment

8] Doug MeCollum, Trinidad:

oo KMZ troll fishery is no longer viable...has been reduced to
provide for sport anglers and tribes. Deciine of EMZ trolling has been caused
nostly by Federal agencles, principally the Interior Department.

Go We hear of many violations of regulations in sport and
subsistonce fisheries, but don’'t get any information from the managing
agencies. Sport anglers were selling to restaurants, failing to turn in
puncheards. .. {Sue Masien offered to provide information on monitoring and
enforcement of the net fishery),

o0 Regponding o a question from Bingham, McCollum said he did not
consider the 1989 fishery {20 chinook/day trip limit x 4 days of fishing! a
viaple fishery. Council discussion ensued around the point that the
Caiifornia troll industry had called for no KMZ fishery at ail in 1989, but

8



PEMC faveored a smal!: [ishery with trip limits to favor local boats. I[n fact.
Trip limits did not keep outside boats from the KMZ because fishing was poor
elsewhere {n June.

0 Bil1 Duncan, Shelter Cove:

O KMZ troll fishery is not viable.. . doesn't provide a living.

o0 NMFS appears to discriminate against small boat trollers in
enforcement .

an Cites an example of a sport angler landing 8 fish in one day.
a Dave Bitts, Furcka: {see Attachment 11)
0o In response to comments by Bitts about enforcement and monitoring
problems, the Council affirmed that reports on these subjects will be provided

at the February meeting.

Qo Regsnonding To a question, 3itts said more boats than he expected
came into the KMZ for a chance to catch 20 fish/dav in the troll fishery.

Q0 Providing for the late-summer portion of the KMZ troll fishery
involved a two-week closure of the Fort Brage fishery at a time when chincok
were available.

0 Paula Yuen, Eureka {see Attachment 12)}.

8] Jim Johnson, Coos Bay

fels} Supports minority report {Attachment 58) arguing for mixed-stock
management of Klamath chinook

00 ¥MZ troll fishery is too expensive in terms of harvest forsgone
in adjacent ocean areas...353 million lost to provide 22,000 fish in KMZ.
2 November

Councii discussion of items to be considered by California Fish and Game
Commission {(Udemar)

a First irem is to give the Yurok Tribe the same status as the Hoopa
Tribe under Title 14 of the California Administrative Code...having to do
with exemption from possession limits outside reservation boundaries. This
would require legislative action, which would probably go inte effect 1
Janvary 19%1. Discussion:

a0 Code change would not affect Karuks

o0 Yurck tribal members, like Hoopas. will have identification cards
and permits To transport fish.



o Wording of the proposed code change has been reviewed by BIA
{Overherg)

) Second proposal to the Commission is to extend the six-salmon
possession limit from the Klamath river sport fishery to include the Klamath
ocean sport flshery l.e. ail areas where punchcard is used. If the punchoard
Is made a statewlde requirement, the possession limit would be extended, also.
Future options for a possession limit include the Klamath catch Iimit of six
fish taken in seven consecutive days, or perhaps allowing the angler to
possess an entire annual catch limit, as in Oregon.

Discussion:

GO {Hayden): ocean anglers don't object to six~fish possession
iimiz.
o Third proposal to the Commission is fo eliminate language about

"triggers” from the Klamath salmon angling regulations...feel it is confusing
and unnecessary.

Counecili discussion of Z8-inch chinopk size 1imit north to Cape Falcon
{Baracco]

The agenda identifies this as a PCIFA proposail, but in fzct the CDFG analysis
responds to a question posed at a recent PCFFA meeting. The objective of
increasing the size limit from 267 to 287 would he to protect smaliler,
immature 2 and 3 vear old fish...fish in the 5-7 lb range. For the Sacramento
chinook stock, Alan's analysis indicates a reduction in numbers landed of
about 10% if size limit is increased. Klamath chinook run smaller, so the

impact of a limit change would presumably be greater...no analvsis vet.

Discussion:

o G: Can trollers select against smaller fish? 4: Yes, by modifving
gear. There wouild still be some contact with the 26-28" Ffish, and some shaker
mortality.

0 Q: Benefit to spawning escapement? A: Over the entire life of a brood
cohort, ves.

0 G: Any benefit In terms of loosening time constraints and other
consvraints on ocean fisheries? A: If the spawning escapement rate objiective
is being met, fisheries could theoretically operate more freely under an
increased size limit., 1I7 spawning is below objective, the increased size
iimit would help reduce the deficit.

0 Q: What effect on the apparent problem of excessive harvest of Klamath
d-year-olds / underharvest of Trinity 3s? A: An increased size limit would
tend to spare both stocks., Harvest rate on 45 would not change as they ars
fully vulnerable to either a 28 or 28" size limit. Underharvest of Trinity 3s
wouid be exacerbated, unless the inriver fishery were modified to take tThem.




o (Ritis ) Disagree aboutl lmpact on 4s.. . ocean stock size of 4s should
increase because of less harvest of the cohort as 3s...s0 hoth harvest and
escapement of 4s should Increase.

o The Council requested the Tech Team to extend the impact analysis for
a 28" sgize lialv to the Klamath and Rozue chinook stocks., Priority: to he
done afiter work gets done on 1990 management issues.
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vpdate on genetic stock identification {(Odemar)

Dr. Grahaw Gall, UC Davis, has submitted a final report on genetic stock
identification for chinook, CDFG guestions some conclusions se has nat yet
accepted the report, but the technology looks promising. Summary:

O Methods: Genetic profiles prepared for 37 source stocks., These were
used for comparison with »9,000 fish samples taken from Oregon and California

acean fisheries in 1987-83.
o Findings:

o0 California and southern Cregon chinook stocks can be clustered
into five genetic groups:

~Sacramento/San Joaguin
~Eel and neighboring coastal streans

~-Klamath
-Smith R. and southern Oregon, including Rogue
~-Mid-Oregon

00 Blind test of 220 cwt fish representing all 5 zenetic groups
agreed with 851 within 1% for four genetic groups and 2+% for the fifth stock

o0 Sacramento/San Joaguin stock is the major contributor in northern
and southern zones, but not in KMZ. 60~30% of chinook harvested in the
northern area are S/58J or Smith/south Oregon. Southern zone fish are 30-70%
5/8J. KMZ harvest is 65-80% Kiamath and Smith/south Oregon.

ago KMZ spor? harvest includes a smaller proportion (20%) of XKlamath
chinook, and a bigger proportion of §/5J fish, than does the troll catch.

00 Estimated relative contribution for 1987-384:
Central Valley 32-51

Smith/south Oregon 28-22

Klamath 16-13

Fel coastal 13-3
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00 Relative contribution of north coast stocks,
el 31-19

Kiamath 68-80

Smith 1-1



GO G551 estimates of Klamath landings are less than cwt estimates,
even Though G351 inciudes spring run {(difference = 12-21% coastwide].
Oifference 1s mest likely due to biases in sampling or errors in expansion

methodology .

Fature pl

with UC Davis, and may hire a gepnebticist, $5 permitting. Possible
applications: monitor small special fisheries where cowt data is poor.. .mohitor
contribution rates in real time, where you are managing toward a harvest
target fopr a particular stock.

ans: UDFG wants to continue developing GSI.. . will maintain a contract
av

Discussion:
0 {(Bingham): troil iadustry favors more development of GSI...shows
promise for separating strong and weak stocks., te allow more harvest of the

sTrong.,

Other new/oid business

Returning to the lssue of new appointments to the Tech Team, it was affirmed
that the entire Council will get a chance to review nominations. Alan Baracco

will provide the Council with nominatinns to replace Dave Hankin.
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Discussion of next meeting

drookings was suggested as a meeting site...a KMZ port affected by Council
actions, with considerable local interest ip Klamath fishery issues. Nat
Bingham concurred with the understanding the Council will meet in Fort Bragg
sometime,  Hoopa was also supggested as a2 meeting place. Site for the next
regular meeting of the Council will be Brookings, convening at noon on
February 7 and meeting through February 8. Agenda iteams will include fall
chinook escapement rate and oceans/inriver allocation.

Development of long-range plan for harvest management {(Mackett)

1

Chairman Fullerton cited the charge to the Council! tec develop a plan {section
480ss-2(b}{1}{A) of the Klamath Act). After an introduction to planning
principles, Dave Mackett proceeded with the "nominal group” planning technique
by asking a trigger question: What are the significant issues that need to be
resolved In designing a harvest management system for the Klamath River basin?
Toilowing is a list of the Issues so identified, along with clarifying
comments:

Issue 1. (Bostwick) JNeed for reliable bio data... is what we have good
enough? Clarification: Do we accept what we have or seek more accurate data?
...refers to information received from Tech Team.

Issue 2. {Masten) Acceptance of Indian fishery ...that it is here to stay.
Clarif: Lack of understanding of Indian fishing rights...and of the cultural
significance of fishing to Indians.

Q: Why an issue? A: People know fishery exists, but may not accept it.

fu—y

2



O: Shoulan’'t people also kpow scope of fishery?
A There ls lack of understanding of the significance of the indian fishery
Hewrite of (2} add: Tand lack of understanding of Indian {ishing rights”

Tssue 3. (Marshall} Commitwent to enhancement goal, .. and increased produciion
in Klamath and Trinity basins.

Clarif: 1 mean compitment seems Lo De waning. . . some are willing to sell aut
for short term {ix. We are supposed to restore fishery...conceraned about lack
of commitment to That. Wani to maintain current rebullding schedule.

ssue 4. (Warrens) Determination of M5Y for Klamath River basin stooks.
Clarif: @ mean. in order Co have reaslistic geoals, we need to Know productivity
of watershed currently and in future with restoration

: Natural fish?

A M3Y would refer to overall productivity.

ssue 5. {3ohn} Clear understanding of goals/needs of all users.
iarif: Ocean sport, troll, inside sporbt, indian fisheries each have own
needs .

Issue 6. {(Wilkinson}! XAPMC integrity.

Ciarif: Council integrity is member responsibllity te Council gonals and
process. .. The lssue aiso includes lack of codirection with XKlamath Task
Force.. . Task Force hasn't considered some of the issues we have here today.
Q: Does your definition of "integrity” include: when Council decides
something, individuals will carry through on 1t.

A:r Yes. ...1 feel integrity is key thing lacking.

Q: Would "council ethic” or code of cthics he better term?

A: No...relates to need to form a unit...maybe cohesiveness or unity is the
term 1 am seeking.

G: Does integrity mean respect, differences notwithstanding, on basis of
working toward common goal, and that each member truly speaks for constituent
group. ..

A Yes.

Issue 7. {Hayden) Definition or agreement on components of fishery management
system.

Ciarif: We need to agree on fish species, geographic distribution of those,
which groups of users, will we deal with habitat... deal with only fall
chtinook? Will we consider resident species that affect apnadromous
stocks?...Will we consider marine mammals? Which human activities
consider? You couid manage fishery by managing habifat. Will we?
G: Do you mean defipne limits of management system?

A Yes,

&
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Issue 3. (Bingham} Indian fisheries goals versus ocean fishery goals.

Clarif: Such a confllict between the 2 goals...we need to articulate them, so
we can find middle ground...goal of ocean fishery is to go back to traditional
month season...even though we Know we can't do it right away.

Are you saying resolve goals., or just identify them?

Clarify goals, which will lead to more open discussion.

Do you mean short term or long term goals?

&2 d £ LR



Ar Guess vou could refine it that way.

G: Ceean goal is season lengfi, not numbers ov pounds of fisn?

A: Basic goal is traditional senson. .. noi fhat we expect to reach it
00 Do wvou mean we need Lo accommodate those goals In our planning?

A:r Probably couid say tl .
G: Are vou saving vou wiii only define soals thatl are presently attainable?

A No.. .o Tuall season is our long run goal...cant reach in short ternm.
G: Are yeu referring to [ishing apportunity move than numbers of fish?
A: Yot necessarilyv....full se ascn with tight trip limlts no good.

G: Would vou inelude goals of other groups?
A Yes,

ssue 9. (Reed) What fair share of resource should go to various users?
larif: By resource [ mean avallable fish stocks.
Do you mean harvestable share?

e

Issue 10. (Navior} Define resource 1
Clarif: Assuming the Klamath Act di
that goal, and attack the factors pr

imitations to achieving msy.

irects us to achieve msy, we should define
reventing achievement,

Tssue 11. {Fullerton) Determination of natural and hatchery productivity of
Xlamath and Trinity basins.

Clarif: We need Task Force to tell us productivity before we can complete &
harvest plan.

¢: Lo vou mean long range?

A Yes.

}+ Task Force plan may not give thal answer...If we need that information, how
can we insure we get it?

A: Believe the Task Force is charged with determining iong range
productivity. . .wont get answer all at once.

Issue 12. {Bostwick) Access Lo harvestable fish, Klamath stocks as well as
mixed stocks.

Cilarif: I mean, access to stocks should be respected

Q: Tie in to Klamath contribution rate lissue?

A Yes.

Issue 13. (Masten) Too nmuch demand, not enough fish.

{Q: How much is not enough?

A: Don't know but seems we can'f meel demand...maybe we never can.
Q: Are you talking about demand from predators or other uses besides
harvesters?

A: Could be

Issue 14, {Marshall) Creation of process that allows sharing of abundance by
all user groups.
Clarif: We have been trving to Tigure this out for 2 yrs.
Q: Deoes this relate to situation where ocean siock is bigger than predicted?

A: No. Relates fo Indian fishers held fo guota that hasn't allowed them to

reach percent shares as of & yr agreement.
Q: Do you mean equitable share? A: Probably.




issue 13. [Warrens) Definition of equity in harvest gpportunity.

Clarif: Equity tends to be defined as what gets vou what you want...if is a
perception. . . we need to have agreement, conceptually. across the Council, on

Teguity”,

issue 16, {Bohn} Deline water management program that maximizes fish
production.

