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Minutes of the
Klamath River Basin Pisheries Task Force
June 15-16, 1993
Yreka, California

June 15, 1993:
Members present: Nat Bingham, Kent Bulfinch, Leaf Hillman, Rod MclInnis, Mike

Orcutt, Ronnie Pierce (for Walt Lara), Bill Shake, George Thackeray, Jack West
(for Barbara Holder), Keith Wilkinson, Robert Rohde (for Leaf Hillman)

Absent: Don DeVol, Mitch Farro, Barbara Holder, Tom Stokely, Walt Lara Jr.

Shake called the meeting to order, welcomed all attendees, and asked for
introductions of Task Force members.

Agenda item 1: Adoption of agenda.
(Shake): Any additions or deletions to the agenda (Attachment 1)?

{(Bingham): I'd like to include a discussion of California Department of Fish

"and Game's small rearing pond policy as a part of agenda item 12.

(Pierce): I'd like to include a discussion of Task Force member attendance at'
work group ranking sessions.

{Shake): We'll discuss it at the bottom of today's agenda.
Motion car:ied to approve.the agenda as amended.

Agenda item 2: Appfoval of minutes from March 30-31, 1993, meeting.

Motion carried to approve the minutes, as sent.

Agenda item 3: Report from budget committee on development of Fiscal Year 1994

work plan.. :

(Bingham): The committee met in Redding on May 28, 1993. The minutes of the
meeting were sent to Task Force members. Technical Work Group Chair, Jack
West, presented the list of ranked FY1994 projects (Attachment 2) and
recommended endorsement of the list. The budget committee does support and
endorse the list, with a couple of changes. 1In discussing the Klamath River
Fishery Resource Office (KRFRO) budget, we recommend a $420,000 cap. The
committee felt that it's time to limit the office's escalating budget.
Looking at the FY1394 work plan we decided to support the order of ranking,
with one modification. The committee recommends not funding proposals FP-9,
FP-11, and FP-12. These are screen proposals by California Department of Fish
and Game. They have high technical merit but because the non-Federal match
has not been met we recommend that these not be funded. We endorse the high
ranking they received but as a policy measure we recommend more effort by the
Department to make up part of the non-Federal match. That concludes the

report.

Agenda item 4: Task Force discussion of the 1994 work plan.

{Bulfinch): Regarding the Tulana Farms project (HR-19) located in the upper
basin, in my opinion it is presumptive for us to fund projects in the upper
basin without having the amendment document approved. I suggest putting it on
hold and funding restoration projects that will directly benefit anadromous
fish. I don't question the project'’'s high ranking but a sucker restoration




plan has been developed by the U.S. Fish and Wl]dllfe Service (USFWS) with
funding of it's own.

(Bingham): We discussed this issue, and determined to sﬁpport the ranked list
as prepared by the Technical Work Group.

(Bulfinch): 1 agree, but anything we do in the upper basin should be with the
advice of the upper basin representatives. We haven't seated them yet so I
think funding this project should be deferred at this time.

(West): We discussed the proposal at length. Elwood Miller from the Klamath
Tribe participated in the work group and commented extensively on upper basin
proposals. I share your concerns, but from a technical standpoint, I don't
know what the likelihood of that project being funded from another source.

The Technical Work Group thought it was a good project with much merit, with
possible application to lower basin areas. I suggest that the Task Force
consider leaving the list intact, and defer funding that proposal until we
have an outcome on the upper b351n amendment. _ .

(Bulfinch): I did not intend to have the project deleted, but just deferred as
you mentzoned

(West): I have a list of costs, by subbasin, in the proposed FY1994 work plan,
to see where money is being distributed. ' '

Q: Will we discuss this further under agenda item 6?

{Shake): This is what we're 1ead1ng to, we're on 1tem 4 right now. 1Item 6
will be our final decision. . '

{(Reynolds): I share Kent's concern about funding this project. From a
technical merit standpoint, it's probably excellent. But the benefits to

anadromous fish are remote, at best. My concern relates to the issue of the

gpper basin amendment Our principal charge is restoration of anadromous
ish : : '

(Shake): I don't disagree but when we determined to develop a plan for the
upper basin we were concerned with water quality. We decided that we would
fund work to improve water quality. '

(Reynelds): That wasn't the thrust of my comment. If there's a plan in place
to apply knowledge and techniques gained from this project to other areas it
would be appropriate to fund. But at this point the linkages are not in
place. ' '

{(West): You'll note that this proposal represents about 2% of the fiscal
program. I think it should be considered as a prototype project for natural
water quality restoration projects. We all share the concern that water *
quality is impaired. A small investment at this time will also demonstrate
that the Task Force is serious about involvement in the restorat1on of the
entire river. .

(P1erce) Is it the proper t1me to get word from California Department of Fish
and Game on which of these projects they may be able to fund?

(Reynolds): We've already gone through our Prop. 99 funds.. The Prop. 70.and
salmon stamp committees will meet later this week. We'll complete the process
then and 1 can't say which ones will be picked up.

(Shake): We're always a little out of sync with the state process, however

they will have our list of projects to select from. As you are. aware the
Secretary of Interior visited the Northwest recently and is impressed with
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work in the Klamath Basin. The Restoration Program may be used as a coast-
wide model for an anadromous fish restoration program.  We've had an
opportunity to provide input for additional funding for FY95 Before we move
to public comment, Nat you mentioned the budget committee's recommendation of
a $420,000 budget cap for KRFRO. It's my understanding that $405,000 are
coming from Task Force funds and $20,000 are be1ng contributed from USFWS
appropriated funds.

(Bu1f1nch) I hate to see projects of high technical merxt go down the drain
because of the impression that the non-Federal match isn’'t being met. If I
read the Klamath Act correctly the non-Federal match is not requlred of the
State alone. There are many contributions not accounted for in the annual
Task Force reports. All of the screen proposals are in Siskiyou County. .
Grider Creek is a highly productive trxbutary and I would hate to see the fish
allowed to stray out onto the fields. 1'd like to see at least one of these

screen projects funded.

(Bingham): I agree with you Kent. The budget committee agrees that these
screens need to be built. The State funding committees can elect to fund
these. ' :

Agenda item 5: Public comment on the FY1994 work plan.

Diane Higgins: For the past four years I've worked to develop curricula as

called for in the Long Range Plan. I'm finishing up the third stage of a five

stage project. I've completed three stages in four years. I believe the
ranking that my project got this year was a result of misinformation. I will
complete the third phase before beginning the fourth. I was at the Technical
Work Group meeting but was not asked to discuss my prior project schedules. 1
believe it would have resulted in a different ranking of my proposal. In
order to get back on target, I did not submit a proposal last year. If no
funding comes this year I can't promise that I'll be able to complete this
project in future years.

(West): Diane, you said that the education project was a five part series.

(Higgins): The plan called for a five phase process. We've completed three
phases. i

(West): If I recollect from the Technical Work Group meetlng, I was under the
impression that this proposal was the last phase. :

(Higgins): The fifth year was to evaluate the curricula. However, I've been
incorporating evaluation in these four other phases. I would like to look for
matching funds in the last year of this project, needing about $10,000 to
$15,000 from the Task Force for the fifth phase. The last phase will evaluate
the first four phases.

(Wilkinson): It's apparent that there is some misunderstanding. Before we act
on this work plan I would ask the Chair to allow theé education committee to
caucus.

(Shake): The committee will caucus at the morning break.

Agendé item 5: Public comment on the FY1994 work plan.

{Marcia Armstrong): I agree with Mr. Bulfinch that the diversion screens

| should not be allowed to fall through the cracks. They're a gub11c1y visible

indicator that something is being done to help the salmon. d also like to
speak in favor of another item -- the Shasta River outmigrat1on study which is
ranked 55, Existing information centers around adult escapement levels. This
study would allow a better grasp on outmigrant production in the basin and
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will allow us to pinpoint problems in this area. It's basic information that
we need to evaluate production. Local farmers, CRMP, and the Farm Bureau’
support this study. .

(Mary Taylor): I'm concerned as to where the education program came from and
who set it up. Upper basin residents do not know the background of the
education committee. How does this help the immediate problem? The problem
is that we need to do something to restore these critters that are becoming
endangered. 1Isn't education the respons1b111ty of the nation-wide education
organizations. .Is education the mission of this Task Force? You mentioned in
Klamath Falls that it wasn't your mission to get involved with harvest
management. I wonder if you're not going out of your area of responsibility
by writing school curricula. We in the upper basin need to have information
before we can make suggestions on these curricula. We in the upper basin
don't know when the education committee meets. We also didn't get any
education curricula for review as promxsed by the Task Force at our last
meeting. .

(Wilkinson): I request that Diane H1gglns respond to Mary's comment about not
getting a draft curriculum for review.

(Higgins): Last fall I spoke with a woman in the upper basin on this _
curriculum. I've received calls from about a half dozen teachers from that
area who want to begin teaching this.

(Shake): To respond to your comment about our mission to educate; we feel that
education is an extremely important component of the Long Range Plan. Without
education and understanding the importance of anadromous fish and habitat
restoration, this program can 't be successful. Regarding your comment about
our not being involved in harvest management; this Task Force is charged by
the Klamath Act to restore habitat, not to make recommendations on harvest
management. That is the responclblllty of the Klamath Fishery Management
Council (KFMC). The Task Force sent a letter to the KFMC indicating that we
support decisions that allow adequate escapement. We're trying hard to
develop communication networks with upper basin folks. I spoke with Ed
Kentner and insured him that we will try to keep you involved. We're hoping.
to improve on this. . :

(Rohde): I'm sorry to hear that Mary didn't get the information she requested.
As a Task Force member I'd like to see KRFRO staff send her what she's
requested so she can remain knowledgeable of what we're up to. One of the
goals of the Klamath Act indicates that we'll keep the public informed. The
Long Range Plan contains a section dealing with education policies. So we
have guidance from the Act and the Long Range Plan on ways that we'll
accomplish the education goals. KRFRO staff will send you copies of the
curricula. ' o :

(Unidentified): The recent drought resulted in dras*ic problems for the fish.
We already know that we've got a problem. I thought the education program was
to inform the public about this program and what we have to do to restore the
basin. I was upset to find out that $200,000 was spent on educating children
who, at this time, can't work on these issues. The $200,000 should be spent
where the money can help the fish.

(Shake): I appreciate your comment, but disagree. It's important to educate
our children about the value of our natural resources. This is their legacy,
if we don't teach them they won't care. .

(Bingham): There's a high school in Petaluma that has a drainage ditch
running by it. It was once called "Adobe Creek." One hundred years ago the
City of Petaluma diverted the creek for a municipal water supply. The school
kids decided to turn the ditch into a creek again. The high school is now

4



s

=)

producing fish in a hatchery, and the City returned the water right back to
the creek once again. I say this to point out that educational investments
can yield fish benefits gquicker than you might think.

(West): I'd like to address Marcia Armstrong's comments on FP-14, the Shasta
River study. The actual cost for the project is not reflected in the work
plan handout. The actual funding need is $79,000. We discussed the issue of
receiving proposals from the Department of Fish and Game. The apparent lack
of importance that the Department has placed on this project (by not funding
it with State funds) and the fact that similar work had been done in recent
past were considered in the ranklng

(Armstrong): The CRMP recently initiated a pulse flow release in the river as
a result of having more information on when the fish are in the system.
Recent information which indicated the fish are still in the Shasta River in
early summer was what prompted the release. Earlier assessments indicated
that fish were out of the system earlier in the year. The work you refer to
may not be entirely accurate. -

(Joseph Riker): 1I'm here to discuss the upper basin amendment document. You
are all aware that many plans already exist for restoring endangered suckers
and habitat quality. One plan approaches restoration from the ecosystem.
perspective, and describes the needs of multiple species. Were these
considered when developing your amendment document? '

(Elwood Miller): Regarding the Tulana Farms project, the Technical Work Group
discussed this and I expressed my support for it. Oregon State University
helped fund some of the earlier restoration work on the Williamson River. The
Tribe thinks it is a good project. The proposer said they'd work with the
Tribe in looking at the ecosystem and how it interacts with Upper Klamath and
Agency lakes.

(Felice Pace): I wish to express appreciation to the Technical Work Group for
their efforts in ranking projects. My comment is general, I've been involved
in this process for some time now but never paid much attention to the funding
process in the past. At the Brookings meeting last February I presented a
strategy that's been developed by the Pacific Watershed Council, focusing on
key watersheds. The habitat restoration needs are so great that we need a
strategy if we're going to succeed. The resources available to us are not
adequate so we need to prioritize areas that need restoration work. I'm
concerned, despite the fact that we have general direction in the Long Range
Plan relating to how we prioritize project funding, that we don't really have
a strategy to direct our funding decisions. I would ask the Task Force if you
agree that there is no detailed funding strategy, and what will we do to
rectify that situation? 1I'd like to hear comment or discussion by the Task
Force and Technical Work Group on the funding process for next year, whether
there will be a strategy.

(West): Agenda items 7, 8, and 9 address identification of key watersheds or-
developing funding strategies. 1In the last Technical Work Grou? meeting we
discussed becoming more specific in future years with RFQ's. 11 report on
that 1later.

(Gary Hegler): I want to address the habitat situation in Siskiyou Co. One
critical issue identified by the California Department of Fish and Game is
muddy water associated with suction dredge mining. 1It's never been proven
that muddy water is deleterious to fish. California Department of Fish and
Game and the USFWS are initiating a fifth amendment taking on the miners.
Equity of impact must also be addressed. Miners can create habitat for fish.
About a month ago, agencies were flushing large amounts of mud from Iron Gate
Reservoir, much more mud than is stirred up in suction mining operations.



Agenda item 6: Task Force decision on a final work plan for FY1994.

(Shake): Keith would you report on the education committee caucus held at the
break?

(Wilkinson): The education committee asks the Task Force to reconsider project
E-06 for inclusion into the FY1994 work plan. We recognize the good work
done by the Technical Work Group, however we feel there was a misunderstanding
about the ability of the proposer to complete the project on time. We
recommend elevating project E-06 above the cutoff line. There is bigger issue
here, how to rank recurring long-term projects. I suggest that we identify
long-term projects to make ranking easier for the Technical Work Group.

(Bulfinch): One thing that needs to be pointed out regarding the expenditure
of $200,000 for education is that this expense represents a major portion of
the educational budget for the entire 20 year program. Maintenance costs will
be much less in future years. .

(Pierce): I would agree with Keith that we've had problems with ranking multi-
year projects. The Yurok Tribe is waiting to receive ‘information gathered
from some of the lower river investigations by the USFWS, but funding has
ceased. I would also like to see the education project completed so we can
proceed with the education program. Can have a report from KRFRO staff on any
wiggle room that we have in this bottom line of the budget? Are there other
funds available that will change this line?

(Shake): Ron, can you speak to the FY1993 budget ?

(Iverson): Item 9 on the agenda will address the issue of how to utilize
$16,000 of remaining FY1993 funds. The question is "what to do with it?" 1In
accordance with the Chair's instruction to us last year, as funds have become
available we've utilized the money to fund the next projects on the FY1993
projects list. The only remaining funds are those identified for planning.

(Rohde): The Technical Work Group process is a democratic as possible at this
point and I don't think discussion of project E-06 impacted my score for it.

I look at it more pragmatically. This curriculum is used by teachers at their
own volition. My 8 year old did have a teacher last year that used some of
the curriculum. I looked at this proposal, knowing that we've invested in 4th
-12th curriculum development, and don't feel that my little girl suffered in
not having special K-3rd curriculum.

(Wilkinson): I support the education program because when 1 first got involved
in fish restoration in Oregon we were disappointed to find that there were
only four schools in the State involved in fish/estuary/science studies. That
was disturbing because we had a resource at risk and people didn't understand
these systems. It was clear that we had to devise educational materials. To
get the Klamath Program's K-12 curricula dropped one year short of completion
is ill advised. I would ask the Task Force to continue this investment.

(West): I would like to reiterate what Bob Rohde said about the Technical Work
Group process and the democracy that we try to adhere to as a group. 1'd also
point out to the Task Force that there are at least 10 higher ranked projects
between the line and the project being discussed right now, several of which
are“educational.

**% Motion ***

(Bingham): I move to adopt the FY1994 work plan as recommended by the
Technical Work Group, as modified by the budget committee's recommendation to
preclude funding for projects FP-09, FP-11, and FP-12, and to establish a cap
of $420,000 for the KRFRO.




Motion seconded.