Clariv: Getting at needs of fish at differecnt 1ife stages...Task Forece op
someone peods te identify those water needs

issue 17. {(Wilkinson) Biologically, economically, soclally sound management.
Ciarif: Depend on experts to defiane blo and econ soundness. Social soundness
harvder...would include esthetics.

issye 18. {Hayden) What is going to be managed?
Clarif: Refer to which parts of system will be managed.

issue 19. (Bingham) Hatchery versus natural stocoks in basin restoration plan
Ciarif: More of a Task Feorce issue...bult we have To be involved in reaciing
decision on reiative emphasis to put on the two kinds of stocks. Can't
separate harvest management from rebuilding of stacks.

Issue 20.(Reed) What impacts on abundance will harvest rate managemnent
accomplish?

Clarif: People will negotliate differentiy, depending on how they view the
future...whether they expect abundance or shortage.

Issue 23, {Navior

} Define role of public participation in mgmt process
Clarif: Issue is getti

ing public acceptance of the plan

Issue 23. (Fullerton) Determine escapement needed to reach maximum
productivity of basin.

ue 24. {Bostwick) Development of trust, communication., and a commitment
rif: In past, there has been lack of these things.

Issue 23. (Masten) Lack of communication.
Drop, because s covered in 24.

Issue 26. [Marshall} Defining "viable” in order to provide for viable fishery
in KMZ,

Ciarif: We haven't been given a definition...we are asked to provide a viable
ishery, but when we offer something, we are told: ciose the K¥Z because whart
was offered isn't "viable™.

iy

Issue 27, {Warrens) Development of criteria for addressing contingencies i.e.
el nino.

Clarif: So many unexpected natural phenomena that affect availability of fish,
yeL our regs are too inflexible to accommodate then.,

fry
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issue 28, {(Hohn) Clear understanding of why KFMC was Tormed
Clarif: There was a harvest allocartion plan developed prior te this

Council...some constituents may not understand your purpose.

2 Do oyou include: where EFMC fits in megmi?

A Yes.,

O: Do you mean one purpose of our pia& is to explain our mission to public?
A: We need outreach .. ..not pnecessarily in the plan.

Issue 29, {(Bohn) What the KFMC ro

oo g £ oa
Clarif: i

oie would be in long tera plan.
new plan is very different from current plan {allocation

agreement ), woulid role change?

s
s

Issue 30, (Wilkinseon} Geographical scope of managemsnt.
Clarif: Need to defline the geographic scope within the basin. . l.e. Iinclude the
upper basin?. .. and in ocean.

ssie 33 . (Hayvden) Who is going to do managementi?

Clarif: Define roles/relationships once plan is accepted. Mavbe we wanti some
new roles and relations., . don't just accept them as they are now without
question.

Issue 32 (Bingham) Kiamath contributicn rate in ccean f{isheries,
Clarif: Trollers have restoration funds put inteo varicus parts of state. As
Xlamath stocks go up, ocean fishing is driven down...this is a problienm.

issue 33. {Reed)} What impact on abundance will restoration of habitat
accomplish?

Clarif: Allocation disputes may look different with prospect of more fish.
I assume estimate will be sketchy early, better numbers with Time.

Issue 34. (Navlor) Address nsed teo monitor the plan.
Clarif: Need to assess progress toward achieving goals.

Issue 35, (Fullerton) Jetermine socioeconomic needs of the resource users.
Clarif: Somewhat repeats Keith's issue.

Issue 38. {(Bostwick] Role of enforcement agencies in protection of resource
Clarif; This issue keeps coming up...need fo know who does what,
responsibilities. ..

G: Need to evaluate effectiveness of law enforcement, as a plan element?

A: Yes.

Issue 37. (Masten) Management roles of agencles: tribes, states, Feds.
-

Clarif: Cur comanager rola isn’t understood by others...and how we work with
others...

Issue 38. {Marshall) Insuring that faliout from allgcation process doesn't

render user groups incapable of working together in addressing outside threats
to resource.

Clarif: Let's at ieast agree on protecting habitat, getfing enough water...




issue 39. {Warrens)] Refinement of current, and development aof Future
management Toeolis /methodologlies,
Clarif: Let’'s use latest, best sethods.

issue 40. {(Wilkinson) Falr distribution of harvest,

Ciarif: Has been sald several Cimes...ex, #%9...could probably scrateh this
igsue.

fssue 41. {Jinghanm} Management accountablility.

Clarif: Be copen on the record, understand effects of our actions.

G: Include mceountability af technicians?

A: VYas. .

Issue d2. [Reed} Wnhat flexibility should be built inte long range managemen
schame to provide for alteration of standards/guidelines/paraneters?
Clarif: Cne probiem with 5 yr allogation agreement is, it deoesn't have this
gat

a
attaptable to chandge.

issue 43, {Maylor) Investigate need for habitat improvement.
Clarif: This 1s a Task Ferce job...maybe would be dupiication of effort for
to

c0 be concerned about.
G: But is It an impertant {ssue Iin management plan?
A: Let's toss this issue.

Issue 44. (Fullerton) Coordination between Task Force and Council in plans
and implementation.
Clarii: Task Force nesds our advice, we need theirs.

L
£
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{Bostwick] Implement water management.
Clarif: Comazae with # 16.

Issue 48. (Masten} Need for evaluation of current agreement.
Clarif: Let’'s ask why current agreement hasn't worked before we go on to
develiop something new.

Combine with 427

do...a different issue.

Weu?dn’f you say the existing agreenment doesn't meet Kiamath Act
reguirements.

A: Doesn't change need to evaluate 1t.

Ll el

Issue 47. {Marshall) Ensure that future agreements regquire adherence by all
users for length of agreement.
Clarif: Last agrecement was signed in good faith, 1 thought...and we should
stand by such agreements =ven i{ numbers change through factors bevond gur
control.
0: Stiouldn't plan have built in flex?

My concern is breach of agreement. Whatever flex we agree to should be
speiled out in agrecment.

o
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re...couldn’t adapt to change in rescurce abundance. Let's make the plan

23]



ssue 3. {Warrens) Interagency coordination.
larii: We know there has been miscommunication in the past... Magnuson act
arding hablitar mav help.

fssue 40, (Wiikinson) BDevelop

ist of definitions for Council use
Cilarif: Terms like wild, rehabilit

ation, can mean different things.
issue 530, (Reed} What are data needs to accomplish management of system?
{Bavlor} Funding for all of this...te implement the pian.

. : Will cost 33

Q- ?en;a you include funding for KFMC function...shouid we seek our own
f

A

unding?
If consistent with plan, yes

Tasue 32. {Bostwick) In season mgat tools for ocean users,

Clarif: Indian users have mechanism to dampen overharvest, as do inriver
sports...but ocean can run above allocation.

¢: Would that include wavs to liberalize harvest if it appears quota won't be
me¢7?

A: Sure, adjusi plus or minus.

Issue 33. (Marshall) Increase monitoring of offshore sport fishery.

Clarii: I would withdraw this issue...think 1s covered under 35. Just making a
polat that rumors influence peeple...sports are now in same spot Indians are
used to.

Issue 34. {Bohn) Who would act as facilitator/lightning rod te get plan
written?

Clarif: This pr
r

P

'

ss reminds me of Columbia experience...U.5. vs Oregon. We
¢ Keep the tasks moving.

Issue 35. {(Masten) Difference between perceived and actual needs.
Clarif: Might already be covered...but [ refer to differences between what
others think we need and what we think we need.

Issue 36. {(Bingham) Monitoring and data collection on the river.

Clarif: Let's drop.

G: If we drop this as an &s i, does that mean we won't hear about 1t again?
A: No, so it should probably stay in, or maybe combine into a general issue
about mOﬁl;O?lBU

Add, "and offshore™?

rine.

Monitoring of what? Just harvest?

More concerned with harvest, ves.

N R O ]

ssue 37. (Reed) Will all participants agree on process.
rif: We have to work by consensus when we get to decision on the final
so need to buy in now. ’

;
Define process.

Process of developing the plan...we need to agree now that we want the plan
.will use I1t, rather than subverting...

i8



ITsasue 58. (Masten) Managing for natural stocks.

Clarif: Some think we should, some don't.. . and there ls difference of opinion
as Lo how fo do it

G: Do vou refer o the lssue of natural versus aggregale agmt.. . Lhe issue
brousght to us vesterday by fhe Tech Team?

A: Includes that.

dackett asked thatl lssue Identification/clarification stop at this point. Dave
asked Councill members Lo refurn tomerrow with thelir selections for the five
most important of the issues just identified,

-

3 November .

Agenda for today: Review issue ranikings, and begin developing an issue
structure. . . thinging about how ifssues relate to one another. Mackett
distributed a handout on consensus methodologies {Attachment 133 including

b ﬁq()

interpretive structural nodeling (ISM

Voting on issues: {(numbers by lssues refer To rank - among the top five lssues

i)

: ”~

- assigned by Council membars)
#3: 1,:1,1.2.53

#3001

#5: 1,1,2,2

#6: 1,5
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#14:
#13: 3
#17: 3
#18: 2
#231: 4
#22: 2
*23: 2
#24: 4.4
#¥26; 3
227 4
#23: 4,3
#29:. 4
£32: 2
#34: 3
£326: 3
#3273
#38: 3
#41: 5
F42: 4
#44: 3,3
#47: 4.,4.3
£49: 4
2530: 3,5
#5T7: 4



Council comments on planning process so far:

£ dost dssues are value-reliated: egquity, sharing, fairness...not sure
whather the standard planning process can deal with this.

] Constraints include: information too poor. estimates too shaky,

sicture of reality too subject to change.

Mackett provided a second Trigger quesiion, to stimulate discussion of how
issues interrelate: In the context of designing a Klamath River basin fishery
management systom, will work on the resolution of issue X substantially heip

to resoive Issue Y7

Ysing as an example the two issues that goi the most votes as significant,

Dave asxed whether commitment Yo enhancement of Klamath stocks {Issue 3) would

help to resolve the "falr share” issue {Issue 9).
Comments:

0 Increased Kiamath production may exacerbate the mixed stock preblem in

el

the ocran fishery
0 There will probably never be enough fish te satisfy evervone

Consensus: Resolving Issue 3 won't substantially help resolve Issue 9.

Yext gquestion: Will reselving Issue 9 help resolive Issue 372
Comments:

0 Commitment to restering/enhancing resource ig basic to everything...no
progress possible without this

o] Trollers have Been punished for recent success of Klamath chinook
stocks
0 Don't understand that iast comment...more fish means more harvest,

fewer fish means less harves:

o ias it been easler to allocate harvest in vears of abundance? No
a Iissue 3 is the primary focus of the Task Force, Issue § the primary

focus of the Klamath Council

N -

o if everybody agreed on allocation, this would help gather more support
o~

for restoration

G The Klamath Act commits us to Issue 3...if Issue 9 remains unresolved
because of disputes over allocation, this will hurt our efforts to get water
and other resources needed to resolve Issue 3.

Yote on whether resglving #9 helips resolve #3:; No - 4 votes to 1.

20



Next, look at interaction of Issues 3 [commitment Lo restoratieon) and 5 {clear
understanding of goals/needs of users): Does resoplving #3 help resolve 57

Jomments:

t see how commitment to restoration would belp us understand goals

Vote on this gquestion: No on 3/5.

now about 3737 Yoz,

¥ext. bow about 23 and ¥97  Will an understanding of goals of user groups (25
heip resolve the falr share issue? Vote on 3/9 1s a nearly unanimous ves.

How apout 3747 Will commitment to increasing fish stocks help determine M3Y
for those stocks?

Comments:

o it has to help, because restoration will bring fish stocks up to Basin
capacity, which prevides MSY.

o There is no relation at all.. . estimation of MSY is a purely technical
task.

0 Commitment to restoration will tend to increase MSY as preductivity of

the Klamath basin increases.

o] improving basin preductivity is a Task Force task, not ours.

0 We need large escapements to test the productivity af the system.
Yote on 3/4 = ves.

dow about 4/37 Would knowledge of M8 help commitment to enhancement of
stocks? Comments:

0 The Kiamath Act directs restoration., so we can't be satizfied
iow MSY.

with a

o Calculation of the current level of ¥SY doesn't help restoration...but
information on various levels of MS8Y for various levels of restoration would
be helipful in planning restoration.

0 Agree.. . information on carrying capacity will help guide restoration.
0 We should define MSY as something to be estimated over a period of

years, as restoration proceeds.

Yote on £/3=yes,
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¥ext, owliil o determining M8Y help understand user nesds?

P

Vota on 4/8=no0.
Next, 3/4: will undersianding user needs help determine ¥MS5Y?

Vote on 374=no.

NYext., 478 Will estimating MSY helip resolve the Talr share issue? Comments:

£ MEY gives us an estimate ol what we have to allocate.
) Before we can allocate fair shares we need to know MSY. because we

don't want to allocate more than the maximum sustainable vield.
Q Knowing the numbers deoesn’t help get at falrness.

Vote an 4/9=no,

Next, 377; Vote=po.

Next, T/3: Will agreeing eon pilan eliements helip with commitment tov restoration?
Voie aon 7/3=yes,

Next, iook at 3/8: Will commitiment to enhancement help articulate Indian and
ocean {ishery goals? Commentis:

0 Enhancement has to help users reach harvest goals.
o The ocean fishery is adversely impacted, not so much by increased

contribution rates of Klamath stocks as by PFMC impact analysis.

Vote on 3/8=vyes.

Next, looxk at relations o lssue #6, Council] integrity. Keith refined his
definition of integrity as: dedication to purpose..to producing something...to
making the process work, keeping fisheryv management out of courts.

Look at 3/6: Will commitment fto restoration contribute to Council integrity?
Vote on 3/8=yes.