Q: Does this mean that, for KRFRO's budget $405,000 will be taken out of
restoration funding and the rest will be appropriated through the USFWS?

(Bingham): Yes, based on what Bill Shaké'told us this morning.

{Shake): The additional $20,000 is for work in the upper basin and will come
out of the Service's appropriated funds. Does the committee want KRFRO's
costs to stay under $420,000? -

(Bingham): That's where the committee makes its recommendation.

{Shake): One of these years, we'll gét the money coming into our base funding

so we'll have the full $1 million for restoration work. We're closer, but
still need your help. 1Is there any other discussion to the motion?

(Reynolds): Are you saying that staff needs 425,0007?
(Shake): They wouid like more than that. The figure identified by the USFWS

Regional Office was $425,000 of which $20,000 comes out of appropriated funds.

$405,000 will come from Klamath Restoration Program funds.

(Reynolds): So, the handout (Attachment 2) should actually have 5405,000
instead of $425,000 listed in the Cost column?

 (Shake): Right. Any other discussion or proposed amendments to the motion?

(Bulfinch): I recommend deferment of funding for the'upper basin proposal HR-
19 until the upper basin amendment is finalized and the new upper basin
representatives are seated on this Task Force. 1 offer this as an amendment
to the motion.

(Bingham): I accept the amendment .

(Shake): 1'11 call for the question on the amendment, only.

(The proposed amendment to the motioh carried with Oregon abstaining.)
(Shake): 1'l1l call for the question on the amended motion.

Motion, as amended, failed.

(Shake): Keith, would you like to offer another motion?

(Wilkinson): I'm not prepared at this moment. I don't want to be in a

position of axing another proposal. I had asked the Task Force to reconsider
the educational proposal. The education committee supports the

recommendations, my vote is consistent with that recommendation.

(Bingham): Keith, I wonder if you might remove your objection and offer an

‘amendment .

(Wilkinson): I'm aware that other proposals exist between the bottom line and
project E-06. I agree that an amendment is needed but I am not prepared to
offer an amendment without doing the arithmetic to determine impacts on other
proposals and the overall work plan.

(Shake): The impact would be in the ballpark of $50,000.



(Reynolds): Nat suggested removing the three CDFG screen projects from this
list. If these projects aren't funded by the Prop. 70 committee or the Salmon
Stamp Committee they simply won't be funded.

(Bingham): I'll work hard to get them funded by these other sources but at
$2,562 apiece there won't be a great impact on where the line is drawn. I
remind the Task Force that we've modified work plans in the past.

(Wilkinson): Nat, by the amendment to the motion did we strike project HR-19?

(Shake): We didn't strike it, we put it in abeyance until such time that the
upper basin amendment is adopted and the upper basin representatives are
seated.

*hk &k Motion **%

(wilkinson): I move, pursuant to abeyance of project HR-19 and striking the
three CDFG screen proposals, to insert E-06 for $51,230 above the funding
line. .

Motion seconded.
(Shake): Discussion?

(Pierce): Nat, is there potential for funding the generic fencing proposal
with Salmon Stamp or Prop. 70 funds?

(Bingham): I can't make promises, but can say it will be seriously considered.

(Shake): I speak in favor of the motion. I agree with Keith in terms of
completing our education program as outlined in the Long Range Plan. 1I've
used these curricula as examples for folks interested in developing curricula
for their schools. The education program has far reaching benefits.

(Reynolds): 1 also speak in favor of it. We have several curricula in
California but this is one of the best.

(Bingham): For clarification, we're putting project HR-19 on hold. At such
time the upper basin amendment is adopted it returns to the ranked list in its
present position. :

(Bulfinch): Yes.

(West): I want to remind the Task Force that there are significant and worthy
projects ranked higher than this project. If I were a proposer that had one
of these projects, I would ask serious qQuestions about why my project was not
funded before this one.

(Bulfinch): This is a continuation of a larger pfoject. It's not the same.

Q: Jack, can you explain the rationale of why thlS prOJGCt ranked low°

(West): I don't know how anyone else rated project E-06. After dlSCUSSlOﬂ of
a proposal each work group member rates it. We all recognize the value of the
education project, but the ranking reflects how it was viewed.

{Bingham): I'm not comfortable with this no matter how it turns out. I
recognize the commitment we made to the educational program and am aware that
we've worked hard to develop a process that does the rating and ranking in a
way that's as fair and equitable as possible. I'm afraid when we pass the
amended work plan we'll have problems in the future.




(Shake): We've developed this process and I believe it's a good one. This
used to take us three days, now we're down to a few hours. However, when
issues come up it's our responsibility to address them. Sometimes the
technical merit is not as important as the policy issue. This type of
discussion is appropriate now. I don't feel as uncomfortable as you do.

Q: Will we have lost everything we've invested into development of the
curricula if this project is not funded?

(Shake): It wouldn't be the end of the world but the program wouldn't be
completed. There's an education component built into this program which I
feel is very important. As Kent described, the education program will be low
cost once it's completed. 1It's not an issue that we'd have to come back -to.

Q: Would this be the final education proposal for this development program?

(Shake): Don't think it's the last one we'll see but is the last in the K-12
curriculum development. _

(Thackeray): In looking at proposal E-4, the Klamath Forest Alliance proposes
to educate 1-8 graders. Is ‘there any coord1nat1on between this proposal and
what Diane is doing? Is there overlap?

(West): As I recall the proposer_for E-04 will coordinate and use the 1-8
curriculum that's been developed by Diane but adapt it to the local situation.

(Higgins): There is no K-3 curriculum so they can't use it.

(West): OK, so they would use the curricula as already developed for 4-8.
{Rohde): Peter Brucker is cooperating with the Salmon River school teachers
but the teachers will actually adapt the curricula for their needs. This will
be coordinated with the Salmon River Restoration Council.

(Pierce): 1'd like to ask for a short break before calling for the question.
(Shake): OK, let's take a 5 minute break.

(After break) _

(Shake): Are there any final comments or questions before the question?
(Rohde): This is a difficult situation. The Karuk Tribe has never been
against the education program. We've encouraged it to continue but we're also
supportive of the Technical Work Group process. There are many projects that
ranked higher than this one. The Tribe will oppose the motion.

(Thackeray): That doesn't mean that it's killed entirely. Could it'come back
at a later date? ) o

{Rohde): Yes.

(Orcutt): Much work has gone into the ranking process and we must not
jeopardize the effort by the Technical Work Group.

(Pierce): It is difficult to support a work plan until we know what pro;ects
the State will fund.

(Shake): It's clear that we don't have consensus on the motion. Would someone
like to take a shot a another one?




(Reynolds): In addressing Ronnie's comment, the state funding committees
purposely wait until the Task Force has adopted a list so they can consider
funding projects off of that list. 1It's highly unlikely that the committees
would approve many projects on this list unless the Task Force has adopted it.
I recommend that the screen projects be left on the list but not funded with
Federal money. If that's what the committee recommends.

(Shake): Ok, we still have the 1994 list of ranked proposals in front of us.
Do we have an alternative motion?

*%%* Motion *A%x

(Bingham): I move that we approve the work plan as proposed by the Technical
Work Group, with the exception that project HR-19 is put on hold until
adoption of the upper basin amendment, and the screening projects are placed
back into the list for consideration by the State funding committees.

Motion seconded.

(Wilkinson): I will speak against the motion. My concern is that, despite
hearing the words in support of the process, the decision was made several
years ago to make this democratic. The Task Force voted not to be involved in
the ranking process. It appears to me that at least two of the members seated
here had a part in the ranking process.

(Shake}: I suggest that we table this motion until right after lunch. Those
of you that have concerns should spend time together at lunch and discuss an
alternative. 1I'll table the motion with permission from the maker of it.

Agenda item 7: Report on draft FY1995 Request For Proposals (RFP).

Group was given the assignment to develop a prototype FY1995 RFP that was more
specific than the '94 RFP. We failed to develop this. We spent five hours on
this issue. We believe that there is room to be more specific in the RFP or
to develop a Request For Quotes (RFQ), dependent on the type of work that
needs to be done. The Technical Work Group didn't have enough information to
develop a specific RFP. We believe that from now until January 1994 we might
be able to produce a more specific RFP for FY95. Lacking information on the
status of every subbasin it's impossible to prioritize work activity and
location. We don't have a comprehensive map that shows the range of
anadromous stocks in the basin. We believe we must develop a tool that will
help us identify work activity types and locations where work is needed.

(West): As you may recall at the Task Force's March meeting the Technical Work .

(Shake): Do you have a recommendation for the Task Force on how we should
proceed?

(West): Yes, it's tied to agenda item 9. v
(Shake): Do you want to discuss agenda items 8 and 9 now?

(West): Yes, 1'd like to discuss item 9 first.”

Agenda item 9: Action Planning.

(West): The Task Force approved project PC-02 for funding in FY93. The
project is to allow $16,000 for subbasin planning. The TWG discussed this
project at our last meeting. Much frustration was expressed about the lack of
information in the basin when attempting to develop a specific RFP. The group
feels that the best subbasin planning approach is to collect all the
information available and place it into an electronic map. We hope to focus
first on subbasins below Iron Gate Dam. This will enable us to compare data
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gaps and to identify where specific restoration activities are needed. I put
together this summary (Attachment 3) to describe our recommendation.

(Reynolds): 1 agree with the approach you recommend. The Department is
attempting to develop these types of maps for all of our basins. We have
ignored the Klamath and Trinity basins because of the existing task forces and
their respectzve efforts.

(West): To sum it up, Bob Rohde will develop a scope of work for this effort.
We hope to have a useable product by this winter to fit it into the RFP
process. We hope to be able to develop two different RFPs; one specific and
the other broad scoping.

(Shake): Does that mean you are or aren't going to spend the $16,000°?

(West): We wish to invest the $16,000 into development of a Geographic
Information System (GIS) map and data layers for subbasins in the lower basin.
Doug Alcorn and Bob Rohde were going to work out the details of this project.

(Rohde): I was directed by the Technical Work Group to develop this. Most of
the agencies represented here already have GIS capability. 1It's possible that
we can pool the resources and develop this type of map. The logistics of
pulling this together may require that the work be completed by a private
firm. If we determine how to go about thls we should be able to accomplish
this in the given time frame.

(Iverson): I thought you were working on a detailed scope of work for a
competitive bid to develop a GIS map and digitized layers. Every year we are
given a cutoff for spending, usually in the middle of the 4th quarter. 1If we
go this way there's little time to do it. If we do this in-house we have
until the end of the fiscal year. If we have a detailed scope of work we can
get it done, but the end date for developing this is coming up soon.

(Shake): I'd say in August sometime.

(Reynolds): 1'll volunteer to work with federal agencies to develop a basin
wide GIS. It would be wasteful to let a contract to set up a GIS system when
SO many systems already exist. We might ask a contractor to input data into
an existing system. We need to know what information is available and
determine what information is of value for the Technical Work Group.

(Rohde): The Task Force has yet to approve this recommendation for spending
the $16,000 on this. If approved I'll call the USGS, USFWS, US Geodetic

‘Center is Salt Lake City and find out if they're using the same standards to

develop their maps. If maps can be joined we should use the existing tools.
If these systems don't join easily it might be more simple to start with a
comprehensive system and fill in the blanks, or have a private firm start from
scratch and develop a map for the entire basin. This tool will get us to the
point of identifying specific needs of the basin and each watershed.

(Reynolds): I don't think it will be done for $16,000. I request that Paul.
Viesze be present at the next TWG meeting to discuss this topic.

(Shake): In order to allow some time, I suggest that we obligate the $16,000
of FY93 money for other projects; allowing $16,000 from the FY1934 budget to
cover this expense when a more detailed proposal is developed.
(Reynolds): Would FY1994 funding be available October 1, 19932

(Shake): Yes.
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Agenda item 8: Report on identification of critical fish refugia

(West): The TWG was asked to draft this letter at the February Task Force
meeting. This is a draft letter (Attachment 4) containing a list of
watersheds the Technical Work Group feels are critical for survival and
perpetuation of stocks at risk. We identified critical watersheds that affect
the stocks at risk and that are also in relatively good condition. There is a
need for an additional list that would prioritize watersheds according to
their value toward overall basin restoration.

(Reynolds): The last paragraph of your letter should be changed. It sounds
like we have police powers and that we could require a response when I believe
that we're asking for them to work with us to see if there's a way to avoid
damaging fish. Do we have police power?

(West): That's a question that the Task Force must answer. What role the Task
Force wants to take in watershed protection. The Technical Work Group wasn't

asked to deal with that question. We were asked to develop a list of critical.

watersheds and draft a letter to landowners asking what their future plans
were. '

{shake): I also have some concerns with the final paragraph. Did you discuss
holding a workshop in these subbasins to discuss these issues with landowners?
This would get the people together to talk with them rather than sending a
letter instructing them to identify their activities and telling them whether
it's OK. This is not what we want to do.

(Pierce): Are not the majority of these Qatersheds in public ownership? How
many are on private land?

(West): Going through the list: Blue creek is primarily Federally owned; High
Prairie is contained in the Yurok experimental forest; Richardson Creek is in
Redwood National Park and on Simpson land; Boise Creek is primarily on Federal
land but with some private along the stream; Clear, Dillon, Elk, Grider, and
Red Cap Creeks are all surrounded by federal land but some private land
borders the streams; Big Springs Creek and Bogus Creek are mostly pr1vate1y
owned, Butler Creek is almost all Federally owned.

(Bulfinch): I suggest that the last paragraph be framed more positively,
indicating that we know the landowners value their contributions to fish
habitat and that we would like to assist them in protecting their resources as
well as meeting our fish restoration objectives.

{Pierce): Almost all of the creeks are on federal land. This letter would be
going mostly to public agencies. You might want to consider a different end
paragraph depending on whether the letter goes to agency or private landowner.
{Shake): At this time I'll take public comment on these three issues.

Public comment:

(Felice Pace): On the critical watershed 1ssue I would like to ask the Task
Force to consider carefully what we mean by “critical watershed." This list
identifies refugia, not critical watersheds. There are no refugia identified
on the Scott River, however restoration in that system is critical to overall
restoration of basin fisheries. Specifically, Boulder Canyon and Kelsey Creek
are both critical in terms of protecting and restoring the Scott River fish
stocks. 1If they are classified as cr1t1cal you could set sediment reduction
goals and restoration goals. Since there's noth1ng on this list in the Scott
River are we wr1t1ng off the Scott? While I'm encouraged by this list I don't
think the TWG is done yet. '
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(Bill Kier): Looking at this list, I recall the heartburn we went through in
1990 when the work group identified stocks in the basin. The decision at that
time was to consider these stocks as management. units keeping them in mind as
you proceeded to implement the Long Range Plan. My concern is that you might
be abandoning one approach contained in the Plan by considering the Pacific
Rivers Council policy of identifying good watersheds. As you step away there
should be some assessment as to how this differs from the Long Range Plan
approach. Jack, how does this list of watersheds line up with the list of
population management units identified in the Long Range Plan?

(Bingham): You may recall, Bill, that we assigned a stock identification
committee to identify Klamath basin fish stocks and compare their list with
the list contained in the Long Range Plan. In a way we ve almost mooted that
question. This list we're discussing here is somewhat different than the list
in the Long Range Plan. '

(Shake): My perception of this list is that it identifies relatively
undisturbed habitats with the objective of maintaining the quality of those
habitats. '

{(Marcia Armstrong): Speaking for landowners, the last paragraph of the letter
concerns me. You're asking landowners to volunteer for regulation. There
might be other ways of approaching this. There may be agencies or groups that
could act as a buffer between this Task Force and the landowners, such as the
Cooperative Extension Service or the CRMPs.

{Bob Bartholomew): I recommend that you use the CRMP groups to get these
letters out. The Shasta CRMP could be used as a means to protect Big Springs
Creek. I don't see any reason why they can't go forward in this by contacting
the landowners for you. In the Shasta Valley you're talking about '
grazing/riparian management. '

{Bob Franklin): In responding to Forrest's comment about needing a list of
approved projects. If there is endorsement of the entire list, all you've
approved is anything and everything that was sent in. As a technical person I
have concern with the "stamp of approval” being put on some of the project
proposals we might get. We need some way of identifying projects that we
think should not be funded.

(Felice Pace): I want to say that the Pacific Watersheds Council is
identifying critical watersheds in the Northwest. I would propose a
reassignment from the Task Force to the Technical Work Group, to look at the
list of watersheds developed by other groups. My feeling is that there is
something else that needs to be done.