Next, 5/6: Will understanding of user needs contribute to Council integrity?
Yote on 5/6=ves.

There was agreement that resolution of Issue 6 would coentribute to resolution
of just about any other issue.

That concliuded the exercise in deveicping a structure of issue relationships.
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Assiguments and targets {Fullerton)

Chariiec asked whether the Council wished to proceed with this planning
process. Jave Mackeii gstimated a plan could be developed with about 153-20
days of group effort, and ceould be compieted In a vear. An option would be fo
turn seme ol Dhe worl over to a subcommittes, with reports back to the
Council. Public hearings would alsa be needed. Dave sald he would lay our a
nlan development procoss. with some options, and provide It te the Council in

a few weeks.
o e R A R R R R R e R R R R R N R R R W R R A R R R R R Rk R R R R R R R R R Rk Rk R R R R

Iv was agreed to proceed guickly. and a Council meeting was planned for 4-3
{and possibiy 6) January 1980. Location will be the Southwest Figheries
ater in La Jeila, in order to make use of their computerized planning

Fullerton said emphasis of the plan would be alloecation, as oppesed to
restoration which is primarily a Task Force responsibility. The pian will
address anadromous stocks - not just salmon. The Council will need to work
ciosely with the Task Force and the consultant - XKier Associates - now
drafting a long-range plan for the Klamath Restoration Program.

Other discussion:

) Report on monitoring/enforcement shouid he an agenda item for the
Brookings meeting.

0 Council should meet in March and April in order to be well-prepared to
coordinate, on 1980 regulations, with PFMC. . .don't want another last-minute
night meeting.

] There was prolonged discussion of what the Council will request of
management agencies by way of harvest management propesals for Council review
and comment. Fullerton sald the Klamath Act directs the Council to make
recommendations on all harvesting regulations without axception, and to do
this in public session. Thus, managers will he asked to submit all proposed
plans and regulations for review, including those for subsistence fisheries.

The meeting was adjourned at noon, 3 November 1889.



ATTACHMENT 1

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Attendance Roster, November 1-3, 1989 meeting, Bureka, California.

Management Council Members

Nat Bingham
Virginia Bostwick
E. C. Fullerton
Robert P. Havyden
C. Lyle Marshall
James Martin
Susan M. Masten
A. E. Naylor

Dr. J. Lisle Reed
Frank Warrens
Keith Wilkinson

Others Attending

B. I. Rohinson
John Coon

Chuck Lane

Dave Bitts
David O'Neill
Norman McLemore
Gary Pankel
Mary Kay Bush
James Wroble
Pat Higgins
Rill Kier

Jim Johnson
Bryce Kenny
Mike Orcutt

Joe Polos
Robert Pranklin

California Commercial Salmen Fishing Industry
In-River Sportfishing Community

National Marine Fisheries Serwvice

Gffshore Recreational Fishing Industry
Hoopa Indian Tribe

Oregon Department of Fish and wildlife
Non-Hoopa Indians residing in Klamath Areas
California Department of Fish and Game
Department of the Interior

Pacific Fishery Management Council

Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry

Sari Scommarstrom
Steven Scott
Tricia Whitehouse
Douglas McCullough
Lecnard Masten
David Mackett
Paula Yoon

Gene Schnell
Bruce Taylor

W. Duncan

Michael Maahs
Ronnie Pierce
Mike Morford



ATTACHMENT 2

CRAFT AGENDA
KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

MEETING OF 1-3 NOVEMBER 1939

I November

9:80 a2.m. Call to order

9:10 Correction and approvai of minutes and agenda
§:20 Report on proposed legislation
o HR 2061, proposed amendments to Magnuson Act {Tavlore}
G Proposed Sacramento River fishery restoration nrogram
{Taylor!}
o Assembly Biil 1018, ccean spring chinook fishery
{Odemar}
G:40 Report on the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force work

pian for Fiscal Year 1989-90 (Bingham)

10:C0 Update on long-range planning for the Xlamath Fishery
Restoration Program {Bill Kier)

10:20 Report of the Technical Advisory Team {Baracco)
o Update on 1989 salmon fisheries
0 Response to PFMC (Schwarz) letter
10:45 3reak
11:00 Reconvene. TAT report (continued:
o} Status of KOHM predictive model
0 Proposals for research /monitoring investments
11:45 Lunch
1:00 Reconvene. Council response to Tech Team reports, including
discussicn of a formal response to the Schwarz letter
1:48 Briefing on proposed Tenth Amendment £o the Salmon Framework

Plan {John Coon;
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Break

Reconvene. Council discussion and action on proposed Tenth
Amendment.,

Council discussion of in-river/ocesan chineuk harvest
allocation, 1990 fishing season (CDFG to start discussion)

Puablic comment

Adjourn

Convene. Council discussion of items to be considered by
California Fish and Game Commission {Navlior)

o Add Yurok Tribe to Section 5.36, Title 14 of California
Administrative Code, regarding exemption from
possession limits outside reservation boundaries

0 Increase ocean sport possession limit to six salmon

a Klamath River sport salmon regulations - proposed
language changes

Council discussion of 28-inch chinock size limit proposed by

PCFFA north to Cape Falcon {Bio-analysis: Baracca)

Update on genetic stock identification {Odemar)

Other new business; Discussion of next aeeting

Break

Seminar on group planning principles and technigues

{Dave Mackett. NMFS)

Lunch

Reconvene. Begin drafting leng-range and 1990 annual harvest
management plans {Mackett, facilitator)

3reak

Reconvene. Continue plan development

Adjourn



3_November

3:00 a.m. Reconvene plan development discussion

9:30 Braak

G4 Reconvene

11:30 summarizée products. identify remaining planning work to be

done. make assignments, set target dates {(Fullerton;

12:00 Adjourn

arkell-le



‘III" ATTACHMENT 3

PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF 1989 CHINOOK FISHERIES AND COMPARISONS TO 1988 AND

THE 1984-1588 AVERAGE (x1000].

OCEAN FISHERIES

KMZ SPORT

KMZ TROLL
MAY (ROGUE)
JUNE+AUGUST
SEPT (ROGUE)
SEPT-0CT (EEL)

NORTH OF CAPE BLANCO
SQUTH OF POINT DELGADA

RIVER FISHERIES

. SPORT

COMMERCTIAL GILL NET
SPRING
FALL

SUBSISTENCE GILL NET
SPRING
FALL

1989

72.7

™3
[N IRa A& 3]
» - L] .
NGO M D

19,7
605.9

N/A

1/ FOUR YEAR AVERAGE, NO FISHING IN 1985;

2/ 1987-88 AVERAGE.

COMPILED BY KRTAT 10/31/89.

1988
52.9

5

0 O 00
£F1 o W A

1
402.4

1361.8

1984-88 AVG

46,9

N/A
85.0 1/
N/A
N/A

312.7
800.0
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ATTACHMENT 4

FINAL REFPORT CN THE SPRING CHINCOK
INDIAN RESERVATIOHN

bk ?‘x}

-
9

HERIES ON THE YUROK
9

o n

INTRODUCTION

#he Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) conducted a ¢gill net test
fishery on the Yurok Indian Reservation during June and July
of 198 to determine the faassibility of commercial harvest
and sale of spring <¢hinook salmon. The £f£ishery was conducted
only in the estuary portion of the Klamath River below the
Highway 101 bridge within the boundaries of the Yurck Indian
Reservation. A guota of 10,000 adult spring chincck salmon
over 26 inches in total length was established as an upper

1 - 3 A
LIIMLIT.

mhe BIA reguired that all £ish tc ke offered for sale be
transported by boat directly t¢ a single on-reservation
buving station lcocated im close proximity te the estuary.
The salmonl wers 5014 o one buver selected by the DIA through
a competitive bidding process. The price negotiated Ior this
sale was §1.21 per peund for all sizes 26 inches In total
length and over. Tish were presentsd for sale inm a Ifield
dressed condition, 1.e. the guts and gills removed,

Following the procequres established in -the Final
Tnvirenmental oImpact Statementy Indian Fishing Regulaticons
Hoopa Vaiiey Indian Reservaticon/California July 1987 (INT
F.E.S. 87-29), a Harvest Management Plan for the commercial
fisnhery was prepared by fishery bilologists from the U.S5.
Department ©f the Interier. 24 copy of that plan is attached
as a part ¢f this report.

In addition %o the test commercial fishery, qualified Indians
o< the Yurck Iadian Reservation fished for spring chinocok
salmon with gill nets for subsistence purposes during the
same pericd.

THE TEST COMMERCIAL FISHERY FOR SPRING CHINOOK SALMON

The test fishery began on June 13, 1989 and ended on July 15,
1989. Fishing with gill nets was initially allowed for five
days a week (Tuesday through Saturday) Zrom 7:00 AM to 7:00
PM. Drift net fishing was allowed con Tuesday and Wednesday
ané set net fishing was allowed £rom Thursday to Saturday.
Cn July 4, regulations were changed prohibiting daytinme
fishing in the estuary Dbut allowing fishing for the same
nights of the week from 7:00 PM to 7:00 a¥. For experi-
mental purpesas, drift net fishing was allowed during
cutgoing tides and set net £fishing was allowed during
incoming tide

During the 25 days the fishery was in operation, 27 Yurok

r t

icipated in the fishery at least one day.
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After a very short time, it became sapparent that the spri
chincok rTun had passed thorough the estuary pricer to i

By
[

opening of this £fishery. On six dayvs, no deliveries wWe
78 one delivery was made; and on
“
ke

]

ES

b2

made; on four day L2
additional dayvs, only twoe deliveries were made. The fisghe
did make 80 deliveriss totaling 206 fish which welghed 27
pounds. The total resource value of this £fishery
$4947% .20 of which the fishers received 53958.50 with
balance of $982.30 deposited in a special Yurck Tri
account. The Indian fishers who participated rescsived
average income of 5107 each from this fishery.

The fishery was mcenitored by biologists from the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS). Information on catch and effort
was obtained by interviewing Indian gill net fishers at the
buying station or at their camps. Bioclegical information was
also collected during those interviews. Commerclally sold
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chinook were sampled for length, fin <¢lips and a scals sanple
was collected for sge identification. Snoutsg from adipose
fin ¢lipped {(AD-clips) chincok were collected for coded wirs
tag {CWT! analysis.

A total of 222 chincok salmon wsare harvested in the estuary
during the pericd o©f the spring chinockx test commercial
fighery (Table 1). Two-hundred and six chinock (G4 percent)
were sold. A2n estimated seven steelhead and: ten green
sturgeon were also incidentally harvested. Catch levels of
spring chinock did not reach expectaticons in 1989 as the
marvest of that species in the estuary during June and July
was .Less than in 1987 and 1988 (Table 2i. In 1988 =
significant porticn of the spring <hinock harvest (¢l
percent) cccurred in the estuary and was indicative oif a
strong spring chinock run into the Trinity River which was
predominantly ¢f hatchery origin (Figure 1). A similar trend
was also seen in 1987.

Concerns over the impact of the test commercial fishery on
wild spring chinocok, steelhead, sturgeon and shad weare
expressed by other management agencies and the public st
large, but did not materialize. Conpariscon ©of observed AD-
clip rates in the commercial fishery (13.7 percent) and at
the State-operated Junction City welr (132.2 percent), which
is predominantly hatchery fish, indicates that there was
minimal impact on the wild chinocok stocks.

The negligible impact on steelhead was expected due to the
selectively o¢f +the gear used. Gill mnet selectively
investigations Dby the FWS (un-published) indicate that gill
net impactsz on steelhead will usually be minimal due to the
mesh sizes conmmonly used (seven to eight-inch stretched
mesh) .

Very few shad were observed during the test fishery and the
impacts on that species are not believed to ke of concsrn.
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The impacts on sturgeon, although small this year Leni,
could potentially be troublesome 1f a more intensive fishery
were to occur. A portion of the Klamath River sturgeon
populations on their post-spawning migration to the ocgean
pass through the estuary during June through August and are
sulnerable to the gill net fishery. Since little is known of
the sizes of the Xlamsth River green sturgeon and white

turgeon populations, the true potential detrimental impacts
of this fishery on those species are unknown at this time.

Drift net fishing was allowed during the test fishery in an
attempt to test the efficiency of the different methods of
using gill nets. Although no definitive comparisons can Dbe
made due to the low nunmbers of f£ish harvested, drift net
fishing appeared to be mere efficient than set net fishing
during the period when f£ishing occurred during the day {Table

3). Drift netting accounted for 229 (71 percent) of the
rotal number of spring chinock harvested during the test
fishery. Ninety percent of the sturgeon were captured Dby
drift nets whilte +the incidental sieelhead harvest was
approximately egual between drift and set nsts. When fishing
was changed to nights, catch/effort IZor the drift and set
netiting was similar.

A total of 227 of the estimated 322 chinook harvested in the
estuary were examined fo¢r AD~clips. The snouts of 29 of the
21 observed Ab-clipped chinook were c¢ollected and 26 CWTs
were recovered and decoded. Those recoveries expanded to an
estimated harvest of 327 CWTed spring chinock, three fall
chinock and twe no-~tags during the test fishery.

Recoveries by tag code are presented in Table 4. Tag coce
06-61-44, a yvearling release from Trinity River Hatchery ZIfrom
+me 1985 brood, accounted for 69 percent of the AD-clipped
spring chinocck harvested. Age composition based on expanded
CWTs was 14.2 percent age three, 80.4 percent age four and
5.2 percent age five.

Age composition from 170 scale samples collected during the
fishery was 9.4 percent age three, 85.2 percent age four and
5.3 percent age five. Mean fork length <f chincck salmon
measured at the buying station was 72.5 ¢m (s=5.42, n=171).