Agenda item 8: Report on identification of critical fish refugia (Continued).

(Shake): I'll offer my thoughts on this. First, I prefer to use the term
"undisturbed” over "critical."” "Refugia” alsd implies land classification and
the comments we're hearing smack of regulatory authority. My opinion is that
we want to work with landowners to protect these areas. I'm not sure how we

~will do that. The counties or CRMPs are one way to deal with this. Where do

we want to go with these items? I think there was general head shaking to put
the $16,000 project in the bank for FY1994 funding. Is this agreeable with
the Task Force? The TWG needs the tools before they can complete the
assignment to develop a specific RFP. This leaves us with a decision to make
regarding the draft letter to landowners and Felice's comment that there are
other watersheds that must be considered.

(Thackeray): I'm in favor of working through the CRMPs. I think that the Task
Force will serve itself well by working through these organizations. If this

13




letter goes to landowners it will be viewed as a bureaucracy trying to impose
regulations on them.

(Shake): Felice also suggested identifying other watersheds.

(West): We can identify other watersheds but the Task Force must provide us
with more specific criteria for making the determination of which watersheds
are essential to this restoration effort.

(Rohde): The feeling I'm getting is that the letter is almost OK but the last
paragraph needs some editing. The Technical Work Group has taken its best
shot on identifying critical watersheds. Can I edit the letter tonight and
bring it back tomorrow for consideration?

(Shake): Yes. Please do.

(Pierce): I'm still unhappy with this letter as written because, for example,
it only identifies the upper portion of Blue Creek as being critical for
protection. I think that there needs to be a second list developed. These
areas were identified as the best remaining habitats. '

(Reynolds): I agree with Ronnie. I think you've said that you will develop a
secondary list. I would also ask that you consider developing separate
letters to landowners to the CRMPs.

(Shake): I'll ask Bob to take another shot at this based on comments that
we've heard. We'll look at this tomorrow, please give your comments to him.

*%% Action ***

Bob Rohde will re-draft the letter to landowners, which identifies éritical
watersheds and asks for cooperation in protecting those watersheds. .

{Lunch Break)

(Shake): As an announcement, we will discuss the FY1994 work plan the first
thing tomorrow morning. Everyone will have a chance to consider this list
before we take action. There is a meeting this evening of the Scott River
CRMP in Fort Jones. There's an opportunity for all Task Force members to see
how the CRMP process is working and to meet with CRMP members.

Agenda item 10: Status of the Klamath River Instream Floﬁ Study.

(Iverson): We went over this subject at the meeting in Klamath Falls. At that
meeting the Task Force committed to take the ‘lead in developing an instream
flow study. This is a shift from the position expressed in a letter the Task
Force sent to the Secretary of Interior last summer, asking for the Department
of Interjor to initiate a study. It was decided at the Klamath Falls meeting
that there should be a meeting to plan and scope out the instream flow study.
We (KRFRO) put together a proposal for funding the field reconnaissance and
scoping phase with the idea of getting 50% of the project funding from the
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) as a match. That proposal did not rank out very
high in the '94 process. BOR's money is left on the table now and we don't
have any prospective funding for this work through FY1994. So there's lots of
time now to scope this out. 1I've suggested an ad hoc committee be appointed
to look at some of the broad policy issues such as geographic scope, which
streams, specific roles, study methodology, or scope of impacts (biological or
geomorphological impacts), which would broaden the set of questions you'd be
looking at. I suggest a committee of policy makers (executives) that can
commit their respective agencies, that can determine the role of staff, and
can commit financial support. If this committee is organized we can invite
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other agencies and organizations to participate with a request from Chairman
Shake. That's the staff recommendation to the Task Force.

Q: What did you say the request for the funds from the BOR was?

(Iverson): We put together a joint venture proposal for funding the initial
phase of the instream flow study, with half funding coming from the Task Force
and half from BOR. Their share was contingent upon the Task Force funding the
other share.

(Rohde): Is this a recommendation to establish a committee?
(Shake): Yes, to develop a more detailed scope of the study which would be
reviewed by the Task Force then by the public. Issues such as the geographic

scope and study method would be thought out prior to soliciting public
comment . i )

Public comment:

(Joseph Riker): I'm concerned that this Task Force would establish a committee
to determine the scope of an instream flow study when a decision making group
for water delivery exists in the Klamath Compact Commission. I believe that
part of the problem is that you're looking at an IFIM study to determine the
needs of the flow in the lower basin. The controls are in the upper basin and
representation of the upper basin needs to be heard from. We control the

supply.

(Shake): This is a study to identify habitat requirements for targeted
species. It's similar to the flow study on the Trinity River. I would hope
that everyone with interest would be involved.

(Felice Pace): Given what we know about the biological needs of the mainstem
Klamath, I would ask if we could get an explanation from the Technical Work
Group on why this ranked so low? I alsc ask if the rating sheets are
available for public review?

(Shake): Ron, are the proposals on file in your office and are they available?

(Iverson): We have a full set of proposals, but I heard Felice ask whether the
individual rating sheets are available for review.

(Shake): The Technical Work Group Chair stated that ranking is determined by
individual members, and these scores are averaged.

'(Qihgham): The idea of establishing a committee is a good one. 1I've been
distressed by the lack of progress on this issue. I'm not sure of why this
was ranked so low.

(Rohde): The concerns expressed by upper basin residents are well founded. I
don't know how to go about getting them involved. Maybe we can authorize an
additional scoping meeting to identify all the participants. We're in a
bottle neck right now because the USFWS and BOR tried to initiate this process
last year. There's no money set aside for this but it's recognized as a
priority action in the Long Range Plan.

(Shake): We decided to get involved in Klamath Falls and we determined that we
must identify more specifically what we propose to do. We also must invite
comments from the public. We need to frame this up a little bit so folks will
know what to comment on.

(Iverson): This has now become a Task Force initiative. It is no longer and
Interior one. You need to make some policy decisions on the scope, roles of
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agencies, etc. then go to the public for comment. The initial scoping should
include other key players not at this Task Force meeting. For example,
Pacific Power and Electric and the Klamath Compact Commission. There's no
agreement on the scope of the study, to date. The policy questions must first
be determined prior to the technical issues and questions.

(Elwood Miller): I don't see a problem with the Task Force setting up an ad
hoc committee to develop this. You could even do an Instream Flow Incremental
Methodology (IFIM) study for the lower river and extrapolate the data to the
upper river system. 1It's pretty good science. I don't see this as a ploy to
exclude upper basin representation. I see it as an effort to look at the
system as a whole.

(Felice Pace): Why has the Department of Interior decided not to proceed with
this?

(Shake): Could you tell us where you heard that Interior has moved away from
the lead position? .

{Pace): I've heard this here today. How did that come about?

(Iverson): That's my impression. There was a letter to the Task Force from
the Secretary of Interior which indicated that Interior agencies would pursue
this. At the last two Task Force meetings I've heard this Task Forcew say
that they want to take the lead on this. The decision at the Klamath Falls
meeting was that the auspices of this project would be broadened. Forrest
asked "who's in charge?" at the last meeting. I think the Task Force agreed
that they should initiate this rather than have Interior evaluate their own
project.

(Shake): Did Interior respond to the letter signed by Nat?.

(Iverson): Nat's letter said there's a critical flow problem in the Klamath
and that the Task Force wanted an instream flow study to be carried out. The
Secretary's response was that some Interior agency would be instructed to
pursue this. '

(Shake): If I recall, wasn't it a commitment to study what would be required
to implement a flow study.

(Iverson): Yes.

(Shake): Then I interpret that as only looking at the issue, not necessarily
funding the study. The Task Force has determined that they want to be the
lead entity in the scoping of this instream flow study.

(Reynolds): The Department believes there should be a more broad look at flow
needs relative to fish migration. IFIM is a great tool but not the entire
answer. : '

(Rohde): We're looking at a dynamic system with water being contributed from
tributaries other than the upper mainstem. We're looking at habitat
‘requirements for migration as well as for rearing. We can begin a process to
figure out what it is we need to evaluate. It seems appropriate for us to
develop a mechanism to analyze the need. '

(West): Felice, you asked two questions "why did this proposal rank so low?"
and "Are the rating sheets available for review?" As mentioned earlier, we
talk about each individual proposal. Each member then rates each proposal and
those ratings are summed and averaged. We could all agree that it was a
meritorious proposal but a couple of low individual scores would drop the
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average score. Regarding whether rating sheets are available for review,
we've never discussed that. The TWG members don't even share their ratings.

Public comment:

(Marcia Armstrong): I would express that Farm Bureau's concern that the scope
seems to have broadened to the Shasta and the Scott River flows. There are
two adjudications on these river systems and the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) is also involved in flow delivery. You must include

other interested parties. :

Continued discussion of Agenda item 10:

(Shake): I'll bring this to closure with a suggestion. Looking at the minutes
from the meeting in Klamath Falls, I'll ask KRFRO to: 1) put together a list

- of upper basin and lower basin representatives that should be invited,

2) identify the issues that need to be talked about, 3) develop an agenda, 4)
draft a letter explaining all of this for the Chairs' signature, 5) and set up
a meeting including all interested people. George, you can look at the mail
list to ensure that the upper basin is adequately represented. We will scope
this issue in a future meeting. Hearing no objection this will be an action

item.
**x Action **x%

KRFRO will set up a meeting of agencies/organizations wishing to participate
in the initial scoping of a Klamath River flow study. A letter explaining
this scoping phase and inviting participation will be provided to the Task
Force Chair for signature by June 25, 1993.

Agenda item 11: Status report on Klamath and Six Rivers National Forests' Land
Management Plans,

{(Jim Anderson, Klamath National Forest): When we last discussed this with you
we had developed multiple use alternatives for the Klamath National Forest.

We tried to provide an opportunity for public input on our proposed
alternatives. 1In that process we developed a preferred alternative. The land
management plan consists of land allocation, standards and guidelines, and
projected timber output. It proposes no wilderness. It is an ecosystem
driven plan. We look at the composition and function of the forests
horizontally and vertically. There are multiple levels of consideration. How
does this affect fisheries? We must look at all resource aspects. Issues
such as sediment, woody debris recruitment, shade, stock diversity, genetics.
In the process of planning we found there are a few things that you can't fix
if you destroy them, such as DNA, cultural values, or soil.

Regarding sediment we studied the scope of the sources of sediment. The
findings were rather dramatic. Millions of tons are contributed annually..
Much is caused by man's activities but most derives from natural sources. We
must consider the things that man can affect. Fuel build-up and resultant
fires are manageable aspects. We will prescribe fire for 30,000 acres of
Klamath National Forest. This will result in low intensity burns, preventing

‘'severe erosion. Timber harvest will average about 22% of the growth

(80,000,000 board feet). Within five decades we hope to reduce wood fiber
levels to reduce the potential for severe burns. Specifically, forest wide
standards and guidelines such as riparian buffers must be provided. At two
hundred horizontal feet you run out of benefits to fisheries habitat except
for protecting the microclimate and the woody debris recruitment.

Regarding key watersheds and refugia we'll try to protect stocks by protecting

critical reaches in highly protected areas such as wilderness. We also have a
light handed fire suppression policy and sensitive soil protection policy,
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leaving some downed trees to stay on the ground for 'nutrient recycling. Road
management is also something that we incorporate into the preferred
alternative. wWatershed restoration will also be initiated in the preferred
alternative. (Anderson displayed some color coded maps of the Klamath
National Forest). The ma?s are of the starting point and the preferred
alternative scenario. ve identified important watersheds for protection.
Key areas for fish protect1on have wild and scenic river status. We have
proposed 212 additional miles (10% of the national goal) to be set aside for
wild and scenic designation. About 600,000 acres are available for timber
harvest. Intensive timber harvest is 18 to 20% of timber harvest per '
available acre. 1In the Klamath National Forest, we approach 16%.

Q: Could you go through the riparian harvest constraints?

(Anderson): wWe won't schedule harvests in rlparlan areas, but in an emergency
such as a fire we could harvest the trees. We won't take trees from the inner
gorge unless it is determined that these would impact the fish habitat in a
negative way.

Q: When will this become Klamath National Forest policy?
(Anderson): This preferred alternative may be in place by spring '94.

Q: Would the prescription for harvest in the riparian areas be different than
those prescriptions used in other areas?

(Anderson): Yes. The prescription must provide a benefit to the riparian
zone, allowing for recruitment of coarse woody debris.

(Shake): The forest conference put together groups to look at timber harvest

and protection of ecosystems including owl habitat and riparian areas. How

will that impact your proposed alternative? ’
(Anderson): These forest plans constitute one of the proposed alternatives

that the forest summit committees will study. The relationship between the

two is still under consideration between the Department of Agriculture and the

presidential administration. 1'd like to get this plan out to show that we've
got an in-depth analysis of this type of alternative.

(Shake): We hear that alternatives will come out in July, from the forest
summit. A team will develop an EIS by July. .

(Anderson): Yes, the EIS will be out in July.
(Shake}: It'll be interesting to see what happens and how it comes out.

(Jerry Barnes, Six Rivers National Forest): In talking about the forest summit
and PacFish, the whole emphasis in development of these alternatives s that
fish need old growth trees as do other wildlife species. The current
percept1on is that the USFS puts things in streams that nature once provided.
It's not the current focus of the USFS. About a year ago Jim Anderson and I
sat on a team to develop these riparian standards. The bottom line for
fisheries on national forests is that we have to dedicate land, trees, and
watersheds for fish. The kind of attributes that we're talking about are cool
water, dense vegetative canopy providing (80%) shade, low levels of fine
sediment, an appropriate mix of habitat diversity, and a stable environment.
There really is no such thing as a stable environment in a stream but it
should not be aggravated. All habitat needs could be provided by a generous
riparian zone.

The'Six Rivers National Forest has a major dedication to wildlife on the
forest. Dedicated wildlife acreage is equal to timber management areas.
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Riparian acreage is about 160,000 acres in all. Timber is one of the lesser
allocations on the national forest. The next guestion is, how do you get the
numbers to allocate? This system was developed in 1992 for the four forests
containing anadromous fish in California. Flood plains, for example, are
important for addition of large woody debris. These areas are dedicated to
the stream riparian management area. The "gang of four" report was the first
place that the phrase "key watersheds" showed up. This is the concept of
identifying aquatic areas that are essential for recovery and maintenance of
aquatic ecosystems. This has been adopted and incorporated into the Six
Rivers Land Management Plan. The importance of key watershed identification
is that we're putting them into a holistic approach, looking at cumulative
impacts. This is a new concept and hasn't been tested yet.

In the Klamath Basin these are the key watersheds designated by forest policy:
Clear, Dillon, Elk, Grider Creeks, Sa{mon River (not all tributaries), Bluff,
Camp, Red Cap, and Blue Creeks. These watersheds are anchored in good areas,
Clear, Elk, and Grider Creek headwaters are located in wilderness areas. The
important thing to be noted is that in these watersheds, no management
alternatives will be taken that jeopardize fish stocks. :

About 70% of the Six Rivers National Forest is managed for fish protection.
The current program is to increase spawning habitat and juvenile rearing
habitat to reestablish spawning populations, and to restore watersheds. My
feeling is that mother nature knows best and I think that the holistic
management of aquatic ecosystems will provide habitat components that are _
necessary for survival of the fish. My hope is that we'll do all the habitat
restoration in next 20 years. '

(Bob Franklin): The designation of "key watershed" depends on who you ask if
management will impact the aquatic ecosystem. The relative GS ranking between
field biologists and upper level timber managers may determine how timber
sales are evaluated. Can you comment on this thought? :

(Barnes): It's not a problem in my area of management. We have well qualified
personnel capable of making sound decisions.

Agenda item 11: Report on progress of the Forest Service's Pacific Salmon Work
Grou PacFish).

(West): I've handed out a summary description of PacFish (Attachment 5).

I've pulled out key items on the executive summary. In spring of '92 the U.S.
Forest Service (USFS) initiated an effort to develop a team management

" strategy to address stocks at risk in the west. In March '93, the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) joined the USFS in this effort. There are three
staffing levels; a policy group in the D.C. office with some high ranking
policy makers from both agencies. The second level is a work group below the
policy group which is made up of resource specialists. The third group is a
field team led by the deputy regional forester for Region 6, and is composed
of a spectrum of scientists at the forest levels. The tasks are for these
groups to assess the level of impact on anadromous fish populations. The
level of refinement for assessing existing condition of habitat is fairly
broad.