THE SUBSISTENCE FISHEERY FOR SPRING CHINOOXK

G311l net fishing £for spring chinock to Dbe used Zor
subsistence purposes was allowed in the entire Yurck Indian
Reservation during this reporting period. With the exception
of +the estuary area, fishing was allcwed seven days a week,
24 hours a day except that all nets were removed Irom the
water from 9:00 AM te 5:00 PM each Honday. In the estuary
area when the +tezt commercial fishery was being conducted,
subsistence fishing days and hours were the same as the more
restrictive test fishery.



spring chinook, including the 206
+that were sold in the is , were harvested on the
vurok Reservation (Table 2). That was the highest level of
spring chincock harvest observed since net harvest monitoring
pegan in 1379. In 1989, the majiority o©f the harvest {61
percent) occurred during Hay, while in 1387, 55 percent of
+he harvest occurred in July and in 1988, 74 percent occurred
in June and July (Figure 2}. An estimarted 82 steelhead
trout, 2586 green sturgeon and 25 white sturgeon were
narvested in 1989 during the spring net harvest nonitering
periocd (April through mid-July).

In 1989, an estimated 4.7
-
tr

An estimated 589 CWTed spring c<¢hinock were harvested on the

Yurck Reservation du&lng the spring gill net fishery. This
includes the estuary harvest during the test fishery. Table
5Y. An estimated three CATed fall chincok and 32 no-tags
were alsc harvested. The obs 4 AD-clip rate was 13.8
percent based on a mark sanmnple o 5. Age composition based
on expanded CWTs was 3.7 percent ags three, 26.0 percent agse
four and 0.4 percent age five.

Mean fork lengih of spring chincok was 73.7 om {s=5.29,
n=28%), 59.7 ¢m for steelhead (s=1l1l.4, n=%), and total length
for green sturgecn was 169.8 cm {s=18.7, n=1i8).

o

While the fishery was a fallure in terms of econcmic benefitls
+o +the Indian fishers and much ¢f the informaticn obtained
inconclusive due to relatively small numbers of £ish
néled, sonme benefits wera derived. Considerabls
ormation was added to the spring chinoccock data base and the
qzned additional information and experience in managing
mercial fishery on other than fall chincok salmon..

[ v B S0 w 2
SN0 I« I
n Wore g o




TABLE 1 HARAVEST AMND EFFORT ERETINATES (ACCOUNTED HUURS AXD FISHIS IN PARENTEESES
DURING THE 190% SPRING CHINOOR COMMERCIAL FLSHERY 1IN THE ESTUARY BREA.
GREEN WHITE
WEER AOURS FISHED CHIXOOK STEELHZAD STURGEON STURGEOY
6/13~17 766 (487} 22 {566} 0 S48 2 (G 0 (9
6/20~24 170 (114} 40 {36) 0 {G) 4 (33 G )
6/727-7/71 336 {208 100 (68) 7 (5) 2 (1) G (0
7/4~7/8 118 (17 4 (11} 0 (01 g {03 g (03
/117715 161 {104} 26 (12} 0 (0 2 (23 0 {0}
TOTAL 151 (998 322 (193 7 (53 10 (63 ] {0
“ABLE 2. MONTHLY SPRING CHINOOK HARVEST ESTIMATES OX
TET YUROK RESTRVATION 2Y AREA FCOR 19806-1989.
MIDDLE UPPIR
YEAR MONTH ESTUARY KLAMATH KLAMATH 7TOTAL
1986 " APRIL 5 54 98 157
MaY 6 37 76 119
JUXE 15 71 169 2535
JCLY i3 3 153 173
TOTAL 4 167 498 706
1987 APRIL 10 31 1 79
MAY il 113 120 246
JUNE 230 16 169 3286
JULY 538 0 402 940
TOTAL 809 176 709 1694
1988 APRIL 2 20 18 40
MAY 251 178 294 723
JUXNE 225 512 227 9G4
JCLY 1169 0 0 1189
. TOTAL 1677 710 539 2926
1989 APRIL 123 445 1981 759
MAY 360 1331 1217 29638
JUNE 07 232 479 10148
JULY G0 ] 0 60
TCOTAL B50 2008 1887 4745




TABLE 3. VWEEKLY DRIFT AND BET HET CATCH/LFFORT {CHINOOK/HR), ESTIMATED HOURs FISHED
{ACCOUHTED HOURS IN PARENTHESES), AMD CHINOOK HARVEST BURIKG THE:ESTUARY
SPRING CHINQOK COMMERCIAL FISHERY IN 1989 (JUNE 13-JULY 1 FISHING PERMITTED
7AN-TFBM, FROM JULY 4-JULY 15 FISHING PERMITTED FROM 7PM-7AM).

HEEK C/E HOURS CHINOOK C/E HOURS CHIHOOK
6/13-17 ¢.048 572 (372} 94 0.513 180 {115} 28
6/20-24 G6.036 88 {55} 38 0.407 82 {59} 7
a/27-7/1 0.109 234 (187) 78 0.829 102 {81) 22
7/4~7/8 0.293 78 {58} 10 0.263 40 (19} 24
7/11-7/15 0.280 1069 (63} 9 0.171 52 {413 17

set nets ¢rift nets

TABLE .. COBED WIKE TAG RECOVERIES DURING THE 1989 SURING CHINOOK
COMMERCIAL FISHERY IX THE ESTUARY AREA.

- BRD REL EXPAXDED
TAG CODE RACE YEAR TYPE HATCHERY £ TAGS ¥ TAGS
06-01~43 SPR g3 Y TRIXNITY T 2.13
06-G1-44 SPR 85 b4 TRINITY 18 29.0¢
GGo=-01~35 SPR e E TRINITY 1 3.1
N6-61-36 sPR e Y TRINYTY 3 3.37
GOL~06-25 FALL H v TRINITY © 3 3.06
.\‘O T;\‘G * R ™% e L4 R E KRR 2 2«38
TOTAL 7 26 42.27

TABLE 5. CODID WIRE TAG RECOVERIES FOR THE 1989 SPRING GILL XET
FISHERY OX THEZ YUROR RESERVATION (IXCLLDING THE SPRING
CIHINOOK CUOMMERCIAL FISHERY).

BRD REL ) . EXPANDED

TAG CODE  RACE YEAR  TYPE HATCHERY 2 TAGS £ TAGS
06-61-42 SPR " 85 £ TRINITY 4 61.54
Q6-561-43 spR 84 ¥ TRIXITY 1 2.13
06-61-44 SPR 85 ¥ TRINITY 49 5G4.00
06~-61-45 SPR B& F TRINITY 1 2.13
06-61~486 SPR 85 by TRINITY 4 18.95
06-56-25 FaLL a5 v TRINITY 1 3.06
NO TAG TR KR x K *® HERRRE XK d 32¢49

64 624.30

TOTAL

]
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FIGURE 1. SPRING CHINOOK HARVEST N THE ESTUARY
OF THE YUROK RESERVATION (1986-1989).
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Figure 2. SPRING CHINOOK HARVEST ON
THE YUROK RESERVATION {1986 1888%).
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PLAN FOR A TEST FISHERY FOR COMMERCIAL HARVEST OF SPRING CHINOOK
SALMON  ON THE ELAMATH RIVER PORTION OF rug YUROK  INDIANW
RESERVATION, CALIFORNTIA 1989

i. INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) wil:l conduct a test fishery for
spring chinocok salmon during June and July of 1929 +o determine
the feasibility of commercial harvest and sale of that species.
The fishery will be conducted in the estuary porticn aof the
Klamath River within the boundaries of the Yurck Indian
Reservation with a quota of 10,000 spring chinook salmon
established as an upper limit. Only fish over 25 inches total
length will be offered for sale.

This action is in agreement with and follows the establishedqd

procedures in the Final Environmental Impact Statement Indian
Fishing Regulations Hoopa Vallev ITndian Reservation/California

July 1987 {(INT F.E.S. 37-29) . That document adopted Alternative
C as the plan of management for Indian fishing 4in the Klamath
River Basin. Alternative C allows phased commercial fishing ang,

under that alternative, no commercial fishing will be permitted on
any species until a specific harvest mznadgement plan has been
pPrepared for that particular fishery which wil1l assure an adeguate
number of fish for Indian subsistence and ceremonial harvest andg
for spawning., after taking intoc acecount 2ny anticipated in-river
harvest by persons not subject to federal regulations.

by this plan and will be regulated through z series of Pre-season
and/or in—seascon amendments to 25 CFR Part 250 of the exXisting
regulations governing Indian f£ishing.

This plan has been prepared by qualifieg fishery biclogists from
the U.s5. Department of the Interior and is on file at the BTA

IT. BIOLOGICAL AND TECHNICAL BASIS OF THIS PLAN

Data on the spring chinoock stoeks of the Klamath River Basin are
very sparse and incomplete except for the upper Trinity River
sub-basin. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has
operated a weir on the main-stem Trinity River at Junction City,
California since 1978 to collect information on returning salmonigd
stocks. Information from that project ang other CDFG studies has
Supported the generation of run-size estimates, estimates of
angler harvest and spawning escapement for the area above the weir
site. These estimates are generategd bPost season and do not
provide specific informaticen cencerning natural spring chinook
stocks. Data are also gathered at the Trinity River Hatchery
{TRY} to include counts of returning salmon and recovery
information on coded Wwire tag (CWT) returns.



Additieonal data are obtained by the Hoopa vValley Business
Council s TPribal Fishery Department and from the 1.5, Figh andg
Wildlife Service (FWs) on the subsistence gillnet fisheries on the
Hoopa and Yurok Reservations.

Information is also availlable from various State and Federal
agencies which describe levels of escapements to tributaries in
the upper Klamath River Basin such as the Salmon and Scott Rivers
and 1in the lower Trinity River Basin such as the South Fork
Trinity River.

It is commonly held that the wvast majority of spring chinocok in
the Klamath River Basin are of hatchery origin and originate from
the TRH above Junction City. For purposes of this plan it is
assumed that 90 percent of the spring chinecok entering the Klamath
River from the ocean are destined for the Trinity River above
Junction City.

Other assumptions concerning spring chinocok within the XKlamath
Biver Basin are:

(1) That four (4) percent of the run entering the Klamat
River from the ocsan Spawn in the upper Klamath Basin
{Salmon River and Wooley Creek) .

(2}  That two (2) percent of the run entering the Trinity
River spawn in the lower Trinity area below Junction
City.

Based on observed harvest patterns, it is evident that an average
of 14 percent of the run above Junction City 1s harvested in the
sport fishery in that area. Also based on known harvest patterns
of the Indian gillnet subsistence fisheries, it has been shown
that those fisheries harvest an average of 2,926 spring chineok
annually (1519 for the Hoopa Reservation and 1407 for the vYurok
Reservation). The harvest time frame for the Yurok subsistence
fishery on spring chinock is from late March through early June in
the lower Klamath River {mouth to Weitchpec). Depending on flows
and spring weather patterns harvest ig concentrated in mid to late
April through late May. In the recent past a number of spring
chincok (identified through CWT recovery) have been taken in July
in the estuary of the Klamath River. These fish been from CuWT
releases made at TRYH.

A major premise in shaping the timing of this test fishery is
that, by starting on June 1, most natural stocks of spring chinook
would have cleared the estuary and the fishery woulgd target on
hatchery stocks: from TRH.

Close monitoring of the fishery at the buying station should
result in the collection of a significant number of CWT's to
either authenticate or refute this premise. For purposes of thisg
plan, those harvest patterns are not expected to change in 1989,




The TRH escapement needs are 3,000 adultsg annually. This is baszed
on a 1:1.1 female to male 50X ratio and average fecundity of 2,000
2ggs per femals.,

The average age composition of adylts returning to the TRH is &2
percent three-yvear-olds and 48 percent four-year-olds. This age
composition is based on CWT return data frem the 1879-1822 brooad
years returning to the hatchery.

fishery on spring-run Steelhead stocks in the Basin., At this
time, very little data are available concerning run-timing of
those stocks and no definitive information 4ig available about
gillnet mesh selectivity for steelhead. In light of the lack of
information, it has not been determined to what degree incidental
catceh of steelhead, sturgeon, shad and natural stocks of spring
chinook would be a problem, if indeed, one exists,

However, the BIaA ia emphatic that monitoring levels of this
fishery bv the FWs will be adequate to allows the gathering of
information to begin to address this concern in the future.

ITI. ADAPTATION AND USE OF AVAILABLE INFORMATION IN THTS PLAN

Anzlysis of the information concerning harvest and escapement
levels and hatchery returns ang releases has been used to develop
a 1989 spring chinook run-size forecast for the Rlamath River
Basin as follows:

The 1989 TRE return was forecast by applying the average 1982~1984
brood return per release ratio te the 1985 and 1986 pounds of
hatchery product released. The 1982-1984 broocd return per release
ratio is used to reflect recent ocean trell restrictions within
the Klamath Management Zone znd the increase in spring chinook
run~size produced by those brood years. Please refer to figure 2.

N = (1985 brood release x 0.48) + {1986 hrood release x 0.52)
X average 19821984 return/release
N = 9830

The 1989 Trinity River run-size above Junction City was forecast
by applying the average 18978-1938 hatchery component ratioc to the
1989 TRH forecast as follows:

N = (average 1978-1988 hatchery component) x TRH return
forecast
N = 50055

The 1989 Klamath River run-size was forecast by applying the

Junction City.



N = (Trinity River run-size above Junction City) x 1.10
N = 55, 617

The 1989 harvest schedule for spring chinocok in the Klamath Basin
with the anticipated harvest ip the Indian test fishery, resulting
run—-sizes and SPawning escapements is presented in figure 3. Also
shown are the assumptions used for Fforecast run~sizes to the upper
Klamath River Basin and the lower Trinity River Basin.