Another major effort is to define "good" habitat. Parameters such as pool
frequency, large woody debris, bank stability, angle, and width to depth ratio
will be considered. The strategy is to establish objectives for

riparian management, to identify key watersheds, to designate riparian habitat
conservation areas, to modify planning regulations, to propose interim .
standards and guides, and to conduct watershed analyses to broadly prescribe
watershed restoration. 1It's complex how this ties to the forest summit
discussions but this will contribute to the proposed alternatives. I reviewed
the watershed analysis element. There are three levels of assessment, basin-
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wide, inter-basin, and subbasin. Real complex management is what this
represents. The specifics are included in the executive summary I've provided.

(Shake): We have staff in the regional office getting everyone on board with a
coast wide initiative. The State of Oregon has some legislative initiatives
going and we'd like to see this expanded to cover the entire west coast. Our
feeling is that other agencies could tier off of. this because not all
watersheds are in USFS and BLM lands. We're pleased that this is somewhat of
a cooperative effort between the PacFish program and other initiatives.

(West): The proposed alternative Klamath National Forest Land Management Plan
riparian habitat conservation area criteria are similar if not identical to
Region 5 PacFish criteria. The restoration philosophy is very similar. The
California region's aggressiveness to develop riparian conservation strategies
may be one reason for this similarity. Like Jim Anderson said we don't know
what effect this will have on our schedule for our Land Management Plan.

(Bill Kier): Jack, is there a person in this effort that is gathering
information on stocks at risk? Is there a data base developed, or has stock
maintenance been considered? The reason I ask is that I have three reports on
stocks at risk for the west coast and no one is considering maintaining the
current status of these stocks. 1I'm thinking of narrative information for
example on the geographic range of fish populations.

(Shake): The four states (Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and California) all have
different types of databases with differing levels of sophistication. 1It's
been our push for a coast-wide stocks database. It would contain all existing
data so trends could be studied. We've met with state and tribal :
representatives from Washington, Oregon, and Idaho to discuss this effort.
We'll be discussing this with California Tribes and agencies too.

(West): I'm not sure how wide spread this is or applicable, but I know we were
asked specific questions on stocks at risk, where they were found and what

reaches of streams they used.

(Kier): Do you have a contact? _

(West): I don't have a person off the top of my head, but 1'l1 get it to you.

Agenda item 12: Presentation of Klamath Basin hatchery review final report.

(Reynolds): (Attachment 6) We discussed the draft at the last meeting. We
sent bound copies and appendices to the three Chairs. The bound report will
be sent to all Task Force members. This review came about as a request of the
three Chairs. 1In the first page of the report we discuss the concerns about
hatchery production in the Klamath/Trinity basin and the purposes of the
review. We agreed that it would be good to look at the hatchery product, the
quality and how it's released into the.wild and what impact it may have on two
classes of fish. One is the natural spawned fish in the river. These fish
may or may not have ancestors from a hatchery and the other class is termed
"wild fish" which more than likely don't have ancestors from a hatchery.

We had two meetings. I feel that we got a wide range of good comments and we
also got comments that weren't directly related to the stated purpose of the
review. People wanted to discuss internal operations of the hatchery. We
never indicated that we were prepared to go into that because operations at
both hatcheries had recently been reviewed. Essentially we looked at how well
hatcheries meet their stated purposes and what needs to be done to improve
their ability to meet those purposes. Our stated objectives are to meet the
terms for mitigation of anadromous fish as stipulated by court or Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) orders. These are fixed numbers with
changes being subject to new adjudications or FERC hearings. We can't change
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these goals arbitfarily. There continues to be a concern that these numbers
of hatchery fish are excessive in terms of the potential impact.on wild fish.

One of the main recommendations was to convert Iron Gate Hatchery to yearling

productxon, entirely. There probably is physical space to do that. There are

two main problems however. One is that there is inadeguate cold water
available in Iron Gate Reservoir to operate the hatchery. Another reason for
concern is that resultant adults are smaller than those released as yearlings.
Many of those fish may not reach commercial size, and there would be smaller
fish for sport and other inriver fisheries. Historically the freshwater
rearing type II life history were not as common as 0+ outmigrating smolts. To
the extent possible we hold the smolts until they are ready to migrate rapidly
after most natural fish have outmigrated. They coexist in the estuary with
natural fish but we don't know what the impacts are at this time. If we
determine that a problem exists we'll adjust the operations to reduce this
impact. At this time we are maximizing yearling production at the hatchery
and will continue to do that.

The later pages of the report talk about where we tried to address the
concerns relative to this review. When you read page 11 it sounds like we're
not doing many things. In previous discussions we've tried to describe things
that we're already doing or intend to do that will try to reduce the problems.
There was ap?arently a misunderstanding about how we culture fish in the
hatchery. ve read in innumerable publications that hatcheries conduct their
business in unscientific ways, and over the last couple of years we've been
accused of doing all the bad things described. We started about 10 years ago
to try to eliminate the bad things. We saw these things occurring in other
states and we realized that they were unsound practices. Practices, for
example, of poor management of broodstock. Several years ago when we began to
experience real drops in chinook harvest there was tremendous pressure to
increase hatchery production. 1 remember that some people now criticizing the
program were attempting to double hatchery production. The result was an
increase in production and we saw results. As a result of all that earlier
activity egg take at the hatcheries was increased dramatically for various
reasons. The bottom line was they took way more eggs than they could use.

The stigma of killing those extra eggs and fry was more than the Department
could take, so they released these fish into the rivers. This only happened
for a short period of time. Region 1 stated that they were taking too many
eqggs, which has been reduced now to 12 million per year. Our conversion from
eggs to smolts is not as good as we'd like, but we're trying to rectify that
situation. The Department won't release fish that do not meet mitigation
agreement criteria. We won't release them until they reach size and won't
release them early. We'll do everything we can to keep product1on w1th1n the
limits of mitigation requirements.

The second item has to do with enhancement fish. Enhancement means to
increase production over the mitigation requirement. There haven't been any
enhancement activities for the past several years. We're making a commitment
here that excess eggs will be destroyed or will be used for other purposes-
other than augmenting runs in the Klamath bas1n. They may be placed into an
inland recreational fishery if possible. We've never been able to meet our
steelhead mitigation obligations on the Trinity River. We're convinced that
the answer is not to just grow more fish. Flooding the system with hatchery
fish is a bad idea, but we need to come up with a scenario that will replace
the fishery that was lost for Trinity River Dam.

We will set up a 2-year review of existing literature and work with other
agencies and groups to find a way to meet mitigation goals of the Trinity
River program. At Iron Gate we'll continue to work with PP&L to quantify
potential water supplies from Fall Creek and groundwater sources for expanding
the yearling production. The utility company is working with us to improve
the water quality. Recognizing the downside for the fishers we still want to
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move toward more yearling production if we find there's a conflict with wild
fish and fingerlings. Essentially the only time that we feel trucking would
be employed is that if greater than 50% planting mortality would be expected.

Overall it is my feeling that we have excellent participation from the review
team members. Some folks dropped out and there may have been misunderstanding
of the purposes of this review. 1In the final analysis this was a semi formal
review of what we're doing and what we need to do. This is not the end of
this issue nor an end to participation by public or other agencxes This is
an ongoing process. The intent of all of these operat1ons is that they're
scrutinized by all interested parties.

Agenda item 13: Comment on the report from Task Force representatives on the
hatchery review team,

(Dr. Eric Loudenslager, HSU): I wrote a memo to all advisory team members for
their comments on the Department's report. At the time I wrote my comments
(Attachment 7) I had not heard from all team members. I have now received
comments from all members of the review team. It was the general view that.
we've made a good start, but we're not finished yet. I don't believe the team
members considered our Job as complete because we never knew what our original
charge was. I was asked to participate, but never heard what it was we were
supposed to do until I attended the first meeting. Many other committee
members didn't realize that was what we were supposed to do. Some members
were disappointed with the process. I think there are some things that should
be changed in the report but the lack of dlrectlon could have been a cause for
irritation.

Basically from what I've been told by the Department the Task Force is
concerned about competition between hatchery and wild fish, specifically with
regards to genetic swamping. I agree with Forrest in this report that we
don't have good answers and that this review probably won't provide those
answers. How can we develop production goals for hatcheries without knowing
what the systems can support? One week the Department gets stomped on for
releasing too many fish then gets criticized later on for not releasing enough
fish. I would like to see a panel convened to develop production goals for
these hatcheries. The Department could then defend those numbers based on the
blue ribbon panel's recommendation.

One of the points that Forrest brought up is the issue of yearling releases.
In studying hatchery production policies in the Columbia River basin I've
found that many hatchery management goals have changed to allow coexistence of
hatchery and wild fish. One of the things geneticists harp on is selection
for fisheries management. The rule supported by geneticists is to try to
mimic natural release and broodstock timing. It becomes a selection program
when you release by policy rather than by natural fish tendencies. I think
there needs to be a decision on the part of all parties, whether we want these
fish to function with wild fish or entirely separate from wild fish. 1If this
decision is made and if you determine there's competition in certain locations
you can adapt your production strategies accordingly. At least one review
member applauded the Department report when they indicated they would study
competition.

Regarding grade-out handling, personally I don't think dumping eggs or sac fry
had much of an impact. Politically the Department gets it from both ends.
They're in a bind there. This is an avenue for the Department to build
consensus on how to handle them.

Regardlng the review process, one of the things the Department can share with
us is the problems they're faced with if user groups say they "don't want to
release excess broodstock back into the river. These problems can be brought
to the Task Forces and other groups to consider how to deal with these
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problems. It would be appropriate to have some sort of mix of wild and
hatchery spawners in the river and in the hatchery. Do you want a mix? You
should discuss how that can be accomplished. There may also be goals that
would establish what portion of the run should be hatchery fish, Being able
to discuss these issues and trying to develop solutions would benefit all

parties involved.

One of the things 1've been doing is reviewing Section 10 and Section 7
permitting applications from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for
hatchery operations. When something gets listed on the Federal Endangered
Species List, paperwork becomes enormous. Impacts are supposed to be
determined but in many cases data do not exist to determine the impacts. The
final comment is that the team members would like to see some sort of hatchery

review process continue.

(Wilkinson): A comment on the Department's presentation: I thank California
Department of Fish and Game for changes being made, particularly to explore
the supply of cooler water to increase yearling production. I also appreciate
Eric's comments to investigate the interactions of fish in the system and -to
continue the review. Even though the report was addressed to the three
Chairs, I would suggest a public review of these findings.

(Shake): Just for the public's notice, I penciled in a public comment period
to give you an opportunity to provide input on this issue.

(Bingham): I participated in the first meeting. The whole issue of
hatchery/natural fish interaction concerns the commercial industry. The past
few years' harvest constraints are evidence of what happens to harvest when
natural production is impaired. I share the feeling that this review process
needs to continue. We're operating fish supplementation programs in the
Klamath and other systems and need to know what the interactions are. I also
agree that the focus should be on the fishes' needs rather than the fisheries

needs.

(Shake): Looking through the recommendations in the Department's report,
ongoing evaluation is not really addressed. Did you talk about that? I'm
hearing people say there must be an ongoing evaluation component. '

(Reynolds): We used to do coded wire studies when we had greater sources of
income for the Department. We had the smolt quality committee who's purpose

- was to improve the hatchery product by evaluating various production
Scenarios. It was an ongoing program directed at maximizing product guality.
We have evaluation programs to evaluate passage of hatchery fish from
hatcheries to the ocean and out of the estuary. Regarding disease issues, we
have a continual monitoring program .and there is a drug certification process
that prevents use of chemicals other than salt. Disease may be a problem in
the future. Our pathologists are in constant communication with pathologists
-in the country to implement the best and modern disease control techniques.
As far as this being an ongoing process, this was a one-time review that I
agreed to do for the three Chairs. If the Task Force feels this should be
ongoing they must be prepared to fund it. I agreed that this was appropriate
and needed to be done. We've met our obligation to the three Chairs. If they
disagree we'll have to hear it from them. I hope that no one takes this in
the wrong way. We're continually evaluating our programs. In California the
hatchery system is in a different system than the biological and research
divisions. They fall under the general purview of the regional directors but
they report to regional managers. Biologists are not in charge but they work
cooperatively with hatcheries. Hatcheries are more than willing to comply
with recommendations to improve their fish. My field people have real
reservations about hatchery fish. Much conciliation is necessary to have
things work. I don't feel the culprit is hatchery production, rather, the
loss of habitat brought on by human beings.
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Public_comment;

(Jim Welters): Oregon South coast fishermen: (Read a statement, Attachment 8).

{(Dave Webb): I'm doing work along the Shasta River and we're finding there are
80-90mm fish still in the system in mid-June. My question to the Task Force
is "How can we get the information we need on natural stocks to dovetail into
hatchery production policies in order to prevent impacts?”

(Orcutt): I agree that this is the start of hatchery review. I support
continuing this endeavor. One thing reported to me was that there was no
sharing of information and ideas. It was simply a call for information by the
Department. They digested the information and developed their findings.

We've always gone into the evaluation process with an open mind and hope that
it's continued. :

(Wilkinson): I have a suggestion that might bring this to closure, we can ask
the Technical Work Group to investigate the impacts to wild fish on changing
to a yearling release. I'm hesitant to put that into a motion because I don't
know if the Task Force wants to forward this assignment to the Technical Work
Group. '

(Reynolds): That would save the Department some work. It would be useful if
it were an initiative relative to mitigation requirements for the hatcheries.
Substantial scientific documentation is needed to do that.

*%% Motion Ri#

(Wilkinson): I'11 move then, hearing no objections.

Motion carried. ' '
AAR Action ***.

The Technical Work Group will investigate the impacts of hatchery yearling
releases on wild populations.

(Shake): Forrest would you address the Department's policy on small scale
rearing?

(Bingham): The budget committee was informed that the Department had
established a new policy allowing no new permits for small scale fish rearing
programs in Region 1. There are several existing fish rearing operations
including the one located on Horse Linto Creek. This causes me some concern
that this is a blanket policy.

(Reynolds): I believe Mitch Farro offered a motion that this Task Force
develop fish rearing guidelines for the Klamath River similar to the
guidelines developed for the Trinity River program. I sent out a letter to
all the people on the Task Force asking for participants for that task.
Evidently not everyone received the letter. We need to get on with this.
There are a number of fish rearing programs in the system but there is a
perception that there is a myriad of these projects. We still have our own
Fall Creek program which is an adjunct to the Iron Gate hatchery program. The
best that I can figure out from the Region 1 policy is that no new programs
will be authorized without good justification and consistency with our fish
rearing policy guidelines. The¥ will follow guidelines as already existing in
the Trinity River system. They're not saying there won't be any new projects,
but that there won't be any new ones unless they are biologically justified.

(Bingham): I'm still concerned and have a question about this. The
announcement was that no new rearing permits would be authorized by the
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Department. When the Trinity River Technical Coordination Committee evaluated
the Horse Linto Creek project there was effort by the Department to say that
they couldn't evaluate this project until it was shut down for three years.

(Reynolds): The Horse Linto project was started as a cooperative program
between California Department of Fish and Game and the USFS. It was agreed by
me and other biologists (Jerry Barnes was involved) to raise fish from that
stream, release them and try to build up the stock. We intended to cease
rearing operations and evaluate for 3 or 4 years to determine if we actually
built up the run or simply augmented harvest. 1I was not aware that they were
evaluating the Horse Linto project. Nevertheless, it's not a new program but

is in it's final year of operations.

(Bingham): I appreciate that statement however this may preclude us from
starting a new rearing program.

(Reynolds): The policy is that there will be no new program where they are not
biologically justified.

Q: When did Mitch offer the motion?

{Shake): A couple of meetings ago, I think.
(Hillman): It seems to me that we should go back and look at the Long Range

.Plan pol1c¥ that addresses that issue. We should determine how consistent the

Department’'s policy is with the Long Range Plan.

(Shake): Ron, can we get this out of the minutes by tomorrow morning? We'll
discuss the motion tomorrow.

(Pierce): I don't know when Region 1 made the policy decision, but the
Technical Work Group was made aware of it just prior to rating the FY1994
proposals. California bDepartment of Fish and Game made no mention that some
projects had been scratched off the list. I was shocked that the mid-Klamath
rearing projects were to be scratched since they've been operating for many
years. The timing and method of anncuncing this plicy were unforgivable.