IV. MANAGEMENT OF THE FISHERY

Participation in this fishery will be regulated by the existing 25
CFR Part 250, Section 250.5 WITH THE FOLLOWING EXCEPTION: members
who were enrolled on August 8§, 1988 in the Hoopa Valley Tribe will
NOT be permitted to Participate in any fishery on the Yurok Indian
Reservation regulated by the BIaA.

The test fishery will be conducted in the main-stem of the Klamath

River in the area commonly known asg the estuary. This is further
defined as the Rlamath River from its confluence with the Pacific
Ocean upstream to the Highwavy 101 bridge. This fishery will
operate from June /2, 1989 to July 15, 1989 unless closed by the
BiIa for harvest management reasons. Fishing will be permitted
five (5) days each week during the daylight hours of 9:00 AM to
5:00 PM, Fishing will be prohibited from 9:00 pM each Saturday

until 9:00 AM each Tuesday during the pericd of this fishery.
Subsistence fishing days and times will be the same as test
fishing days and times while this plan is in effect. Figshing with
gillnets in other parts of the Yurok Indian Reservation will not
be affected by this rlan and will continue to be regulated by 25
CFR Part 250.

Harvest will be accomplished with gillnets and described in 25 CFR
Part 250 and specifically regulated through pre-season and
in-season adjustment to those regulations. The following major
eXception to 25 CFR Part 250 will apply during this test fishery.
'In the area known 2s the estuary, which is the majin-stenm Klamath
River below the Eighwavy 101 bridge, drift-net fishing with
gillnets up to 200 feet long and 25 feet deep will be permitted
twe davs per week Qn an experimental basis.™

Set-net and drift-net fishing will not be allowed at the same
time. Drift-net fishing will be Permitted during Tuesdays and
Wednesdays with set-net fishing permitted during Thursdays,
Fridays and Saturdays.

Special conditions will apply to the bPreparation and transport of
fish prioer to sale as well as during the actual sale to an
authorized buver. Those items are presented in Section VI.

V. CONTROL: AND MONITORING OF THE FISHERY

Day-to-day control of the fishery will be the responsibility of




the Filield Representative of the Xlamath Field Office (KF0) of the
BIA. Technical assistance and staff support will be provided on a
continuing  basis by the Fishery Biologist of the Northern
California Agency at Redding., California.

Monitoring will be accomplished by technical andg professional
personnel from the Arcata, Califernia FWS Office under terms of ga
Memorandum of Agreement with the BIA. Monitoring will bhe
conducted at a level which will oprovide for “real time"
accountability of the fishery as well ag for an appropriate level
of data collection and retrieval of CWT's. The FWS will report
catch and effort statistics to the EKFO on a weekly basis for
evaluation. Copies will be previded to other management Agencies
upon request to the BTA.

Enforcement will be accomplished by qualified iaw enforcement
personnel from KFO of the BTA. The Field Representative of the
KFO will be in charge of the BIA law enfercement staff. Warrants,
cltations and arrests will be prosecuteqd through the Court of
Indian Offenses at RKlamath, California.

VI. MARKETING ASPECTS OF THE FISHERY

Because the BIA must act for the Yurok Tribal Governnment in
conducting this fishery, some special actions are necessary to
insure control and accountability of all aspects of this fishery
which involve rthe sale of a tyribal asset.

A pre-determined landing fee of 20 bercent of all individual sales
of salmon will be coillected by the BIA and deposited in a tribal
Erust account for the future use of the Yurok Tribal Government .
Te accomplish this tribal requirement, it will be necessary to
manage the transportation, sale and payment for fish as they
proceed through the system. '

To purchase the fish from this fishery, an established fish buyver
will be selected by the BIA through a competitive bidding process.
The successful bidder must establish one (1) buying station on or
near the estuary portion of the Reservation in a=a general area
designated by the BIA. All fish from the test fishery nmust be
seld to the designateg buver at the designated buying station and
delivered by boat to the station. NO PRIVATE OR OFF—-RESERVATION
SALES OF FISH OR FISH PRODUCTS FROM THIS FISHERY VWILL B
PERMITYED.

Fish to be sold will be presented at the buying station “troll
dressed", that is, gutted and head on. One (1) price per pound
will be paid for fish. Fish will not be graded large, medium or
small, and the buyer will have the right to reject fish that do
not meet quality control conditions such as freshness or seal
bites. The buyer will be encouraged to make ice available at the
buying station for usé of Indian fishers.



At the buying station, each fisher Will be given a copy from a
four-part fish receipt/data ticket showing number fish sold,
welght of figh s0ld, price per pound (computed with the tribal
share deducted} and an extension of the amount due to fisher.
Within one (1) week . the fishery must be paid by the fish buver
by check through the mail or by direct delivery of the check at
some predetermined and mutually agreeable paint. The BIA will
also by provided with a copy of each fish ticket for its record-
keeping requirements.

VII. OTHER

Sub ﬁtted by
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Pete Bontadelli, Director
California Department of Fish and Game
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FIGURE 3

1989 Harvest Schedule for Spring Chinook in Klamath Basin

TRH Escapement needs 3000 adults assuming 1.1:1 ratio of males in females and 3,000 eggs per female
Recreational fishery above Junction City takes 14% of spring chinook run Run Size above Junction Cicy (JC)

is 90% of the Klamath River b

asin Run size Klamath escapement is assumed to be 2 per cent of run size

at Weitchpec Lower Trinity Escapement is assumed to be 3 percent of run size at Willow Creek,

From 1982~1%84 datzbase

Run Size
Klamath wouth

55617

Lower Trinigy
escdapement

1254

Harvest rate
indian harvest

0,23

Yurcok Harvest
comm subs

10000 1407

Run Size
above JC

40552

Harvest rate
sport and net

0.33

Klamath Trinity Heopa Varvest Indian Harvest -
escapement run size comm subs
884 43326 0 1519 12926

Sport Harvest
above JC

TRH escapement Natural escapement

5677 6975 27900

Escapement rate
natural and hatchery

.67
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July 19, 1985

DEPT. CF COUVERCE - HOiA
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Z. Charies Fuller=zgon, Chairman
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Naticonal Marine Disheries Service
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Dear Charl
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Management decisions made by the Pacific Fishery Management Council
concerning the Hlamath River fall chincok salmon fishery have a signi
impact on all other salmon [isheries off the Washington-Cregon-Cali
coast. The narvest rate zanagemsnt concept for determining spo i
escapement into the Klamath River was recommended by the XKlamath Fishe
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Manggement Council (KFMC} to the PFMC in July 1688, and was adopted by
PFMC in the recently approved ninth aperdment to the salmon {ishery nansgemen:
plan (FMP}. This concept is based upon a report prepared by the Kiamath Riv
Technical Advisory Team (KRTAT): HECOMMENDED SPAWNING ESCAPEMENT PCLICY
XLAMATH RIVER FALL-RUN CHINCCK, February, 1986. It could be arzued that tl
report represents the "best sclentific infermation available" concsrning
status of Xliamath River fall chinook stocks. Almost thrse-and-a-halfl year
have elapsad since the report was prtlished. and the PFMC has developed salmon
harvest regulaticns for four sersons pased in a large measure on the report.
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I believe it is appropriatz and timely now to review and, where necessary
revise the KRTAT scientific inrormation availzble for the Klamath River fall
chinook stocks. There ars also other factors influencing management of th
Klamath River fishery which should be zither reaffirmed or revigsd o Bu
that the decisions of both the XFMC and the PFMC rrovide a2 manag

which best meets the needs of the {ishermen while at all times o

fishery resourcs. I will address these below.
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Becauge of the gtaructery responsibility of the KFMC I am requesting that you,
as Chairman of that council, take the lead in accomplishing the reviews
suggestad herein, and provide recommendations to the PFMC on pessible changes
or improvements resulting thersefrom. Hopefully this can be done bhefors the
PFMC zeeting cn Novemper 13-16, 1989, sc that the appropriats entities have
the cpportunity for review and cocpment prior to the deliberations on salmon
‘seasons for 1990.

Following are some Specific items of concern to me. Thers may be others which
have an impact on &Kglamath f{ishery panagement decisions which I  hnave
averliooked. I am confident you will include all pertinent informaticn in your
recommendations.
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E. Charles Fullerton
July 19, 1989
Page 2

On page 16 of the ERTAT report in the first full parsgraph under QFTION 4 -
the option adopted by the PrfMC - there are two references to evidence of
"nverfishing” on Klamath chincek. This judgement was made in 1986 based on
the low returns of natural spawners, and the relative abundance of hatchery
spawners, from 1978 through 198%. However, the returns in 1986, 1987, and
1988 have greatly changed the balance observed during the previcus eight
years. In light of these recent spawning escapements I would ask if there is
5till evidence of Toverfishing”. I believe this assessment is important
because of the emphasis placed by the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MFCMA) and the National Standards and guidelines on prevention
of overfishing, and the restrictions that a determination of overfishing
olaces on the flexibility of the PFMC in zaking management decisions.

I would also recuest that the KFMC provide an objective and wmeasurable
definition of overfishing for the Klamath river fall chincok stocks, together
with an analysis of how the definiticon was determined and how 1t relates to
the reproductive potential of the Klamath Hiver systenm.

The KRTAT Report states on pags 20: "The harvest rate approach, however, is
highly dependent for its success on a close approximation of the average
productivity of the stoeck (alpha in the Hicker model}.” Appendix III,
Pescription of Klamath River Harvest Rate Model, page 31, specifies a value of
14.0 for "aipha" for age 2 natural stocks from the Klamath basin. Recently
there has been testimony that this value is too law. Please provide
reaffirmation of the validity of the 14.0 value for alrha currently bein

used, or a recommendation for a new value together with the basis for such a
recommendation. This information will be reviewed by the Sciencific =nd
Statistical Committee (S3C} which will provide its recommendaticns to the
Council.

Also, all other parameters used in the Klamath Ccean Harvest Model should be
reviewed and any suggested changes in values provided to the PFMC for review
by the 53C.

Scome criticism has been leveled recently that adherence to the Klameth Hiver
natural spawning escapement goal of 35% will provice "more spawners than thers
is water in the river to suppert.” Suggestions were made to reduce the 1089
spawning escapement goal because of this perception. A March 6, 1989 memn
from the KRTAT to the KFMC disagrees with this suggestion and provides the
reasong for this disagreement. I belisve the conclusions of this memo have g
direct impact on the long-term nenagement strategy Ffor the Kiamath fall
chincok fishery. Therefeore, it would be approprizte for the KFMC to ask the
KRTAT to reaffirm the conclusions of this memo and to transmit them formally
te the PFMC.

Comprehensive information concerning the econcomic wvalue of a restrict
commercial troll fishery in the Xlamath Management Zone {KMZ) vis-a-vis
expanded fighery outside the zone is lacking. In 1985, as wyou know, t
Council established a limited KMZ chinock fighery gpecifically for the benefi
of the day boats in the zone. The fact that this fishery closed after only
four days, despite an inseascn adjusted gueta up to 17.700 fish and a 20 fish
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E. Charles Fullerton
July 19, 1389
Page 3
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per day landing limiz, indicates that many more boats participated in
fishery than were expectied. It i
the KFMC could provide an accurate description of the commercial trooll £1
in the EMZ, including the number of boats and the fishing capacity, togsthe:
with an assessment of economic importance of the salmon fishery to the support
industry in the zone. Simpiv stated, what is the relative value to =he zrcll
industry of a Klamsth-origin chinook availabls for harvest in the XMZ versus
the same fish available for harvest outside the zone, sither north or south?
Finally, I would ask the KFMC to examine the size and location of the current
buffer zones north and south of the KMZ to see if they can be adjusted to
provide scme velief to the boats in Shelter Cove and Port Orford in gatting
access to the {ishery when it is open in the areas outaide the current
boundaries of the KMZ.

I recognize that some of the things I have askad you to examine may be beyond
the capabilities of the XFMC to accomplish. But I think that the impact of
the Klamath fall chinoock fishery on all other salmon fisheries along the
Washington-Cregon-California coast is of such significance that both the KFMC
and PFMC must do all that is possible to provide a fishery which mssts the
needs of the industry dependent on the rescurce while providing the requisite
protecticn to the fishery rescurce itself. The PFMC will cocperate with the
KFMC in all respects to provide the best information possible. I am not
suggesting that the PFMC deviate from the ninth smendment or the harwast rata
management concept which is the technical basis for that amendment. However,
given the events of the past three years, now is the time to make a critical
re~evaluation of the Klamath fall chincok fishery to assure all concerned
interests that the fishery is being managed to meet the requirements of the
MFCHMA.

Sincerely,
-~ 4
A ¥
OQ 3T _/2
N R \N::S
Richard A. Schwarz
Council Chairman
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To: E. . Fullerton, Chalrman pate: October 23, 1989

Klamath Fishery
Management Council

From: Klamath River Technical Advisory Team (KRTAT)

Subject: Response to Technical Issues Raised in a Letter from
PFMC Chairman Schwarz, dated July 19, 1989

The variocus items for fechnical input in subject letter have been
reviewed by the KRTAT. Chairman Schwarz asked for input in four
specific technical areas:

1. Definition and measurement of overfishing.
2. Productivity of the Klamath fall chinook stock.
3. Klamath Ccean Harvest Model parameters.

4. Xlamath basin carrying capacity for natural spawning
fall chinock.

In addition, Chairman Schwarz asked the KFMC for input in two
areas that the KRTAT feels is outside our responsibility and
expertise, specifically a socic-economic evaluation cf the KMZ
troll fishing fleet and the size and location of KMZ buffer

areas.

This memorandum provides background information on each of the
four technical issues and discusses the Team's current
recommendation to the Council.