(Reynolds): The first time I heard of the policy was two days after the
meeting. I called the region and after much discussion determined that what
they meant was that programs would not be arbitrarily started. The exception
being that if on tribal lands where no Department money is involved we don't
exercise authority. On other lands we have the authority to exercise control
over these rearing projects. That authority resides in the Regions. The
Director of the Department has authority over the regions.

(Hillman): So, you're saying that this policy was not to target existing
programs?

v

(Reynolds): I would ask Ron if he has the same understanding.

(Iverson): I would only add that Don Weidlein said that there is a new Fish

and Game Commission policy that is in draft now and is expected to be adopted

at the next Commission meeting. One provision in this is that a rearing
program would have to have a S5-year plan of operation.

(Bingham): 1'4d really like to thank Forrest for this clarification. Now we
understand what we're dealing with. I'm aware that this will be considered in
Bridgeport. The 5-year plan is something that we've been asking for.

(Pierce): At the start of the closed door ranking session, the Department's

representative identified fish rearing proposals on the list and stated that
the projects should not even be rated because they would not be permitted.

25




Included in that list was the mid-klamath rearing pond program. Are you or
are you not going to permit these projects?

(Reynolds): My best understanding of this whole thing is that the Department's
representative went to the meeting with information that he got from Region 1.

(Hillman): My efforts to pinpoint the source of policy have not been
successful. I'm still unclear who made the decision, what prompted the
decision, and what the decision really is. 11 appreciate Forrest's attempts to
clarify the decision but I'm still wondering, Forrest, if you could track this
decision, and provide clarification on this?

(Reynolds): OK, I'll request clarification from Region 1.

(Shake): Forrest I'm not clear on your earlier comment made about looking at
Trinity River criteria to base these decisions on. Could you send us a -
letter?

(Reynolds): Yes. 1I'd like advice from the chair on how to proceed.

(Shake): 1'd like a copy of the letter you sent to Task Force members inviting
participation on this next review. We'll discuss it tomorrow?

(Reynolds): I wrote the letter and it sounds like it never got signed.
(Shake): OK. Please redraft the letter and send it to KRFRO for distribution.
*xk aAction **%

Forrest Reynolds will draft another letter inviting participation on a wild-
hatchery fish review team. .

(Shake): I would ask Bill Chesney to make his presentation tomorrow.
Before we adjourn, we have final public comment.

Public comment:

(Paula Yoon): I've come to request a meeting with the education subcommittee
tomorrow. I'd like input on the upper basin information display. I would
also like to request funds from the FY1993 budget for a Klamath River field
trip which fits into the Klamath River education project E-02 (Attachment 2).
The objective of the class is to help a group of students put together a slide
show on Klamath River fish. Diane and Pat Higgins will organize the trip and
will contribute their time. I'm looking for a $500 contribution to meet the
expenses.

(Shake): Let me make a suggestion, when you meet with the education committee
why don't you discuss that? _ , .

(Yoon): OK, I will.
Shake reviewed assignments and adjourned the meeting for the day.
6-16-93

Agenda item 15: Report on Shasta River 1993 unimpaired flow experiment.

(Bill Chesne¥): I'm a fishery biologist with the California Department of Fish
and Game. I'm here to talk about the unimpaired flow experiment implemented
by the Shasta Valley Coordinated Resource Management Planning (SVCRMP) group
on May 17-19, 1993. 1I'll discuss events that took place between Big Springs
Creek and the mouth of the Shasta River. There are five irrigation structures
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on the Shasta River that were removed during this flow release. A downétream
migrant trap was set and monitored in order to evaluate this experiment.
Spawning occurs at Big Springs and in the canyon areas.

This experlment was designed to evaluate the outmigration of juvenile fish
from the Big Springs area. In spring of 1992 fish were sampled in the Shasta
River and water quality problems were documented at the same time. The SVCRMP
investigated the potential for removing the irrigation dams on a temporary
basis. This was done voluntarily. The cost to shut down and refill ditches
was carried by the landowners. (Mr. Chesney showed slides of the Shasta River
and diversion dams. He also described seining techniques and explained the
data collected from these efforts. See Attachment 9.) The downstream trap was
the primary method for monitoring. Site selection of the outmigrant trap was
critical needing proper accessibility, flow velocity, and depth. The
overnight sets worked well until the 29th of April when water temperatures
increased and flows decreased because of the start-up of the irrigation

Season.

On the morning of 17 May the trap was fished effectlvely with the door open,
with debris being pitched out as it entered. The night of the 17th, at 9:00
pm, the increased flows and debris caused trap efficiencies to be reduced.

The water arrived about 36 hours earlier than we had expected The CRMP is
working at ways to prevent future fish kills, as did occurr in 1985. The CRMP
is looking toward developing long term solutions to the problems in the Shasta

Rlver
Q: Could you describe the distribution of spawning in the Shasta?

(Chesney): Surveys done in the early 1980's indicated heavy use in the Big
Springs area. We surveyed that creek once last year and saw high spawning
densities. We don't know the percentage of the run that uses that area or the

canyon area.

Agenda item 14: Report on Shasta fall chinook status with reference to
California Endangered Species Act listing.

{Reynolds): After much study and discussion the Department's Region 1 Area
Team recommended that the Shasta stock be listed as threatened or endangered.
This recommendation was forwarded to the directorate. I was asked to evaluate
their findings. I concurred with the recommendation. Many stocks in the

. Klamath River system are on the verge of, or are, threatened. However, the

Department's view of the Shasta fall chinook stock is that it does not

.constitute a species. It's the consensus opinion that Shasta chinook salmon

do not constitute an Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU).

(Shake): An ESU is a concept that the NMFS has developed to determine whether
stocks are significantly d1fferent than other stocks.

.(McInnls) It's a proposed pollcy but that's the basis from which we're

working now.

(Reynolds): So, the Department will not list the Shasta fall chinook.:

(West): Forrest, at our meeting last February, Dr. Barnhart reported on the
findings of the stock identification committee on Klamath River stocks. The
committee identified the Shasta fall chinook as a breeding population, if not
a metapopulat1on It seems a little odd that the Department would then say

that it's not an ESU.
{Bulfinch): The Stock Identification Committee placed the Iron Gate, Bogus

Creek, and Shasta River stocks into one metapopulation. I think it was an
inadvertent error because on the Trinity River side they considered the
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Trinity Hatchery stock separate from the natural stock. The Shasta stock
wasn't regarded as a unique stock but was combined with stocks of the upper
river from Bogus Creek.

(Bingham): I would like to request that the issue of the Barnhart report be
placed on the agenda of a later meeting. It will be a long and controversial
process to incorporate their findings into our Long Range Plan. The Barnhart
report is not the final word and we may not have it until genetic work is done
on all populations in the basin. We still have a school of thought out there
that says that straying is bad. I urge that we place discussion of this on a
future agenda.

Ak% Action A%

Discussion of the Stock Identification Committee report will be an agenda item
at a future Task Porce meeting.

Q: Forrest, is there documentation of the process the Department went through
to arrive at that conclusion?

(Reynolds): It was an entirely internal decision making process. A petition
was never filed. 1I'd be happy to give correspondence to anyone that asks for
it. 1It's not really a Task Force issue unless the Task Force wants to take an
initiative relative to listing.

(Shake): If the Department had determined that it was threatened or
endangered, what would have been the process for listing?

(Reynolds): The Department would then request or petition the Fish and Game
Commission to accept it as a candidate species for listing under the
California Endangered Species Act. The Commission would then decide to accept
or reject it as a candidate. If not accepted, additional information can be
submitted anytime later. If a petition is approved by the Commission the
Department will review it again and prepare a report to the Department
Director. The Commission would then reconsider listing the species.

(West): We're operating under two separate Acts, State and Federal. Would the
NMFS arrive at the same conclusion? And, did the state consult with the NMFS?

(Reynolds): There were informal discussions as to what constitutes an ESU.

(McInnis): The two agencies might not reach the same conclusion. If we are
going to put the Barnhart report on the agenda for the next meeting, all we
have is the committee's final report. We need some of the background
information on how they came to their conclusions. - I'll talk with staff about
this.

(Shake): OK. I suggest you have Dr. Barnhart participate in that discussion.
xk% pction *** - .

In conjunction with the discussion of the Klamath River Stock Identification
Committee report, the committee will provide background information used to
develop their findings.

(Shake): Another item of business left unfinished from yesterday, the
assignment to ask the Technical Work Group to look into the issue of yearling
release impacts on natural stocks.

(Wilkinson): My motion was to "Assign the Technical Work Group to investigate
the impacts of changing to fall releases, using Klamath River data, with the
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exceptzon of the 1980 brood year. They should consider age at return, size
at various ages, and ocean dlstrlbutlon

(Shake): 1'll read Mitch's statement on this issue from Page 10 of the
February 3-4, 1993, minutes. In clarifying his motion made in the June, 1992
meeting, Mitch said "My motion was to put together a group that would look at
all available biological information to assess the interaction between
hatchery and wild fish. It wasn't intended for the Task Force to take over -
the responsibility of managing mitigation hatcheries."” Keith, your motion
isn't addressing wild fish interaction, but simply the hatchery program?

(Wilkinson): It does include that. The interaction between hatchery and
natural fish is one of the concerns. :

(Shake): Did we approve your motion?

(Wilkinson): Yes.

(Shake): As I recall, you, staff and the TWG are to clarify the assignment?
(Wilkinson): Yes.

KAk ACtiOﬂ *xkk

Wilkinson will discuss this assignment with KRFRO staff and the TWG.
(Pierce): Didn't we at the KFMC meeting receive a report from the KFMC
Technical Advisory Team on release size and return rates? Specifically in
response to questions regarding hatchery practices?

{Wilkinson): My memory says that we'vé had sporadic reports from downstream
trapping information. My motion is to investigate the potential for going to.
fall releases.

(Shake): We might coordinate this with the KFMC Technical Advisory Committee.

*** Action ***

The TWG review of yearling releases at Iron Gate hatchery will also involve
coordination/review by the KFMC Technical Advisory Committee.

Agenda item 17: Report from;gpper basin ad hoc committee.

(Thackeray): As we concluded our meeting in Klamath Falls the committee was
directed to meet with upper basin representatives -- John Crawford, Elwood
Miller, and Rod Kucera, to try to resolve some of the issues 1nvolv1ng the
upper basin amendment document. 1It's a great concern to the people of the
upper basin that they be involved in these decision making processes. The
comments received on the upper basin document were assimilated into a digest.
The committee will consider comments in this digest. We also suggest
accepting the Initial Ecosystem Plan presented by the irrigators and oral
comments received at the Klamath Falls meeting as formal comment on the upper
basin document. The committee has held two meetings to discuss our charge and
identify what we want to do. The issues are larger than we thought they would
be. The next meeting will be between the Klamath Tribe and the
representatives from Klamath and Modoc Counties, on July 8. They'll meet to
discuss comments and the committee will meet the week of the 20th of July, to
continue their discussions. I'd like to have John Crawford and Elwood Miller
provide some comments on the process.

(Miller): We've been anxious to get involved with the Task Force and hopefully
this process will allow us to. We'll attempt to resolve the problems that
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exist between us. The group will bring back suggestions to this body on the
upper basin document and on the Long Range Plan I hope that everyone
involved keeps in mind the Tribe's rights. I've heard discussion of the
Klamath Compact and the restoration program as being the vehicles for change
but the Tribe has superior water rights as defined by the Supreme Court of the
United States We advocate working together as a whole and we hope in the
future we'll all be sitting at the table.

(Crawford): The water users appreciate the effort of the Klamath Tribe in
entering these discussions in the mode of cooperation which is necessary. The
agricultural community in Klamath Falls has legitimate concerns with the upper
basin document and the Long Range Plan. The task laid before the committee
involves settling differences between irrigators and the Tribe and also the
responsibility of considering the concerns by the agricultural community. Our
only opportunity to address the Long Range Plan is to work through the process
of the upper basin document. We will address all of the concerns in the Long
Range Plan and bring a report to this group. The water users have met and
reached the decision that the upper basin amendment ‘is acceptable with
modification if it can be used as a vehicle to address our concerns with the
upper basin document and the Long Range Plan. There's going to be an exchange
of technical information with the Tribe. We have not addressed the issue of
representation.

(Orcutt): I apologize for missing the meetlng, but 1ntend to be available for
future meetings.

(Shake): I'd like to commend George and the upper basin representatives. We
recognize that it's a big task. It appears to me that you've made substantial
progress. o

(Bingham): 1'd like to add that I'm very encouraged with this report. We're
moving in the right direction in getting everyone to buy into the plan. 1'll
remind everyone that the Long Range Plan is a living document.

(Bulfinch): I'm encouraged with the progress being made. There is a specific
plan for endangered sucker recovery. Many of the concepts contained therein
are provided by the water users and many will benefit anadromous fishes.
Salmonid restoration, however, is not less important than sucker recovery.

It is highly unlikely that the Long Range Plan is deleterious to anyone in the
upper basin. To proceed with the Long Range Plan of restoring anadromous fish
in the entire river system is de51rab1e but will cost a lot of money. The
thing that I note in the water users' approach is that their interest in the
Klamath Lake water and its tributaries disappears rapidly below Klamath
Straights. We have to start restoration now. Releases at Iron Gate Dam
impact the hatchery and Shasta River outmigrants. There are five dams on the
mainstem Klamath River and Iron Gate comes up for relicensing in 2006. Dam
operations have not been friendly to fish interests in the past and we have an
opportunity to have input into upcoming decisions. In order for us to
accomplish restoration above Iron Gate we must put the upper basin amendment
into effect now. We can also coordinate our efforts with those called for in
the sucker recovery plan. By doing so we'll have a better chance in getting
additional funding from congress. It is time to approve the amendment with
the safeguard of allowing recommendations from the upper basin committee.

I'1ll make that a motion, to approve the amendment with the safeguard of
allowing recommendations from the upper basin committee, if it is proper to
make such a motion at this point. I prefer to hear what other Task Force
menbers have to say.

(Thackeray): The committee requests a little time to discuss some of these
issves. I will oppose a motion to adopt the amendment until we are allowed at
least two more meetings. It will give credence to what we're doing and I
don't think it will affect what the Task Force is doing at this point.
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(Bulfinch): The purpose of the amendment is to give procedural authority in
the area where we now have no mandate to operate. .

%% Motion ***

{(Bulfinch): I move to adopt the upper basin amendment to the Long Range Plan,
with the amendment process to be opened October 1995 through January 1, 1996.
Then to be opened thereafter in five-year cycles, providing that the amendment
process can be opened at any time between five-year cycles by request of the
Chair or by the consensus vote of the Task Force.

(Bulfinch): If there are changes that come up, the process can be opened at
any time. It gives us legal mandate to work in that area. If we don't
maintain conditions and fish in the lower basin_there will be no need for

restoration of the upper basin.

{Shake): We have a motion on the table. Hearing no second, the motion does
not go forward. Kent, I appreciate what you're trying to do and I think it's
a good idea. I feel like our promise to folks in the upper basin has been to
provide an opportunity for them to meet with us. The benefits of their
involvement will be to strengthen the plan. Our promise to keep them involved
is why you probably didn't get a second to your motion.

(Bulfinch): I'll withdraw the motion. The intent is not to interfere with the
reconciliation approach. It is simply to give us some reasonable authority
for working on problems relating to anadromous fish restoration.

(Miller): I appreciate what Kent said about this issue. That's been the
Tribes' position. When does this Task Force expect to make a decision on the

upper basin amendment? _ :

(Shake): After your groups have met and come to the Task Force with a

recommendation. -
(Miller): The Tribe is willing to meet to resolve these issues but prefers

that milestone dates be established for adoption of the amendment document.
(Reynolds): The next agenda item addresses that issue.

(Shake): The ad hoc committee should tell us when they expect to have a
product available. I think George alluded to some date in October.

(Miller): The Tribe has not received a response to their comments on the upper
basin amendment document. Will there be a response? '

(Wilkinson): There's been no Task Force action on those. The Task Force has

presented them in digested and written form and will be considered in the ad
hoc committee process.

(Reynolds): The state will also provide comment on the upper basin document
and will send copies to the ad hoc committee members. We would like to be
assured that there will be an opportunity for comment on the final upper basin

document before final approval.