1. Gverfishing.

Background: The Teams' 1986 report titled Recommended
Spawning Escapement Policv for Klamath River Fall=-run Chinook
stated (page 16) that "available data indicates that Klamath
chinoock are being overfished and that reduction in harvest
rate would increase the long-term yield from the resource”.
Evidence of overfishing included equilibrium population
modeling showing higher vields from lower harvest rates,
declining returns of spawners throughout the basin and
increased percentage of hatchery spawners compared to natural
spawners.

Team Recommendaticn: Chairman Schwarz' letter asks how the
KFMC would define overfishing and how overfishing would be
measured.
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The KRTAT believes that an appropriate definition of
overfishing has been recently provided by the Naticnal 602
cuidelines: a level or rate of fishing mortality that
Yeppardizes the long-term capacity of a stock or stock-
complex to produce MSY on a continuing basis. The KRTAT's
use of the term "overfishing"” in its 1986 report was
consistent with this definition.

our judgement in 1986 that overfishing had taken place with
regard to Klamath chincok was based primarily on calculations
of cumulative brood removal rates based on CWT recovery data.
catch divided by catch plus escapement (C/(C+E); calculated
over a brood) gives a crude approximation to this cumulative
removal rate. For Iron Gate Hatchery (IGH) fingerling and
yearling releases, C/(C+E}'s ranged from 80-%0 percent for
1976-1979 brood years (exposed to fisheries from 1879-1884).
For Trinity River Hatchery (TRH) fingerlings and yearlings,
equivalent figures were about 70-75 percent. Based on the
current harvest rate management policy, which roughly calls
for C/(C+E) of 65 percent to produce MSY for naturally
spawning fish, these rates of cumulative removal must be
regarded as those which would result in overfishing if done
on a continuing basis.

For Xlamath River Natural stocks, MSY is an average harvest
rate of 66 percent to 67 percent, based on an Alpha of 14.
Single-year deviations from the MSY harvest rate for Klamath
natural stocks will occur, due to imprecision in preseason
estimates of stock sizes, fishery impacts, or for other
reasons. These deviations do not necessarily jeopardize the
recruitment potential of the stock, unless they occur
frequently encugh that the average harvest rate over a number
of years is above MSY. The MSY harvest rate is dependant
upen the alpha parameter, and as alpha is reviewed and
possibly revised, the recommended MSY harvest rate could

change.

Chairman Schwarz' letter also asks if there is currently
evidence of overfishing. On a brood basis, to date no
complete brood has been exposed to harvest rate management,
therefore no quantifiable answer can be given. However, it
appears harvest rates have been reduced below those observed
in the 1979~84 period due to management decisions.

Productivity of natural stocks (alpha).

Background: The KRTAT's 1986 report (Appendix III) discussed

the Team's approach to selecting alpha for Klamath River fall

chinook. That approach consisted of analyzing available

Klamath stock data and reviewing estimates of alpha for other

chinook stocks. It was pointed out by the Team that the

conventional approach to estimating alpha {log-log £it of .
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recruits per spawner on parent stock size) may be in error
for a heavily exploited population made up of several
contributing stocks, as is the case for Klamath chinook, due
to dominance in the data for the most productive spawning
units. Approximate values for alpha between about 10
(Klamath stock in its entirety) to 18 (Trinity Hatchery
component) were derived. Although ncne of the literature
reviewed for the productivity of other Pacific coast chinook
stocks were age specific, alpha values between 13 and 53 were
found, adjusted to age 2 recruits. Based on Klamath River
hatchery data most of these alpha estimates appear too high
for Klamath natural stocks. The Team chose an alpha value of
14.0, based mainly on Klamath chinook data available at the

time.
eamn cmmendation:

The XRTAT has analyzed stock-recruit data from recent brood
years (Table 1 and Figure 1, attached). These data are
consistent with the value for Klamath natural stock
productivity currently in use. The Tean recommends that no
change in the current alpha value of 14 be made at this time.

Data points on Figure 1 were derived from relatively low
parent stock sizes. When data becomes available from higher
parent stock sizes (1986, 1987 and 1988 broods) a re-
examination of the stock recruit relationship will be

warranted.
Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) parameters.

Background: The KOHM uses population and fishery parameters
during the calibration and analysis phases. Such items as
stock size, shaker mortality factor, age 3 vulnerability
factor and time/area cell harvest rate values are used, and
the values for same are discussed in a KRTAT report titled
Description of Xlamath River Fall Chinook Ocean Fishery Model
for Use in 1988 Management, December 1988.

Team Recommendation:

The KRTAT is considering several modifications of the
structure of the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM).
currently, model structure incorporates a total of 30
time/area-specific "cells" within which cell-specific
exploitation rates from previous seasons are required. These
exploitation rates have been based on recoveries of coded-
wire-tagged fish released from IGH and TRH. Preliminary
findings by Hankin and Mohr (198%, progress report te Klamath
River Task Force) suggest that numbers of recoveries and
levels of ocean fishery sampling are not sufficient to allow
reliable estimation of 30 cell-specific exploitation rates.
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Existing levels of tagging and sampling have been sufficient,
however, to allow reliable estimation of such exploitation
rates for a reduced number of cells.

We have therefore considered a restructuring of the XOHM so
as to produce a model with a smaller number of cells but
without entirely sacrificing the model's ability to predict
time/area-specific ocean impacts. This simplified structure
should reduce errors in predictions of ocean harvest impacts
on Klamath fall chinook, although the KOHM will not be able
to provide predictions on as fine a time/area scale as in the
past two seasons.

Oon a subject related to the use of the KOHM, it has come to
the attention of the KRTAT that the PFMC used the model to
estimate landings of all chinook stocks south of Cape Falcon.
This is an inappropriate use of the KOHM. By design, except
where gquotas are mandatory, usefulness is limited to
estimating the number of Klamath fall chinook that would be
harvested under varying regulatory options.

Klamath basin carrving capacity

Background: In 1989 it was suggested that spawning
escapement be reduced in response to anticipated dry year
conditions. The KRTAT responded to the particular concern
for 1989 (memc to KFMC dated March 6, 1989, attached)
recommending no reduction in the escapement rate.

Teanm Recommendation:

The KRTAT maintains the position stated in the March 6, 1989
memorandum regarding any reductions in the spawning
escapement goal for Klamath fall chinocok.

The KRTAT will be available at the Council's next meeting to
answer any questions yocu might have on the subjects covered
above.
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Dates & March 1989
To: Klamath River Management Council
Fram: Klamath River Technical Advisory Tean
Subject: Team concerns regerding raduction of 1798% spawning
eseapament goal for Elamath Fall Thinmnook relative

k= @
to anticipated fall +tlows.

Some members of the EFMC have suggested reducing the 1937
spawning escapement goal for Klamath Fasin Fall Chinook
Zalman because anticipated drought zonditions in the f311
werald not provide swfficient flaows to suppart the level of
spawning escapement expectad by harvesting 474 of the
projected 198% stock size. The klamath Technical Advisory
Team does not agree with this soggestion. Our disagresemant
is based on our wnderstanding that: 1) Fall flow regimes
cannot be adequately predicted by summer flow forecasts arnd
=) The spawning success of the majority of naturally
spawning Klamath Basin Chinook are not influenced by water
withdrawals from the Trinity Basin.

Flow regimes that will ococur in the fall of 1789 are, to a
large degree, dependent upon falil precipitation, not
precipitation that has occurred or will ocour during the {

current watsr vear. To our knpwlsdge thers is no available
means of sredicting fall 1982 precipitation.

Although flows in the Trinity Basin downstream from Lewiston
Dam during the fall of 1989 are currently scheduled to be
reduced by water withdrawals from Lewiston Reservoir, the
majority of wild chinook spawn in areas ot the Hlamath Basin
that is not influenced by this reservaoinr. Most of the wild
chinook populations of the Hlamath Easin spawn in the
Shasta, Scott and Salmon River Basins (Figure 1y, Naturally
- spawning chinook in the Trinity Basin are the only
population of chinook in the tlamath Basin that could be
influenced by withdrawals from Lewiston Reservoir. Reducing
the escapement goal on the segment af this population that
spawns in the reach of the Trinity River inmediately
downestream from Lewiston Ressrvoir could be justified i+
water withdrawals reduce Trinity flows this fall, and
avidence can be produced that expected escapements will
evread stream capacity. Stream capacity should be viewsd it
terms of spawning success and rearing success of resulting
juveniles.

@
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MEMORANDUM October 31, 1939
T+ KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

FROM: MINCORITY GROUP OF KRTAT

SUBJECT: TIDENTIFICATION OF STOCK OR STOCK COMPLEX TO BE USED IN
CONJUNCTION WITH HARVEST RATE MODEL

The Klamath River Technical Advisory Team (KRTAT) has bsen
asked to review the alpha and other parameters used in the
Harvest Rate Model for the Klamath River fall chinook. Alpha is
one of the key variables within the Harvest Rate Model. It
describes the productivity of a stock of fish. The greater the
productivity {alpha), the higher the harvest rates can be. Once
an alpha and other model parameters are selected, the Harvest
Rate Model gives, as output, a range of ocean and river harvest
rate combinations that will result in Maximum Sustained Yield
{MSY! for the Klamath fall run chinock.

The KRTAT has reviewed information pertaining to the Klamath
fall r~hineok run and has judged that the appropriate alpha for
the naturally produced segment of the Klamath fall chinook run is
14. The naturally produced ssegment would be described as the
progeny of fish that spawned naturally (regardless of whether the
spawners originated in a hatchery or natural areas}. For
example, included as natural spawners are the large numbers of
hatchery fish that spawn just below Trinity River Hatchery.

Minority view

While all of the XRTAT agree that an alpha of 14 was
appropriate for the naturally produced segment of the stock, the
minority believe that a higher alpha is appropriate to manage the
stock-complex; a composite of both hatchery and naturally
produced fish. "At some harvest rate, where the natural component
was fished over the level which produces MSY, and the hatchery
stock fished under the level which produces MSY, the real MSY for
the basin exists.

Differential Harvest Rates for Natural and Hatchery Stocks

The ocean fishery has limited capability to effect
differential harvest of Klamath River stocks, whereas the
inriver fishery has a greater opportunity depending on. gear
selection. Based on USFWS data, there is a need to increase the
in river harvest of Klamath River 3 year old fall run chinook,
primarily the component of hatchery production.
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Minority Group of XKRTAT

Tf the fisheries had the capability of harvesting natural
and hatchery stocks at different levels, then the harvest rate
for the natural compenent should be set using the alpha of 14 and
the hatchery stock at some much higher level. This would result
in greater allowakle harvests of Klamath stocks than are now
possible. The full utilization of hatchery stocks are important
for other rsasons as well; because of restrictions on fisheries
to protect natural atocks, large numbers of hatchery stocks spawn
and compete for space with naturally produced spawners. In
addition, future hatchery releasss will be greater than what
occurred in earlier years, and these hatchery fingerlings will
compete with naturally produced juveniles. The affect on
naturally produced juvenile salmon created by releasing thess
largs numbers of hatchery fish is unknown but potentially
harmful.

Choices of "Stock™ to Manage for MSY

The definition of the stock managed to produce MSY has breoad
implications to the fisheries being managed. The following three
categories are possible stock or stock-complex options to manage
for MSY:

1) an aggregate of natural and hatchery chinook stocks
from northern California and southern Oregon

2) an aggregate of natural and hatchery stocks from the
Klamath River

3) the naturally produced segment of the Klamath fall
chinoock stock

It iz the second opticn that the minority of the RKRTAT
recommend be considered for it's possible benefit in yields to
the fisheries. If the KFMC determines that the third option is
what it intends to use as the stock to manage for MSY, then the
alpha value of 14 is the appropriate value for use in the harwvest
rate model.

If, on the other hand, the KFMC considers the second option,
we recommend that a series of analyses using alpha values of 14,
16 and 18 be develcped, balancing the advantages of yield against
the potential risks to natural or wild stocks.
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Minority Group of EKRTAT

The sensitivity of the harvest rate model to changes in
acean and in-~river harvest rate combinations is an important
consideration. For instancs:

-  acean and in-river harvest rates of .40/.40 result in 100%
of MSY for natural stocks.

- ocean and in-river harvest rates of .50/.40 or of .40/.55
result in 96% of MS8Y for the natural stocks, and may produce
100% of MSY for the natural/hatchery stock complex.

Managing for an alpha appropriate to the aggregate natural
and hatchery Klamath fall chinock stocks {(utilizing the 14,16,18
alpha analysis), may provide a substantial increase in yield with
a minimal reduction in natural stock production.

Overfishing Definition

If the Klamath Council wishes to consider managing for
aggregate natural and hatchery stocks, the definition of '
overfishing forwarded to vou by the team will need to be revised
with regards to the specific mention of the 66% harvest rate, and
the gpecific value of 14 for alpha.

Respectfully Submitted by
Mike Maahs
Mike Morford
Scott Boley
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MEMORANDUM
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Ta: Klamath Fishery Date: October 23, 1989

Management Council

From: Klamath River Technical Advisory Team

. Subject: Status Report on Items Under Team Review and Reguest

for KFMC Review of Team Concerns

The Klamath River Technical Advisory Team (KRTAT) has met three times thus far
this fall to discuss and complete assignments made to the Team previously and
to discuss tasks needed t-o be accomplished in the coming months. Many of the
issues carried over from last year are covered in the Team response to the
Pacific Fishery Management Councils' July 19, 1989 letter to the Council.

Following are issues the Team is currently discussing or is concerned about.
A. KRTAT items under review.
1. The Team has compiled coded-wire-tag (CWT)} data from Klamath River

. basin fall chinook for the 1979-1986 brood years partitioned by
hatchery release type., Prior to the 1979 brood year, the hatchery



tagging programs were insufficient to account for all components of
production. Data elements of the CWT recoveries throughout the 1ife
of the fish were placed in a computer spreadsheet, facilitating
updates, summaries and manipulations needed for potential uses of

the data.

The Team has produced estimates of Klamath fall chinook (ocean
population) in a manner somewhat different than previously reported
and used for management. The result of this work is an analysis of
each cohert since the 1979 brood year using CWT data in the
partitioned data base and estimates of fishery impacts, natural
mortality and the performance of unmarked hatchery production. The
naturally produced segment of the Klamath fall chinook population is
inciuded in this analysis, using certain CWT fishery exploitation
rates and the subtraction of hatchery contribution to the inriver
run, Many aspects of the basic CWT, inriver run, spawning
escapement, age composition and ccean harvest data astimates were
reyiewed durﬁng the construction of the cohort analysis, and while
many data elements are of unknown precision or accuracy, they
represent the best information that currently exists. A report of
the methods and data parameters the Team used for this work is in

preparation and will be available for review by January 1, 1990,

The work accomplished for the partitioned cohort analysis has
produced infdrmation that may be useful for Klamath fall chinook
stock projection purposes. The Team is currently analyzing these

data, and while the specific stock projection values may differ from




those previously reported, the methods themselves {regression
relationships between age 2 fish inriver to age 3 fish available for
harvest the next year and age 3 fish inriver to age 4 fish available

the next year) are not expected to change.

As briefly described in the Teams response to the PFMC Tetter, there
is work being done to restructurs the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model
(KOHM). This work involves determining how best to structure the
model in time-area cells, select the appropriate base year or years
for calibration, and how best to project stock sizes of stocks other
than Klamath chinook. The Team's goal is to produce a model with
reasonable management flexibility but without dividing the data into
segments beyond the reliability of the data. The Team expects to
compiete the majority of work hy the end of 1989, but will need to
await fishery impact estimates from the 1989 season in the seTection

of base year calibration values.

The Team nhad previously developed and discussed catch-per-unit-of-
gffort (CPUE) relationships involving Fort Bragg area commercial
fishery CPUL in May and June and post~season Klamath fall chinook
stock size estimates. A highly significant relationship exists for
the years analyzed, but further development of this relationship as
a management tool is needed. The Team will pursue this work in the
coming months, including examining the 1989 information. Subsequent
to the technical analysis, the KFMC may wish to examine policy
issues relating to use of the method for inseason adjustment of

projected Klamath fall chinook stock size.



B.

Team Concerns.

The KRTAT has recently been requested to comment on specific
proposals requesting funding in relation to their importance to
Klamath/Gcean Fishery Management., We would like the KFMC o clarify

whether it wishes this group to comment on specific proposals,

In the discussion of this issue, concern was voiced that funding
decisions being made by the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Earce
(Task Farce) Tack coordination with the KFMC and KRTAT. We believe
that in order for restoration activities to accomplish the
established goals the Task Force needs to more closely coordinate

it's activities with the KFMC and the KRTAT.

Based on CWT recovery data, Indian net fishery exploitation rates on
age 4 Klamath River stock fall chinook (IGH) have been about 60
percent, whereas they have been about 30 percent on Trinity River
stock fall chinook {TRH). The figure for TRH fish is even less if
only the estuary net fishery catches are included. Thus, the
estuary net fishery has been harvesting a far greater proportion of
Klamath stock than of Trinity stock. We believe that the
exploitation rate for IGH CWT's may reflect serious over-
exploitation of wild Klamath origin stocks (Shasta, Salmon and Scott

rivers); Trinity stocks mey be under harvested.

There are two probable causes for these different stock~specific

harvest rates: 1) run-timing of the IGH fish is earlier than that




of TRH fish; and 2) TRH fish are slightly smaller than IGH fish and
are therefore less vulnerable to the net fishery., Of these two

causes, we believe that run-fiming is the mere important factor.

We therefore encourage adjustments in terminal area management that
may more nearly egualize harvest rates on the two stocks. In
particular, we suggest delaying the opening date of the estuary
gitinet fishery until mid- fo late August and setting early and late

season quotas designed to farget on each stock.

We regard this as a very serious concern that should be addressed

immediately,

In the course of investigating hatchery and natural chinook
population parameters as part of the partitioned data analysis, the
Team has concerns about some of the assumptions needed to apply this
methodology. Specificaliy, the portion of each hatchery's returning
fish that are from direct hatchery production versus those that are
from natural production is unknown, as is the same information for
natural areas influenced by hatcheries (Trinity River main stem and
Bogus {reek, for instance)}. The Team , with input from river
management agencies, would like to pursue the utility of the Optical
Pattern Recognition System, as an independent method to determine

the hatchery/natural component,
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AMENDMENT TSSUE 5 - MODIFICATION OF THE KLAMATH RIVER
FALL CHINOOK SALMON SPAWNING ESCAPEMENT GOAL

This issue concerns the current FMP spawning escapement goal for ¥lamarth
2iver fall chinock salmen and achievement of optimum vield (0Y¥) from the
scean and inriver fisheries which impact the Klamath River stock.
Concern wirh this issue arose primarily in the initial implementation of
the ninth amendment to the salmon FMP during the 1989 preseason
regulacory process.

Bagkground on TMP Escapement Goals and OY

The framework amendment (Option 3 ar page 3-14) clearTly atatss rnat
spawning escapement goals are fized elements of the FMP, subject to
change without FMP amendment if a comprehensive technical review of
existing blelogical dara, approved by the Salmon Technical Team (STTS
and the Council, justifies a wmodification. Other changes Trequire FMP
amendment or emergency regulations, except action by a federal court
rhat indicaress modification of an escapement goal is appropriate. These
framework amendment Tequirements are lmplemented in 50 CFR § 661.22 and
in the Appendix to this Part, Section IV,

The first National Standard of the MFCMA requires the Council to manage
for OY and it is defined as:

. +he amount of fish--(A) which will provide the
greatest overall bemefit to the Nation, with particular
reference to food productien and recreational
opportunities; and (3) which is prascribed as such on
rhe ©Dbasis of the maximum sustainable yield from such
fishery, as modified by any relevant econemic, social,
or ecological factor.

as that

'.J
(2
&wl

The framework amendment at Section 3.3 (page 3-9) further spec
oY is:

that amount of salmom . . . which will to the
greatest extent practicable, fulfill the following:

1. The spawning escapement goals for natural and
hatchery stocks,3 as established by the Counecil;

2. The obligation to provide for treary Indian harvest
opportunity, as mandated Dby applicable decisions of
the federal courts;

1. The requirements of the Indian fishery for salmeon on
the Klamath River:

4. The allocation goals between or among ocean fisheries
established by the Council;



5. The allocation goals between ocean and “inzide”
fisheries conducted by other than treaty Indlans, as
recommended by the various states and the Council;
and

6. Orher social/economic objectives of the FMP and its
amendments.

Based on the information reviewed above, spawning escapement goals are
fived elements of the FMP which establish the total allowable harvest
(both ocean and inriver) which is available for 0Y in any given year.
However, this is just one aspect of OY. allecarion of the total
allowable harvest among the various ocsan and inside fisheries and
annual managewent measures o achieve social and economic objectives of
the FMP constitute the other major factors in determining QY. Within
rhe FMP, these considerations are a mix of fixed and flexible management
measuras.,

Purpose and Need for Actrion
Background

The ninth amendment (implemented in 1989) included a new spawning
escapement goal for Klamath River fall chincok salmon which was
expressed as a spawning escapement rate. for mnatural adult spawvoers
(based on estimates of the productivity of the stock). The Council
adopted an escapement rate, rather than a fixed escapement goal, because
there is significant uncertainty over the specific spawning escapement
needed to achieve maximum gustainable vyield (MSY). A comparison of the
fixed escapement goal versus a harvest rate goal was developed by the
¥lamath River Technical Team (KRIT) of the Klamath River Salmon
Management Group (XRSMG). Given uncertainty over the MSY spawning
escapement level, the KRTT analysis indicatasd greater long-term yvield
and more annual harvest stability could be achieved with the escapement
rate plan (KRTIT 1986).

Inm addition to the achievement of higher long-term vield and harvest
stability, an important aspect of the escapement rate goal is that it
should produce a valuable data base. Over many years, by allowing the
spawning escapement Lo vary with stock abundance, data c¢an be obtained
to reduce uncertainty over the spawning escapement level needed to
aschieve MSY under equilibrium conditions. If spawning escapements ars
not allowed to range in proportion to stoci abundance, determination of
MSY will be delayed and the Council’s abilirty to manage the resource for
0Y will be diminished.

The initial Klamath River fall chinocok natural spawning escapement Irate
was set at 35 percent of the potential adults from each brood of natural
spawners, but no fewer rhan 35,000 naturally spawning adults in any one
year. Over time, natural spawning escapements at the goal rats should
begin to stabilize around the level needed to achieve MSY. As with all
escapement goals, the ¥lamath River £all chinook spawning escapement
rare is subjeet to technical review and modification without FMP
amendment upon approval of che STT and Council. This was done in 1989




and the spawning escapement Yate goal was modified to 313-34 percent,
This change was based on reassessment by the Klamath Technical Advisory
Team and the STT of the biological parametrers usad to detarmine the
escapement rate most likely to acheive MSY.

Puring hearings on the ninth amendment and in the 198% preseason salmon
panagement process, Some RANAZELS and fishermen contended that the FMP
should allow more anmual flexibility in the choice of the spawning
escapement vrate for ¥lamath River fall chinook, especially when
abundance is high, to avoid averescapement of spawners and to respond to
social and aconomic needs of the fishing industry. In the preseason
process these parties contended that this flexibility was necessary oo
the Council’'s determination of 0¥ as required by the MFCMA. Further,
some contended drought conditicns in the Xlamath River BRasin would not
support nearly as many spawners as the FHP required.

At issue in 1989 was whether rhe Council should request an emergency
regulation to reduce the ¥lamarh River fall chinook narural spawning
escapemenc level below the FMP goal, or maintain tne goal and
significantly reduce copmercial ocean salmon fisheries io the areas
which impact Klamath River £a1]1 chincok. Some fishermen and managers
contended that the adopted spawning escapement level of approximately
80,000 natrurally spawning fall chinook was over twice the escapement
floor (35,000) and well above any possible MSY escapement level ., 1In
addition, the spawning escapement for the past three years has been at
the highest levels ever racorded since records began in 1978. A
reduction in the geal would allow more liberal ocean fisheries racher
than exacting a heavy toll on rhe commercial ocean salmon fishermen and
rhe coastal communities which depended on their welfare.

In irs final decision for the 1989 ocean salmon seasons, the Council
upheld the need to meet the newly implemented Klamath River fall chinock
spawning escapement goal which had been developed over several years and
concurred in by the Xiamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC). In
re jecting the request Lo deviate from the geal, the Council cited a lack
of substantive socio-economic data to indicatez that an emergency
regulation was necessary when viewed in terms of the harvest jmpacts on
all commercial fisheries south of Cape Falcon. The Council’'s action
also conformed with the stated goal of allowing the spawning escapement
to vary in proportiom ta stock strength and thereby provide data from
which to eventually determine MSY. Yirthout a more preclise estiparte of
MSY, achievement of OY is sxtremely uncertain.

The procedures by wiich OY 1is determined and its relationship to the
Klamath River fall chinook spawning escapement goal should be clear to
rhe Council members and the public. The three altermatives propesaed
below provide various ways in which the Council could determine the
annual spawning escapement for XKlamarh River fall chinock.



Alrernative . 1] Allowable Harxvest for OY is Best Achieved by
N rhe Pracenr Soawming Fscapement Coal (Srarug Cuo)

Under this alternative, the present language of the ninth amendment
defines the spawning escapement goal for Klamath River fall chincok as a
precentage of each brood year of natural spawners which, within the
limits of current knowledge, best approximates the MS5Y level of
production. This escapement percentage establishes the subsequent total
allowable ocean and inriver harvest rare available for OY and is
designed to allow spawning escapements to vary over time with stock
abundance to provide data with which to eventually develop an estimarte
of the MSY spawning escapement level. Over time the natural escapements
under the harvest rate plan should begin to stablize around MSY.

Each vear the STT may review the current spawning escapement rate goal
(33-34 percent in 1989) to determine if it is the most appropriate rate
to achieve MSY. If the 37T belisves or concurs with evidence thar the
current rats is not the best assegsement of the rate to achieve MEY, it
must provide its determination of the appropriate rate to the Council.
Without FMP amendment or an emergency ruls, the rate can be medified
only upon approval of the STT and Council, or upon action by a federal
court, The spawning escapement rats goal must also be medified to
assure a minimum of 35,000 narturally spawning adults in those years in
which the goal rate would not meet this minimum. This minimum ficor can
only be changed by FMF amendment.

The objective of Klamath River fall chinook management under this
alternative is to allow a fixed percentage of the potential adults from
pach brood of mnatural spawners to escape the fisheries and spawn,
subject to a minimum escapement level and to & reduction in the
escapement rate for naturally spawning adults above 70,000. Except for
the reduction in matural spawning escapement rare at levels above
70,000, the present language adopted in the ninth amendment would define
the spawning escapement goal for Klamath River fall chinook (same as
Alternative 1, above). The reduction in the harvest rats to meet total
harvest needs for OY when the spawning escapement was projectad to
exceed 70,000 mnaturally spawning Klamath River fall chinook salmen
adults would be srated as follows.

When the natural spawning escapement of adult Klamath
River fall chinook salmon is projected to be greater
than 70,000, the projected escapement in excess of
70,000 shall be allocated one-half to  spawning
escapement and one-half to harvest. That portion of the
harvest which is allocated to the ocean fishery will be
available only in the current biclogical year and will
he measured in adult equivalents.
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This alternarive would urilize the present spawning escapement goal for
€lamath River fall chinook (Alternative 1), but would clarify that the
Council may deviate annually from the goal to achieve OY. Such
deviation would Dbe based on the Council’s consideration of
sccio-ecomomic or ecological factors which emerge during the preseason
management process and would follow the specification of 0Y found in
Section 3.3 of the framework amendment. The Council meeting and hearing
record, including specific analysis of the 0Y determination and Lits
impact on the spawning escapement goal and fisheries, would document and
provide the justificarion for deviaring from the goal.