Agenda item 19: Public Comment

(Joseph Riker): The upper basin residents are very interested in recovery
actions that will impact the upper basin. Much of the historic information on
Upper Klamath Lake has not been addressed by your amendment. The City of
Klamath Falls would like to bring this to your attention. Offstream water
storage is an issue that your amendment fails to address. The amendment also
leaves the impression that the amendment supersedes the authority of the
Klamath Compact. The document ignores multiple use issues of the river and is
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single species focused. The City feelg that it can't ignore the needs of the
people and that an ecosystem approach is needed. We request that the ad hoc
committee efforts continue but request that the City also be involved. We
think there could be resolution of these problemsin a reasonable amount of
time. '

(Thackeray): I believe that the committee will regquest this type of
information from you. '

{(Rod Kucera): I'm testifying for the Klamath County Commissioners. The
commissioners feel that the amendment, as is, constitutes a threat to the
water rights of the irrigators. They would also like to see the ad hoc
committee continue work. They're concerned that their constituency is under-
represented and believe the ad hoc committee is the only way they can work
with the Task Force on this issue. Another item of concern is the
correspondence between the Commission and the Task Force. They request that
they receive correspondence at the Klamath County Office and would like to
receive minutes of Task Force and ad hoc committee meetings

(Shake): Consider it done.

(Felice Pace): I would like to thank the Task Force members for participating
in the CRMP meeting last night and to thank the upper basin folks that came
over to the meeting. On this upper basin issue, marsh restoration in that
area is controversial. You should keep in mind that every acre of marsh
restoration provides 3 acre-feet of water storage. Most of you are aware that
Oregon Natural Resources Council (ONRC) is involve in ongoing litigation in
the upper basin area and will have permanent staff in the Klamath Basin this
fall. It would be advantageous for the upper basin ad hoc committee to
contact the ONRC representatives and environmentalists in that area. Andy
Kerr will speak to the Rotary on 7/7/93 if anyone is interested in attending.
It is a process of inclusion. The environmentalists are stakeholders as well,
so I make this suggestion to the ad hoc committee to include them.

(Charles Wells, Chiloquin): I'm working with the upper Williamson Holistic
Resource Management Team which is a group of people from agencies, interested
parties, ranchers, and others trying to see how we will go about restoring the
Williamson on USFS land above the Yamsi Ranch. I'm involved with Friends of
Crater Lake and with the Concerned Friends of the Winema National Forest and
involved in the planning group for the town of Chiloquin. We're trying to
address the problems in that area. 1It's fitting that the Tribe be one of the
first groups of people contacted by the ad hoc committee and the irrigators as
well. However, they are not the only ones living there. People are the
critical factor for influencing the ecosystem. You're going to step into a
real problem if you don't get all the parties involved. The way this Task
Force is constructed is great but the way you're approaching this upper basin
amendment is going to cause problems if you don't have all the parties
together. Litigation may result if all parties are not involved.

Q: How would you recommend that the parties be involved?

(Wells): The Ad Hoc committee should respond to all people that provided
comments on your upper basin document. The issue that ought to be addressed
is how to get people together before you develop your work plan. I'm not sure:
that the City of Klamath Falls and the Klamath County Commissioners fully
represent all the interests in the area. You might consider holding a series
of workshops and conferences to get interested parties together.

(Shake): I think the Chair of the ad hoc committee heard you folks clearly and
I assume he'll proceed with that information.
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Agenda item 20;: Action on the upper basin amendment process -- what to do?

(Shake): I think the discussion of Kent's motion solidified our intents on how
to proceed.

(Bulfinch): One of difficulties in considering comments from the upper basin
representatives is their comment that there are "things" in the Long Ranﬁe
Plan and the upper basin amendment that are unacceptable. These "things
haven't been laid on the table as a specific item.

#x%x Motion A%

(Bulfinch): I move that the ad hoc comaittee provide a list of specific
changes needed for the upper basin amendment document.

(Thackeray): That's the intent of the.committee'to do so. Elwood has
expressed his desire to move forward on this issue. With comments just
received from Mr. Wells it is clear that we have to consider other interests.

(Wilkinson): The motion was not to put a time cap on this process but to give
you a time frame. We need this list that identifies what the problems are

with the two documents.

(Shake): Hearing no objection, motion carries.

k% ACthn xA%

The ad hoc committee will develop a list of specific concerns held by upper
basin residents on the Long Range Plan and the upper basin amendment document.
This list will be provided to the Task Force for consideration.

Agenda item 6: Task Force decision on a final work plan for FY1994.

(Bingham): I withdraw my original motion for adoption of the FY94 work plan.

*kk Motion ***% .
(Wilkinson): I move to accept the'budget committee recommendation for the
FY1994 work plan with these provisions: 1) abeyance of project HR-19, 2) the

exclusion of projects FP-09, FP-11, and FP-12, 3) the inclusion of project E-
06 in the budget as a contract extension, as funds become available.

Motion seconded.

(Bingham): Would that contract extension be for FY93 or FY94 funds?

(Wilkinson): For FY94 funds.

. (Shake): Although we could use FY93 funds for this. .

(Wilkinson): The education contract is essentially a FY1991 contract that was
amended in FY1993. By this action the budget committee is asking for
continuity of the education program.

(Shake): This motion, as I understand it, ?rov1des the Task Force the
opportunity to complete an action which we ve approved. We're three quarters
of the way through with the curricula development and this will allow us to

complete it.

(Reynolds) I'd like to know what is meant by "abeyance for HR-19" and
"exclusion of projects FP-09, FP-11, FP-12,
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- is just that, exclusion of those projects for consideration in the FY1994

1 %4

(Wilkinson): Holding funds in abeyance is recommended because funding project
HR-19, which is out of the operational area, is not desirable. The exclusion

budget.

(Bingham): The recommendation by the budget subcommittee came from the concern
expressed by two members of the committee. State proposals submitted for
funding while, at the same time, the state was faxllng to make the match. We
were also told by the screen shop staff that they can t build the screens next
year because the temporary staff position wasn 't funded either.

(Reynolds): 1'11 oppose the motion because I still don't know what the term
"abeyance" means. If the Technical Work Group rated these projects high, I
don't see any justification for them being removed from the list. If it is
the wish of the Task Force not to fund FP-09, 11, and 12 with federal funds, 1
can live with that. But can't accept having them removed from the list.

(Bingham): I would ask the maker of the motion to consxder changing the motion
to leave those projects on the work plan. This would enable us to secure '
state funding.

{Wilkinson): I agree with that.

(Shake): "Abeyance" means that this project (HR-19) will remain on the list,
but funding will be put on hold until the upper basin amendment is finalized.

(Reynolds): What's not clear is how long we'll hold it?
(Shake): Until the process is completed. '
(West): If that project is put on hold until the upper basin amendment issue

is resolved, will FY1994 funds be available? I understand that we're using
the $21,500 to fund other work on the list.

(Wilkinson): My motion is for inclusion of project E-06, as funds become
available. This could be from projects that were not completed, carryover
funds from FY93, funds that we're not aware of at this point.

{(West): From a technical standpoint the motion should show that this is a.
contract modification rather than an extension.

Motion carried. (Department of Agriculture -abstained.)

Agenda item 21: A long term "needs list" for Klamath fish restoration.

(Shake): A Task Force planning comm1ttee met last year and discussed the need
to develop a long term needs list. 1It's been on hold since last year. We
need to determine what we want to do on this. We've left this plannlng task
unfinished.

(Bingham): At the last meeting I asked that the Task Force to consider
developing a list of projects that could be referenced when agencies like the
USFWS get requests to identify restoration pro;ects on a short turn-around.
Some of us were concerned that the Task Force didn't have much input when the
jobs bill was being considered. One thought that came to mind was to use our
approved list of projects. :

(Reynolds) Nat, I think this is a good idea but this would reguire some staff
work. I'm sure that the various entities on the Task Force are more than
aware of their needs relative to watersheds and problems. I feel it would be
a good thing for the Task Force to have a composite list of all things needing
to be done.
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(Bingham): That's what I have in mind. We could use the approved list of
projects or we could assign a committee to address this.

(Reynolds): Does this require a motion or can the Chair order this?

(Shake): I'd like to hear public comment on this issue.

Agenda item 22: Public comment.

(No comment.)

(Shake): Hearing none, what's the Task Force's desire on this? The suggested
action is to direct staff, Technical Work Group, or committee to develop this

list. What's your request?

(Binghami: I think this could fall within the purview of the Technical Work
Group, to draft a list, and bring it to the Task Force.

(Pierce): 1 think that input from staff and the Technical Work Group would be
helpful. I recommend staff develop a list to be sent to Technical Work Group
members for review and discussion.

(Reynolds): I recommend that staff develop correspondence for the Chair' 8
signature, requesting each of the.Task Force members to provide a list of
recommended projects back to staff. Staff will compile and forward this list

to the Technical Work Group.

(Shake): I think the budget committee also needs to be involved with this.
{Rohde): Projects that are placed on this list should have the appropriate
permitting processes completed so they can be implemented immediately. At
least these types of projects should be listed separately.

(Shake): Hearing no objection, KRFRO will do this. This list must be developed
within the sideboards of the Long Range Plan.

Agenda item 23: Directiom to identify/develop the long term needs list.

*%%* Action *i%

KRFRO staff will prepare a letter to Task Force members, asklng for ideas and
recommended projects to be included in a long term needs list. Staff will
compile the list, and work with the Technical Work Group and the budget
comnittee to deve10p recomnendations for the Task Force.

Agenda item 24: Take care of unfinished business.

. (Shake): Is there any unfinished-tusiness?

(Pierce): We have one small issue. We should clarify who should be allowed
into the TWG annual proposal ranking meeting. Those that have attended in the
past include Task Force members, KRFRO staff and additional agency
representatives. I don't know whether we want this to be a Technical Work
Group or a Task Force decision. I persona11¥ think that Task Force members
should be allowed access to the process. s a good learning process for
Task Force members to see some of our hassles we have while ranking proposals.
I defer to you, Bill, to determine how you want to handle this discussion.

(Shake): I don't know all the details, and am not sure that I want to air this
issue at this level. Lets talk about it among us and maybe we'll resolve it.
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(Shake): Another item of unfinished business, we have a recommendation by the
Education Committee. :

(Wilkinson): Paula Yoon has requested funds from our FY1993 budget.

(Paula Yoon): I'm here to request a $500 contribution to pay for expenses for
a EBureka High School 5-day field trip on the Klamath River. It will occur the
first week of July, 1993. A group of 15 students will participate. 1t'11
give them skills how to develop presentations on fishery issues for use at
other high schools. 1 recognize that there is a funding policy matter here
but hope that accommodation can be made for this project.

(Pierce): what's the money going to be used for?
(Yoon): Food, camping expenses, and gasoline.

(West): Could staff give us an estimate of surplus or deficit in this year's
budget? :

(Iverson): The identifiable surplus is the $16,000 for ?roject PC-02.
Otherwise, the money would come from the bottom of the '94 list.

(Bulfinch): Have you approached local sport fishing organizations?
(Yoon): This is actually a $4,500 project. The Pacific States Marine
Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) is contr1but1ng as well as many other
organizations.

(Shake): In terms of precedent, we have funded workshops and pr1nt1ng costs in
the past. It is a small amount requested.

**% Motion **%

(Wilkinson): I move to approve the request for $500.

(Rohde): Is this part of the proposal E-02 (Attachment 2) that is above the
funding line for FY1994? . '

(Yoon): No. It is in conjunction with that project but is a request for
additional funding to pay for this field trip.

Motion carried. (Department of Agriculture abstained.)

(Shake): We have another item of business -- the letter from California
Department of Fish and Game dealing with the review of artificial propagation
policies and procedures.

(Reynolds): I undertake this reluctantly. I agree with Leaf that we need to
go back to the plan to develop a policy for fish rearing, s1m1lar to the
guidelines developed by the Trinity Task Force. If we don't reéesolve this at
this time it will persist as an issue of controversy. Would the Chair prefer
to appoint representatives or a committee to discuss this issue?

(Shake): 1'd just as soon have Task Force members respond back to you
individually..

(Pierce): I assume that in responding that we will be able to remind you of
the long range planning process in which we spent a lot of time on these
policies. The Department's request seems to be in conflict with that process.
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(Reynolds): This is in response to a motion made by Mitch Farro last year
(which carried) stating that this process should be initiated in order to

develop a specific policy paper.
(Pierce): Then that motion was in conflic€ of the Long Range Plan policy.

{Shake): Ear11er today I read the motion by Mitch Farro. (Chairman Shake re-

" read Farro's original motion excerpted from the minutes of the February, 1993

meeting.) This policy Forrest is working on is a State policy, rxght Forrest?

(Reynolds): I'l1l have to do some more research. 1 recall another motion that
was made that suggested that we have a Klamath Task Force policy on the issue
of fish rearing projects.

(Bingham): I'm not sure if there is an inconsistency with this motion and a
policy in the Long Range Plan. I suggest this matter be placed on a future
meeting agenda, providing an opportunity for Forrest to resolve the matter.

(Reynolds) We 11 research it. I believe there was a motion made by the Task

- Force. If it's the will of the Task Force not to follow up on this, I'll stop

now, because there is already a State policy.
(Pierce): You'll find that this issue had been resolved at an earlier date.

Agenda item 8: Report on identification of critical fish refugia (Continued).

(Rohde): The Task Force asked me to re-draft the letter to landowners. A
letter was put together to send to landowners regarding critical watersheds
identified by the Technical Work Group. I tried to include the ideas that I
heard yesterday.

(Thackeray): Thanks Bob. It looks OK ﬁow.'

(Shake): Hearing no objections, we'll have the letter finalized by staff, sent
to me for signature before sending it out to landowners.

(Rohde): There was some discussion about the term "critical" and other

definitions of watersheds outside of these critical watersheds. The phrase
"Key" watershed was discussed yesterday. 1Is there some direction from the
Task Force on how the Technical Work Group could better define the critical

"watersheds?

(Bingham) I suggest that we direct the Technical Work Group to go ahead with
the "key watershed" concept and suggest that it be in the form of a two tier
system. High quality pristine areas would be included in the first tier and
"key" or essential watersheds would be included in the second tier, noting
that "key" watersheds are important for basin-wide recovery of stocks. This
list would be sent out for public comment and then brought back to the Task
Force for final review and adoption.

(Rohde): We've developed the first tier. Now we'll identify the second tier
of "key" watersheds but specific to what fish stocks?

{Bingham): Critical stocks.

(West): We need specific guidance as to which stocks. Those identified in the
Long Range Plan?

(Shake): You should go through the Long Range Plan and the report by the Stock

Identification Committee (Dr. Barnhart's report) rather than getting into the
Stocks at Risk identified by the Humboldt Chapter of the AFS.
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(Bingham): I agree because this Task Porce has not considered the Stocks At
Risk paper formally.

(West): Mr. chairman, we'll end up listing every basin because each watershed
is critical for restoration. '

(Bingham): Is there any possibility of prioritization?

(West): Yes. If you give us some guidance on how you would like the basins
prioritized.

(Shake): Can we ask you to give us some guidance on how you think it ought to
be prioritized?

(West): Yes. We can come up with some alternatives.
k% Action *ix

The TWG will develop a recommendation for prioritizing "key watersheds” in the
Klamath Basin.

(Shake): Ok. Thank you. There is a field trip today at 2:00 p.m. sponsored
by the Scott River CRMP. :

Future agenda items:

CDFG will give a report at the next meeting on the FY1994 State work plan.

Set meeting date and location for winter meeting.

January 18-19, in Eureka, (To begin at 12:00 noon on the 18th).

Next meeting: Oct 5-6, 1993, in Hoopa, California.

(Wwilkinson): Didn't we make a decision on a KFMC meeting in Hoopa in the same
week? '

a: Yes.
(Wilkinson): This is an excellent opportunity for a joint meeting.
(Shake): Mike Orcutt will get all information on accommodations.

(Bingham): I think it would be good to have'a joint meeting. There would be
some real benefits to a half day concurrent session with the KFMC.

(Shake): Meeting adjourned.
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ATTACHMENT 1

MEETING AGENDA FOR THE
KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE
JUNE 15-16, 1993, YREKA, CALIFORNIA

8:00 am Convene meeting, opening remarks, introductions.
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1.

Discussion/adoption of agenda.

2. Approval of minutes from Mafch 30-31, 1993 meeting.

3. Report from budget committee on development of Fiscal Year 1994
work plan. (Bingham) .

4. Task Force discussion of work plan recommendation.

Break

5. Public comment on FY1994 work plan.

6. Action: Task Force decision on final FY1994 work plan.

7. Report on draft FY1995 Request For Proposals. (West)

8. Report on identification of critical fish refugia. (West)

Lunch _

9. Action planning: Should the TWG increase subbasin planning effort
by implementing Project 93-PC-2 during FY1993? (West)
Action: Task Force will provide direction to the Technical Work
Group.