At the September Council meeting, California Departmenr of Fish and Game
(CDFG) offerred the following language to provide Dbasic guidelines for
the Council to make OY decisions affecting Klamath River £511 chinocok
escapements.

The overall assessment of any action to deviate from the
established escapement rate plan on the basis of OY must
clearly show (1) che long-term social and economic yield
from the fishery will be enhanced, {2) the biological
characteristics of the resource will be unaffected, (3)
impacts on neighboring or other affected fisheries will
be neurral or positive, and (4) there is major public
support for the action. Additionally, any deviations
from the escapement rate plan on the basis of ecological
factors must be supported by all the entities
responsible for managing the habitar of the salmen
stacks possibly affecred by the actiom.

Imppacts of the Altexmarives
Admipisgragive Igpacts

Implementation of the present Klamath River fall chinock spawning
escapement rate goal (Altermative 1) requires extemsive data analysis
and computer modeling. Such requirements place a significant workload
on fishery managers and impede public comprehension of the basis for
management decisions. alrernative 2 would add some additional
complexity to implementation of the escapement rate goal.

Implementation of Alternative 1 would require a significant increase in
workload during the salmon preseason management process tao develop
analyses of the trade-offs resulting from varying levels of spawning
escapement. Such analyses are generzlly complex and controversial. It
is uncertain that the data or modeling tools are available to accurately
assess meeting of vthe £irst chree guidelines proposed by CDFG.
Uncertainty each year over the escapement goal could tend to increase
public testimony and confusion as well as to politicize the management
Process.



Implementation of an alternative similar to Altermative 3 could require
modifying those parts of the FMP which define escapement goals as fixzed
elements. This could increass the scope and controversy of this
amendment issue. The framework plan was adopted to avoid the necessity
of developing complex impact statements each year to justify Counecil
recommendations. 1f all spawning escapement goals were to incorporate
an Alvernative 3 type of approach, the preseason analyses could become
staggering.

irarive Deseorintism

Alterparive 1 - This alternative, the harvest rate escapement plan, was
developed by the KRTT (1986), a technical advisory body to the KRSMG. It
requires the establishment of barvest rate combinations in the ocean and
inriver fisheries that will achieve MSY under equilibrium conditionms.
This plan also includes a 35,000 £loor for natural spawniing levels to
prevent exrended periods of low Jjuvenile production. Over time the
natural escapements under the harvest rate plan should begin to stablize
around MSY.

The KRSMGC defined MSY in terms of landed catch iz numbers of naturally
produced Klamath River fall chinook by the ocean and inriver fisheries
operating under then current fishery selectivities (e.g., mesh size
restrictions in the inriver gill net fishery and minimum size limits in
rhe ocean fisheries). The harvest rate plan is based on the estimared
productivity of the stock and was recommended by the KRSMG and the KIMC
hecause of uncertainty in the capacity of the Xlamath-Trinity basin for
naturally spawning adults.

In 1985 CDFGC biologists made an assessment of the capacity of the
Kiamath-Trinity basin for naturally spawning fall-mun chinook salmor.
They estimarted the range of chinook spawners at basin capacity to be
41,000 to 106,000 (Hubbell and Boydstun 1985). This rather broad wange
reflected the uncertainty in their opinions om the number of naturally
spawning adults that would fuily seed the available spawning areas. An
important feature of the harvest rate plan is that the spawning
escapement levels will be allowed to fluctuare, thereby providing needed
data on the capacity of the basin. Such data could possibly lead
eventually to the setting of a single mumber natural spawning escapement
goal for the Klamath-Trinity basin. A more precise estimate of the M3Y
spawning level would allow the Council to manage the spawning escapement
to achieve greater harvest of the ressource over the long-term and to
better dafine OY.

Alternative 2 - This alternative i{s a modification of the harvest rate
plan (Altenative 1). It sets a partial ceiling on the escapement of
naturally spawning f£ish in any year at 70,000 adults. Above the 70,000
escapement level, one-half the fish would be allowed to spawn and cne
half would be available for harvest. Under this alternative the cohort
escapement. rate is 33-34 percent, bur can be lower if the returning
adults would be part of a spawning escapement exceeding 70,000 naturally
spawning adults.




Under Altermative 2 a weak year class returning in the same year as an
especially strong vear class could be severely overfished. This could
lead to an extended period of low juvenile production by the waak cohorc
and possible major fishing closures to protect rhe escapement floor of

15,000 naturally spawning adults in future years.

The long-tverm fishery yield under Alternative 2 could be higher than the
vield under Alrermarive 1. This assessment is based on the CDFG
biologist's estimare of high basin capacity and computer analysis
indicatring MSY spawners for such a basin capacity to be about 68,000
aduits. Thus the partial ceiling of 70,000 spawners will produce higher
rscruitment levels than Alternative 1 in those vears in which spawming
escapement 1s projected to exceed 70,000, If the basin capacity is
nearer the lower end of the CDFG bioclogist’s estimates {41,000), the
difference berween Altermatives 1 and 2 would be much less significanc.

i . This alternative would follow the harvest rate plan
except that the current year’'s escapement geal could he modified during
the preseason process for socio-economic or ecological reasons as long
as it met four specificied guidelines. Recause of the uncertaincy
involved in this altermatiwve, it is not possible to quantify the effects
ir would have on natural production of Klamath River fall chinook.
However, the effect of Alternmative 3 would most likely always result in
a reductien of the spawning escapement. This would lead te reduced
long-term production of the Klamath stock and extend the time for
determining the capacity of the Dbasin for naturally spawning fall
chinocok adults.

suanrirarive Apalvsi

Table 5-1 provides a comparison of ocean and inriver harvests and
natural spawning escapements at the stock abundance levels cobserved in
1980 through 1988 under alternatives 1 and 2. No comparisons can be
made for Alternative 3 as it is impossible to know in advance of the
annual preseason process what the escapement goal might be.

To provide a sense of the dynamic impacts of altermatives 1l and 2 om
furure production and yield, it will be necessary to modify the Klamath
River Harvest Rate Model used in developing the harvest race plan. The
harvest rate model needs to be modified to allocate fish above a
specific escapement level to harvest and escapement and to svaluate the
effect of variability inm survival rate of recruits on long-term fishery
yield. Ceilings and {floors om an escapement rate are extremely
difficulr to evaluate Dbecause they require additional critical
assumptions about basin carrying capacity and the pattern and extent of
variability in survival rate of recruits. The CDFG is proceeding with
che needed model modifications which are expected to take two months te
complete. Results of this modeling will be coordinated with the XIAT
and may not be available before the November Council meeting.



To be preparsd.

Interaction Wirh Other Amendment

There is no interaction between Issue 35 and any of the other lssues
contained in this amendment.
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Mr. chairman, Councill members:

As you might guess, I am extremely unhappy with many aspects of the
zalmon management process. 1 will confine my comments today Lo two
areas: relative penalties (hence risk) for wviolations. and the
methodology for estimating the fake in the subsistence fishery. I
retain my right., and intent. to complein about other issues at other
Limes.

In the June 20-fish "bag limit"” fishervy. I was highly motivated to
cheat, as I had caught a total of five fish in May. and fish were
abundant off Fureka in June. At one point I thought I'd found a
legal way to sgueeze out an extra 20 figh. When I realized my dodge
wags not legal. hence put me at risk. I abandoned my plan. The
reason: my license was at risk if I was caught. Even if the chances
of being caught were very low, it was ncot worth the risk of having
my license suspended.

I'm not going to c¢laim that nobody cheats in the trell fishery: only
that thoge who do must either be unaware of the risk. or have a lot
more palls than I do.

Lately we've been hearing stories about loads of fish leaving the
reservation for sale in San Francisco., Salt Lake City, Renc. Arcata.
and other exotic destinations. I'm not hear to accuse anyone, merely
to ask: What are the sellers of these fish risking? The public per-
ception in Humboldt and Del Norte counties is that they are risking
very little. Hence these stories generate a lot of bad feelings
towards Indians. and towards the government that apparently
tolerates these abuses of the subsistence fishery.

If BIA could show to the public a record of strict enforcement and
substantial penalties for convicted viclators (such as loss of
fishing privileges for the following year), it would go a long way
towards easing hostilities between neighbors on the North Coast.
It might also reduce the incentive which apparently exists to take
advantage of the current census methodology for personal profit.

As for that methodoliogy: to the extent that it relies on f{ishermen
accurately reporting their catch rather than on actual counts of
fish., and to the extent that a motive exists for fishermen to cheat
(combine: a gquota fishery, a strong black market, and little risk of
substantial penalty). the current methodology places an intclerable
burden on the fishermen, the fish counter, and the resource.

In summary: as things are. citizens of the north c¢oast have nc faith
in either the counting or the enforcement of the subsistencs
fishery. Two =steps towards establishing that faith might be: 1) rely
only on actual counts. rather than "interviews'" with fishermen. to
estimate the catch: and 2) impose (and publicize) substantial
penalties for seriocus violations.
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EFMC 11/1/89
Paula Fitzgerald Yoon
CFWH Commercial Fishermen's Wives of Humboldt

Major Points:
- Most Salmon trollers didn't meet their boat expenses this year.

- Alet of Commercial Ocean Salmon familiee didn’'t get much Salmon
to sat - because they had to sell what little was caught. In the
zone, every time the 20 fish daily gquota was met, the vessel was
required to come in to port and deliver, wasting time and fue=l.

T hope and pray that this 20 fish/day experiment which was imposed
on our fleet has shown you once and for all the inadequacy of

such a proposal for Salmon Trollers.

- At the same time, many Ocean and River sports ZIishermen were
catching their daily quotas 2 and 23 times a day. giving Salmon away
left and right - buying as many cards as they want, and not beling
required te turn the cards in. My grandparents live in Willow
Creek - I try to make sure that they have 2 nice $almon in their
freezer at the end of the summer. This year I couldn't even give
them one - but they got plenty of Salmon - it was given to them
by sportsfishermen and susbsistance fishermen. A tremendous
amount of sports caught Salmeon was sold illegally to restaurants.
Salmon was reported being used as fertilizer in Crescent City
gardens. Illegal River Salmon was reported being sold in flea
markets -~ the sellers disappeared as soon as they were questioned
by curious people.

- There is no question that significant amounts of Salmon are peing
illegally caught and sold N. of the 101 bridge. where sufficient
monitoring is inadeguate.

- High grading occurred in both ocean and river commarcial
fisheries - will this be dealt with?

- Tt's clear that the enforcement agencies are not sufficient to
meet the regulations set by the Fed govt and agreed to by the
State govt.

- During the same season that govt regulations were not being
enforced for river & ocean sports, the commercial ccean fighermen
were being boarded by govt agents at an incredible rate to uphold
O-Tolerance drug mandates. For the thousands of vessel
boardings, no drug arrests were made.

-~ The Ocean Sports guota was near filled, the NA commercial
fishery was filled; the KMZ Ocean Commercial fishery was not met
pecause 2 of the I openings were set for times when fishing 1s
traditionally slow, :



- The method of gillnet capture on the Klamath River is just

as disasterous now as it was in the =sarly 20's on the Sacto River
and up to the 50's on the Klamath. The possiblility of
completely wiping out a specific run, whether it is an garly.
intermediate or late run of the main stem or of a specific
tributary is highly likely using this method of capture. I
cannot believe that concerns for the resource are sincere as long
as this method of capture is supported.

- T do not question the right of Native Americans to make an
honest living from a resource whose existance they have sought to
perpetuate with the sound ecological management practices which
were used before profit motive overtook the right to make a good
living. I support the right of every human being to have a good
l1ife from an honest living. What we have to do now is to think
and talk about what a good living is -~ what does it take for
fishing families to be able to own a modest home, have adequate
transportation, =at well, have medical and dental coverage, have
some time off and a family vacation now & then - as well as being
able as self-employved small businesses to set sufficient money

aside for retirement.

- T think that this representative body would be wise to
recognize the potential problems imposed by the high sea
gillnetting industry. 1In this way we voice our concern for the
larger problems which are besetting the Salmon culture as a
whole. I know that the Fed government 1is working deligently on
this issue, but I alsc feel it would be remiss of this
organization whose main concern is enhancement of the Salmon - it
would be remiss to not acknowledge that problems created from
afar may indeed directly adversely affect our efforts right here.

- I would propose that the KFMC voice its concerns regarding
bycatch of Salmon within the KMZ by the Joint Venture Fleet.

- I certainly believe that this body should make a general
reccommendation to the Bureau of Reclamation re: Trinity River
Water releases as well as Iron Gate releases.

- Don't forget input on the forest practices -

- We must substantiate the importance of these influencing
factors on the Salmon to the pertinant powers on a regular basis
in order to make our case in the long run. In the long run, we
are here to protect and increase the Salmon populations - so that
we may sustain the Salmon cultures which exist around that
resource. The only way we can do that is together and for each
other - not in opposition. For this resason, I reguest that
honest, unselfish communication take place within this council -
and that the representatives make decisions for the good of the

whole.
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IN THE DEVELCPMENT OF A STRUCTURE OF AN ISSUE, PROBLEM,
PLAN, OR PROJECT, THE STRUCTURE 1S DEVELOPED ZY A
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A METHOD FOR DOCUMENTING HOW ONE ALTERNATIVE DESIGN
WAS SELZCTED FROM AMONG A SET OF ALTERNATIVES, AND
FOR PCRTRAYING GRAPHICALLY THE CENTRAL IDEAS BEHIND
THE SELZCTICN.
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