10. Status of the Klamath River Instream Flow Study. (Shake)
Action: Appointment of ad hoc scoping committee.

Break.

11. Status report on Klamath and Six Rivers National Forests' Land
Management Plans. (Holder) '

11. Report on progress of the Forest Service's Pacific Salmon Work
Group (PacFish). (Holder)

12. Presentation of Klamath Basin hatchery review final report.
(Reynolds)

13. Comment on the report from Task Force representatives on the
hatchery review team. (Bingham, Eric Laudenschlager)

14. Report on Shasta fall chinook status with reference to California
Endangered Species Act listing. (Reynolds)

15. Report on Shasta River 1993 unimpaired flow experiment. (Bill
Chesney)

16. Public comment.

Adjourn meeting for the day.



June 16:

8:00 Reconvene. Announcements.
8:05 17. Report from upper basin ad hoc committee. (Thackeray)
8:30 18. Task Fbrce discussion on how to proceed with development of the

upper basin amendment document.
8:45 19, Public comment.
9:15 20. Action: Upper basin amendment process -- What to do?
9:45 Break.
10:00 21. A long term "needs list" for Klamath fish restoration. (Bingham)
10:30 22, pPublic comment.

11:00 23. Action: Direction to staff, TWG, or committee to identify/develop
the long term needs list.

11:00 24, Take care of unfinished business.
Identify new agenda items.
Review assignments.
Set meeting date and location for winter meeting.

12:00n Adjourn meeting.
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PREZPARE A DESION PACKAOE AND. NEPA 78
DOCUMENT FOR THMR STABILIZATION OF A

LARGE LANDSLIDE TMAT TMRRATENS

ANADROMOUS PISHERIES MADITAT AND VATER
QUALITY IN THE LOWER 6 MILES OF THEL

SALMON RIVER,

BUILDING ON THE PATNOOEN PREVALENCE - 78
STUDY OF SALMONID SMOLTS CONDUCTED IN
PY92, THIS STUDY WILL:

A) DOCUMENT THE INCIDENCE
AND INTENSITY OF PATHOOEN INPECTION
B) MONITOR IMNUNE DEFENSE
CHARACTERISTICS OPF MATCKERY CNINOOK
C) COMRELATE PHYSIOLOGICAL AND
NON-SPECIPIC [MMUNE DEPENSE
MEASUREMENTS WITN MEALTH STATUS PRIOR
TO HATCHENY RELEASE, COLLECTION SITE
AND TIME, INPECTION, AND ENVIRONNENTAL
CONDITIONS (PLOW, TENPERATURR).

DETERMINATION OF THE AQEL COMPOSITION OF T4
THE NKLAMATH RIVER PALL CNINOOX RUN IN

1003 FOR USE IN THE MANAOEMENT OF THIS
8TOCK.

EDUCATE STUDENTS GRADES 1-8 ON 7
IMPORTANCE & INTRACACY OF AQUATIC
BCOSYSTEMS & WATZRSNED PROCESSES.

PORGE PARTNERSNIP IN STEWARDSMIP &
EDUCATION BETWEEN RESTORATION COUNCIL,
FORKS OF SALMON SCNOOL, POREST SERVICE,

CA DEPT. OP PISR & CAME, OTNER

INDEPENDENT SPECIALISTS & TXE SALMON

RIVER COMMUNITY.

EDUCATE, INVOLVE ANO BASICALLY TRAIN 73
LOCAL COMMUNITY RESIDENTS AND TNE
PRIVATE -LANDOWNERS WITKIN THE BARE

COUNTRY LANDSCAPE TO IDENTIFY,

sbtoh\ 74,559 .
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KLAATX Pis STORATION PROGRAN 7 : o
FISCAL V¥ OJECT PROPOSALS

{11 rank)

::::z:‘l’ COOPERATOR SUBBASIN  PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST Comaent

PRIORITIIR, AND RESTORE CRITICAL
RIPARIAN RCOSYSTENS ON SOTM PUBLIC AND
TNEIR OWN PRIVATE LANDS,

UR-10  KLAMATH NP -~ OAX KNOLL RD NIDOLS NORSE CRERX RESTORATION PROJRCT 38797 TO STABILIZE ROADBED AND STREAMBANK 73
EROSION WHICH 18 CONTRIBUTING HIGN
LOADS OF SBDINENT INTO TNE NORSE CREEX
DRAINAGE. TKRSZ AREAS OF MIGHM
SEDIMENT DELIVERY ARE ADVERSELY
APPECTING EGO AND FRY SURVIVAL AND
REQUCING TNE AVAILABILITY OF REPUCIUN
AND REARING RABITAT.

WR-32 SISKIVOU RESOUACR CONSSRVATION 9COTT STOCKWATER POR CRINOON - SCOTT VALLRY 7860 CONDUCT A STUDY ON THE SCOTT VALLEY ™
DIsT IRRI0ATION DITOX IRRIGATION DITCK TO DETEZRNINE
PEASIBILITY OF PROVIDING STOCXWATER
FROX WELLS RATMER THAN DIVERTED SURPACE
WATER,

HR-37  OREAT NORTHEIRN CORPORATION SUASTA GENERIC PENCING 80020 CONSTRUCT APPROXIMATELY 3 MILZS OF n
CATTLEZ EXCLUSION PENCE, PLANT EXCLUSION
AREAS TO ACCELERATE RIPARIAN RRCOVERY,

FR-04 = NORTHERN CALIP INDIAM DEVAL NIDDLE MID-KLANATR CNINOOK ACCRLERATED RESTORATION 164787 RESTORE TNE LOCALLY ADAPTED PALL n
councit PROGRAM CHINOOK [N SZLECT TRIBUTARIKS OF THE
KLAMATH RIVER, :

8-02 FISKERIZS ProcU® LOWER EUREKA NION SCNOOL KLAMATH RIVER PROJECT 1268 OFPER A HIGK SCKOOL CLASS TO STUDINTS 713
WHO MAVE BEEZN EXTENSIVELY INTRODUCED TO
AND STUDYING THE KLAMATH SALMON 1SSUE
AND WHO ARE READY TO RECEIVE TRAINING
IN PRODUCING A QUALITY PRESENTATION TO
TAKE TO OTHER MIOM SCHOOL STUDENTS.

NR-34  OREAT NORTUERN CORPORATION GUASTA RIPARIAN PLANTING EVALUATION 31616 IMPROVE SUCCESS RATE OF RIPARIAN 70
PLANTINGS ALONG THE SKASTA RIVER,

FR-02  WORTHERN. CALIF IMDIAN DEVEL LOWRR YUROK RESERVATION LATE RUN PALL CNINOOK 160018 B, RESTORE FleX STOCKAS 70

councIL ACCRLERATED STOCKING PROGRAN Tok| ) 037, k)

WR-16  KLAMATH NP o N1DOLE MID-KLAMATH SUB-BASIN GRDIMRNT ANALYS!S 04330 DETERMINE SRDIMENT PRODUCTION RATES, {1
% . SHARE INPO, PRIORITIIK MATERSNZD :
RESTORATION ACTIVITIES, PREPARK LIST OF
PROJECTS, INVOLVE PUBLIC, AND COmPILS
INPO INTO Q1S,

“MR-19  KLANATH NP -- SALNOM RIVER RD SALNON SOUTN PORK BACKWATSR POOL WITR COVER 2680 INCREASE WINTER REARING AND POST (4
. STRUCTURE : ’ : EMEROENCE KABITAT POR JUVENILE

.
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PROJECT COOPERATOR

SUBBASIN
NeER
MR-20  SISKIYOU RESOURCE COMSRAVATION 80OTY
DIST A
£-03  KLAMATH NP .. NIoOLS
MR-17  KLAMATH NP -- NAPPY CANP RD NIDOLS
WR-18Z KLAMATH NP -- SALMON RIVER RD SALMON
£-08 KIODER CR, OUTDOOR/KTNA RLEM. OCOTY
SCH.
FP-08 USPFWS -~ COASTAL CALIF FRO LOwRR
NR-31  SISKIYOU RESOURCR CONSERVATION SCOT?

DIsST

ooy rmpe .y

KLAMATN PISNERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PISCAL YRAR 1994 PROJECT PROPOSALS

(11sted by rank)

PROJECY DRSCRIPTION

BCOTT R. BANK PROTECTION, RIPARIAN
PENCE/PLANT ~ BLACK RANCH

KLAMATH BASIN FISHERIRS SENINARS

INDIAN CREEX TRRRACKE AND RIPARIAN
RE~BSTABLIOHMENT

SALNON RIVER SUD-SASING RIPARIAN PLANTING

PROJECT

KIDDER CREEX RESTORATION PROJECT

SPAWNING QROUND SURVEYS OF LOWER KLAMATH

TRIBUTARIES

SCOTT RIVER PLOW ENHANCEMENT - PILOT
PROJECT

113409

1403

21000

16300

3280

84460

14482

Coament

»

STEELHEAD AND CNINOOK PRY IN TNEZ SOUTN
PORK SALMON RIVER,

INSTALL LARGE ROCKX RIPRAP, FENCE AREA 69
TO RESTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCESS TO

RIPARIAN 2I0ONEZ, AND PLANT TREIES AND

SHRUBS TO PROVIDE BOTH REDUCED SEDIMENY
PROM STREAMBANK EBROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEGETATION POR STREAM SMADING.

CONOUCT PIVE PUBLIC (1]
INPORMATION/EDUCATION BEMINARS TO

DISCUSS KLAMATN RIVER BASIN PISN

SPECIES, HABITAT REQUIREMENTS AND LIPS
HISTORY. A PORTABLE COLD WATER

AQUARIUM WOULD BE USED TO ENKANCE THE
DISCUSSION.

RESTORE CHANNEL CONDITIONS WHICK o
PROVIDE POR REEZSTABLISMMENT OF NATIVR
PLOUD PLAIN AND TERRACE VEGETATION ’
WHILE ENHANCING STREAMBED AND BANK
STABILITY.

PLANT RIPARIAN SPECIES IN AREAS ALONG A &0
NUMBER OF DIVPEAENT STREAMS THAT

SUPPORT CHMINOOK AND STEELKEAD. TNL
RIPARIAN PLANTING WILL EVENTUALLY

PROVIDE SHADE AND COVER, AND WILL

INCREASE BANK STABILIZATION.

CONTINUE TO IMPLEMENT A RESTORATION o
PROJECT INCLUDING A TREE PLANTING

PROGRAM ON KIDDER CREEK AND EZOUCATE
STUDENTS AND OUR ADULT COMMUNITY OF
MABITAT REQUIREMENTS AND TNHEZ BCOMOMIC

AND CULTURAL IMPORTANCE OP OUR SALMON
POPULATION.

ESTABLISK CONSISTENT MONITORINO REOINKE 87
FOR LOWER KLAMATM RIVER TRIBUTARIES AND
GATHER INPORMATION REGARDING SPAWNER
RETURNS TO THESE STREAMS,

STORE WATER IN AND UNDER LANDS ADJACZNT 87
TO SCOTT RIVER FOR RELEASE AS NEEDED IN
THE PALL TO INCREASE rLOW.
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PROJECT COOPRRATOR

NNRER
PP-13  SISKIVOU RESOURCE CONSRRVATION
DIST
NP-08  KLANMATE NP -- SALNOW RIVER WD
PP-O8> USPWS -- COASTAL CALIP PRO
5-08  DIANE KIGGINS
MR-28  KLAMATH POREST ALLIANCK
HR-02  KLAMATH NP -~ NAPPY CANP RD
€-01  CALIP CONSERVATION CORPS
PP-0¢  USPWS -- COASTAL CALIF RO
) »
»
FP-03  USFWS -- COASTAL CALIF FRO
FR-05  ART FRAZIER

NIDOLS

LOWRR

KLAMATH PISN
PISCAL YEAR

TION PROGRAM
ECT PROPOSALS

{(1teted dy rank)

PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

STUDENT-BUILT FISM SCREUNS ON SCOTT RIVAR
TRIBUTARIES

LITTLR NORTN PORK WATRRSNEO INPROVEMENT
NERDS INVENTORY

STATUS OF BALNON STOCKS AT BLUK CREEX

KLAMATH RIVER RDUCATIONAL PROGRAM POR
ORADSS K-3

BARE COUNTRY LANDSCAPR COMMUN, PARTNERSHIP
PROJ. O#3(ROADS: RIPAR, STABILIZ.

INDIAN AND RLK CREEX RIPARIAN MHABITAT
RESTORATION @1

LOWER KLAMATN PISNERIRS INFORMATION
DISPLAYS

SPRING ENIORATION ASSRSONENT OF KLAMATHN
RIVER JUVENILE SALMONIDS

KLAATH RIVER YEARLING GALMONID EXIORATION
MONITORING

HAJOIEL CREEK HATCHNING/REARING PROJECT

COST Coament

10837

17180

1414}

12480

18200

24300

11000

12032

STUDENTS FROM ETNA HIGH SCHOOL WILL
RESEARCHK, DESIGN, PABRICATE, INSTALL
MONITOR AND MAINTAIN TWO PISH SCREENS
ON SUGAR CREEX AND ONE FPISM SCREEN ON
PRENCH CRREKX.

PROVIDE AN INVENTORY THAT INCLUDES
CURRENT INSTREAM CONDITIONS AND A LIST
0F PROJECYS THAT WOULD IMPROVE MABITAT
IN LITTLE NORTH PORK WATERSKED,

DEVELOP CURRICULUM AND PIELD
ACTIVITIES, CONDUCT TEACNKR WORNSNOPS,
EVALUATE 4-12TH GRADE CURRICULUM.

THIS PROJECT WILL POCUS ON LRARNING
ABOUT: 1) ROAD STABILIZATION [N
RIPARIAN AREZAS, 2) FIRERPROOPING ON A
LANDSCAPE LEVEL, 3) ROAD MAINTENANCE
TECHNIQUES WHICH POCUS ON EROSION
CONTROL.

PROVIDE CONIPER AND DECIDOUS COVER
WITHIN THE RIPARIAN MANACEMENT 20NES
THAT MAY MAVE A GREATER CWC! or

SURVIVING LAROE PLOOD EVENTS.

A COLLABORATIVE PROJECT INVOLVING CCC,
CAL TROUT, COPG, CALIP DEPT OF PARKS
AND REC, AND UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION TO PROVIDE
VISITORS WITH INPORMATION CONCERNING
ANADROMOUS SALMONID STOCKS.
MONITORING OF THR SPRING-SUMNER
JUVENILE SALMONID EMIORATION FROM TNE
KLAMATH RIVER.

MONITORING TNE VEARLING JUVENILE
SALMONID BMIORATION FROM THE KLAMA
RIVER. -

BOOST PRODUCTION OF PALL CHINOOK,
THROUGH BIO-ENHANCEMENT, WITHIN TNE

SALMON RIVER SUB-BASIN, PARTICULARLY IN

[ LW
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PROJECT COOPERATOR ot
RUNDER .
PP-30  USPWS -- COASTAL CALIFP FRO °
NP-01  USPWS -- KLAMATN RIVER FRO
PP-0)  USPWS ~- COASTAL CALIP PRO
re-20 USPWS ~- YUROK TRIBAL PISN

oEPT
PR-06 ROBERT WILL

I

HR-20 KLAMATH NF -~ SALMNON RIVER RD
re-1)7 usrwe -- COASTAL CALIP PRO
HR-38  GREAT NORTHERM CORPORATION
MR-36 OREAT NORTHERN CORPORATION
WR-22 KLAMATH POREST ALLIANCE

SHASTA

SRASTA

KLAMATN PISNERY RESTURATION PROGKAN
PISCAL YBAR 19904 PROJECT PROPOSALS

(11eted by rank)
PROJRCT OROCRIPTION

CHINOOK SALMON STOCK DISCRIMINATION/OPTICAL
PATTERN RECOGNITION OF SCALE SAMPLE

KLAMATN RIVER INSTRRAM PLOVW STUDY - PHASE |

0.8TURGEON AQRAGROWTN ANALYSES W/OPTICAL
PATTERN RECOONITION OF PECTORAL PINRAYS

.

MONITORING OF KLAMATN BASIN JUVENILE
CHINOOK PRODUCTION PRIOR TO ESTUARY ENTRANC

LITTLE NORTN PORK CKINOOK HATCMING/RBARING
PROJECT

ZANR LANDSLIDE STABILIZATION

EVALUATION OF STATUS/TRENDS OF CONO BALMON
IN KLAMATH R. TRIBS. (EXCLTRINITY R,

BXSTROM FPENCING

LINQUIST PLANTING

PISHERIES AND MABITAT PROTECTION AND

COST Coament

TRIBUTARIES WHERE PALL CHINOOK NUMBERS
APPEAR DEPRESSED OR PAR BELOW THE

STREAM'S KNOWN CARRYING CAPACITY.

33470 DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN XLAMATH RIVER PALL

CHINOOX 8TOCKS USING SCALR SANPLES,

TO INITIATE AN INSTREAN FLOW STUDY OM
THE . MAINSTEN KLAMATN RIVER,

28160

18003 DETERMINE AOGK STRUCTURE AND PROVIDS
DESCRIPTIVE GROWTH DATA RELATED YO PASY

LIFPE MISTORY.

INDEX KLAMATN RIVER BASIN JUVENILR
CHINOOX PRODUCTION AND DETERMINE
RELATIVE CONDITION AND CONTRIBUTION OP
HATCHERY AND NATURAL STOCXS. DETERMINE
THE RELATIVE SURVIVAL OF MARXBD CNINOOX
AND RELATE TO RIVER PLOW.

39703

30068 BOOST PRODUCTION OF NATIVE PALL
CHINOOX, THROUGH BIOENMANCEMENT, WITHIN
THE NORTHN FORK SALMON RIVER SUB-BASIN
PARTICULARLY IN NORTH FORK SALMON RIVER
TRIBUTARIES WHERE PALL CHINOOX NUMBERS
APPEAR DEPRESSED OR PAR BELOW THE
STREAM'S KNOWN CARRYING CAPACITY.

41100 PREVENT PURTHER MASS WASTING PROM A
COMPLEX LANUSLIDE. SLIDE PAILURE wOULD
DIRECTLY INPLUENCE THE QUALITY OF WATER
AND HABITAT IN NEGRO CREEX AND THR
SOUTH FORK OF THE SALMON.

DETEAMINE THE STATUS AND TREND OF CONO
SALMON IN BELECTED KLAMATM RIVER
TRIBUTARIES.

30120

FENCE CONSTRUCTION WITHIN A YEAR OF
CONTRACT AWARD, PLANTINO WILL BE
CONDUCTED DURING WINTER AFTER PENCE
CONSTRUCTION.

4888 PLANT 7728 LINEAL FRET OF RIVER BANX TO

ACCELERATE RIPARIAN RECOVERY,

5100 PROMOTE COMMUNICATION BETWEEN DREDOERS

Rank

[ }]

a1
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PROJECT COOPERATOR ~ VBBASIN
NAGRR y

NR-08  XLAMATN NP -- GAX NMOLL RD NIDOLE
PP-08a USPWS -- COASTAL CALIP PRO Lowar
MR-38  VRENA PISH. MABITAT INPROVE,  BASIN

HEADQ.

PR-01  CALIP CONSERVATION CORPS LovER
NR-00  KLAMATN NP -- OAX KNOLL RO  MIDOLS
WP-02  KLAMATH NP -- WAPPY CAXP RD.  MIDOLE
NP-07  SISKIVOU RESOURCE CONSARVATION SCOTT

KLAMATH P18N
PISCAL YRAR }

{11ated by raenk)

PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

ENNANCENENT PROJECT POR DREDOERS

HUMBUG CARREK REYUOIUN

RADITAT RESTORATION
PROJECT :

STATUS OF BALMON STOCKS AT BLUR CKEZX

TEMPORARY HELP FOR THE YREKA FISHERIRS

- HABITAT INPROVEMENT NEADQUARTERS

LOWER KLAMATR SALMONID RRSCUR PROJECT

ORIDER CRREK S8IDE CHANNEL INPROVEMENT
OAK FLAT CREEK SEDIMENT STUOY

. 8COTT RIVER ORANITIC SRDIMENT noulmma'

TION PROGRAM
ECT PROPOSALS

COST Cosament

AND THE NINING COMMUNITY. EDUCATX AND
INVOLVE THE DRRDOINO COMNUNITY IN
PISHERIES PROTECTION, INVESTIGATE
VARIOUS METHODS OF HABITAT ENNANCEMENT
UTILIZING A SUCTION DREDGE, INVOLVE
VOLUNTEER DREDOERS TO COLLRCT WATER
QUALITY, NABITAT, AND DREDGINO ACTIVITY
DATA.

o768

CREATE REPUGIUN MABITAT DURING LOW OR 60

NO FLOW SRABONS.

58484 MONITOR CONDITIONS OF A ¥ILD $TOCX OF 80
PALL CHINOOK AT BLUE CREEK, A MAJOR
TRIBUTARY TO THE LOWER XLAMATK RIVER,

A) SPAWNER SURVEYS
AND JUVENILE EMIGRATION TRAPPING AND
CODED WIRE TAGOINO,
8)
SPAWNER SURVEYS AND YEAR-ROUND PLOW AND
TEMPERATURE DATA.

31118 PROVIDE 1 PERSON YEAR OF STAPPING

CAPABILITY TO MAINTAIN EXISTING

SCREENS. : - :

A COOPERATIVE PROJECT INVOLVING CCC &
DPG DESIONED TO RESCUE NATURALLY
PRODUCED JUVENILE SALMONIDS FROM LOWER
KLAMATH TRIBUTARIES EXPERIENCING
SEASONAL LOSS OF SURFACE PLOWS, CREWS
WILL EMPLOY TRAPS, SEINES AND
ELECTROFISHING METHOOS. RESCUED PISH
WILL BE TRANSPORTED TO SUITABLE,
UNDERSEEDED MABITAT WITHIN THE SAME
WATERSHED, NO PISH REARING WILL TAXS
‘PLACE. MBETS OBJECTIVE E: RESTORE PISN
STOCKS. :

36112 se

PROVIDE REFUCTUN TO INCREASE CNINOOK a0
SALMON AND STEELNEAD PRODUCTION IN

GRIDER CREEK.

18386

IMPROVE OUR UNDERSTANDING OF SEDINENT 00
PRODUCTION AND INPLUENCES ON PISH

HABITAT,

11826

112840 ASSESS THE 1004 MABITAT CONDITIONS AND 290

Rank
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PROJECT COOPERATOR ' SUBBASIN
MRBAR
(JT3 4

FP-03  USPWS -- COASTAL CALIF YRO . ° NAINSTENM
FR-00  ORLEANS ROD AND OUM CLUD #00TT
FP-07T  USPWS -- COABTAL CALIF FRO LOWER
rc-3 USPWS -- XLAMATM RIVER PRO BASIN
PP-02  HUNBOLOT STATE UMIVERSITY RAINSTEM
MR-01  CALIF CONSERVATION COAPS Lovan

.,

»
MR-11  KLAMATM NP -- OAX KNOLL RD wIoOLR
MR-10  CALIP CONSERVATION CORPS NIDDLE

Yy
cave, .
MR T ol TV

KLAMATH PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 199¢ PROJECT PROPOSALS

(11eted by rank)
PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

MAINSTEN KLAMATY RIVER PALL CHINOOX
SPAVNING BSCAPEMENT

RREAR STEELREAD RESCURD FROM SCOTT RIVER
TRIBUTARIES .

PISNERIES INVESTIGATIONS AT TERWER CRERX

DEVELOP S8COPE OF WORK POR 1008 PISHERY
RESTORATION PROGRAM REVIEW

BIOLOGY, HARVEST & RESTORATION OF KLAMATH
RIVER GREEN STURCEON :

TECTAN CRERX SALMON & STREELNRAD MABITAY
RESTORATION PROJECT

OROUSE CRERK STABILIZATION PROJECT

CCC/USYS PARTNERSKIP POR NIDOLE KLAMATH
SUB-BASIN

18710

2300

46588

48040

2283

167218

Cosavnt Raak

CONPARE WITN THE 1089 NASITAT
CONDITIONS POR: STREAMBED ORAVEL

COMPOSITION (11 SITES) AND FOR CRANNEL
MORPHOLOOY (18 BITES).

ESTIMATE THE PALL CHINOOX SALMON (1]
BPAWNING ESCAPEMENT IN THE MAINSTEN
KLAMATH RIVER,

»

NONITOR SALMON AND STEELHZAD STOCKS, ]
ASSESS MABITATS AND EROSION SOURCES,

AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS POR SPECIPIC
MEASUKES TO RESTORE AQUATIC RABITAT.

PREPARE A DETAILED PLAN OF WORK TO [ 34
IMPLEMENT POLICY 7.4.

COLLECT INPORMATION ON THE HARVEST OF 87
OREEN STURGEON IN THEZ KLAMATN RIVER,
INITIATE COMPRENENSIVE LIPZ MISTORY
STUDIES INCLUDING AN ASSESSMENT AND
DESCRIPTION OF SPAWNING AREAS. PROVIDE
INPORMATION POR PUTURE RFESTORATION
MEASURES.

DESION AND CONGTRUCT INSTREAN [ 3/
STRUCTURES AT 12 SITES ON THE LOWER 2
MILES OP TECTAM CREEX TO CREATE SCOUR
POOLS, DEEPEN EXISTING POOLS. PROVIDE
POOL AND ZOOEWATER COVER, AND MIGH

WATER REFUGZ MABITAT. PLACE ROOTWADS,
LOGS AND LWD [N STREAX CHANNEL AND
MARGINS. DPG STAPP WILL COMPLETE SITE
DESION. CCC WILL PROVIDR CREW LABOR

AND TECHNICAL SUPERVISION,

STABILIZE STREANM BANKS AND RESTORER e
RIPARIAN AREAS TO PREVENT BRODED

" MATERIAL PROM BEING DELIVEBRED TO BEAVER

CREEX,

DEMONSTRATE THE VIABILITY OF A se
STATE/PEDERAL PARTNERSMIP AS A
COST-EPECTIVE WAY TO UNDERTAKE
RESTORATION EPPORTS IN THE MIDDLE
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sUBaASIN

PROJACTY COOPERATOR
NUNBER
v
MR-37  SISKIYOU RESOURCE CONSERVATION 800TT
DI8T
WR-30 SISKIYOU RESOURCE CONSERVATION 8COTT
DlisY
HR-18  KLAMATH NF -- HAPPY CANP RD ni1poLs
RR-24  KLAMATN POREST ALLIANCS SALMON
.
HR-14  KLAMATH NF ~- HAPPY CANP RD NIDOLE

KLANATN P18
PISCAL Y

TION PROGKAM
ECT PROPOSALS

(1isted By rank)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION cosT

S8COTT R. BANK PROTECY, RIPAR. PENCR/PLANT - 110203
MARK MURLINANN

SCOTT R. BANK PROTECTION, RIPARIAN
PRNCR/PLANT - PASTURES OF HEAVEN

21448

BAGLR 6 LANDSLIDE STABILIZATION 108000

BARE COUNTRY LANDSCAPE RIPARIAN NURSERY
PARTNERSH] P

22920

ASSESSMENT OF DIBOLVED NEAVY METALS AND

8000
ACIDIC DRAINAOE IN INDIAN CREEX -

Comsent

KLAMATH SUB-BASIMN. (YEAR-ROUND)

INSTALL LARGE ROCKX RIPRAP, PENCE AREA B4

TO RLSTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCESS TO

RIPARIAN IOME, AND PLANT TREES AND T
SHRUBS TO PROVIOK SOTH REDUCED SEDIMENT

PROM STREAMBANK EROSION AND DEVELOP

RIPARIAN VEGETATION POR STREAN SMADING.

INSTALL LARGE ROCX RIPRAP, FENCE AREA 8e
TO RESTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCRSS TO

RIPARIAN IONE. AND PLANT TREES AND

SHRUBS TO PROVIDE BOTH REDUCED SEDINENTY
PROMN STREAMBANK EROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEGETATION FOR STRIAM SHADING,

ASSURE THAT TNE EARTHPLOW LANDLSIDE IS8 68
STADLE AND CONTROL SURPACE EXOSION AND
SLIDING ON THE POOT OF THE LANDSLIDE BY
CONSTRUCTING A REINFORCED WALL AT THK
TOE OF THIS SLIDE AND ORADING THE FOOT -
OF THE SLIOE ‘IO A STABLE CONPIOURATION.
THE GRADED SLOPE WILL THEW BE
VEGETATED,

EDUCATE, INVOLVE AND RASICALLY TRAIN 83
THE RESIDENTIAL PRIVATE LANDDOWNERS
WITNIN THE SEVERLY DAMAGED SOUTK PORK
SALMON RIVER BARE COUNTRY LANDSCAPE TO
IDENTIFY, QATHER, PROPAGATE GROW, PLANT
AND MONITOR VARIOUS NATIVE DECIDUOUS
RIPARIAN VEOETATIVE SPECIES. THE 4,000
NURSERY STARTS WILL BE USED 1O
REVEGCTATE AND STABILIIE PRIORITIZED
RIPARIAN MABITAT AND WATERSMEDS WITKIN
THE SALMON RIVER SUB-BASIN, THIS
PROPOSAL WILL PROMOTE COMMUNITY
AWARENESS, SUPPORT AND INVOLVEMENT, AND
A MORE COOPERATIVE LANDSCAPE PLANNING
EPFORT WILL RESULT BETWEEN THE PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE LAND OWNERS WITHIN THE BARE
COUNTRY LANDSCAPE LEVEL.

IDENTIPY CHMRONIC OCCURRENCE OF ACIDIC 88
DRAINAGE PROM UNREGULATED SOURCES
ASSOCIATED WITH OLD WORKING OF THE GREY
EAGLE MINE. THIS INFORMATION IS
B8SSENTIAL TO THE ASSESSENT OF NEED POR
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PROURCT COOPERATOR R - YY1 ]
MABER
PP-14  CALIP? DEPT OF PISN & QU SEASTA
NR-00 XLAMATN NP -- OAK XNOLL RD " NI1DOLE
PP-18  COASTAL RESOURCES INSTITUTE BASIN
MR-26 SISKIVOU RESOURCE CONSERRVATION SCOTT
DisT S
HR-20 SISKIYOU RROOURCE CONGERVATIOR 8COTT
DieT
HR-04  SIX RIVERS NP N1DOLE
HP-03  KLAMATH NP - SALNON

KLANATE PISNERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FISCAL YRAR 1004 PROJECT PROPOSALS

(1fated by rank)
PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

BRASTA R. PALL CRINOOK BPAWNINOG DISTRID.,
JUVENILE REARING & OUTHIGRATION STUDY

GRIDER CREEX PISH MADITAT INPROVEMENT o9

KLAMATH BASIN CHINOOK B8TOCK
DIPPERENTIATION/DISTINGUISHING GEN
DIPPSCOAST POPS,

8COTT RIVER BANK PROTRCT., RIPARJAN
PENCE/PLANTING - WALTER WANSEN RANCH

SCOTT R. BANK PROTECTION, RIPARIAN
PANCE/PLANT - RANCHO DRL 80L

BLUPP CREEK -~ DRAOON AREA INSTREAK MABITAT
ENMANCEMENT

RIPARIAN POTENTIAL NATURAL COMCUNITY
CLASSIPICATION/SBALMON RIVER WATERSNED

cosT

64738

22708

83820

13637¢

120742

18700

83834

Cosment

REMBDIATION OF TOXIC DRAINAGE FROM TRI®
SITE.

TO DETERMINE THK SPATIAL AND TENPORAL 68
DISTRIBUTION OF BPAWNING ACTIVITY POR

THE 1903 PALL CNINOOK RUN IN THE SMASTA
RIVER. DETRRXINE THE TIXING OF

EMEROENCE, REARING DISTRIBUTION AND
RELATIVE ABUNDANCE, TIKIMNG AND RATE OF
OUTNIORATION OP YOUNG-OF-TNK-VEAR FALL
CHINOOK DURING THR SPRING AND EARLY

SUMNER OF 1004,

INCREASE PRODUCTIVITY OF REARING AND 64
SPAWNING RABITAT POR ANADROMOUS
PISHERIES ON GRIDER CREEX,

PROVIDE PISHERIES MANAOERS WITH 83
TOOLS/TECHNIQUES POR IDENTIFYING
8TOCKS/POPULATIONS THAT WILL AID THEM

IN MANAGEMENT DECISIONS. SECOND, TO
TRANSFPER THE BASIC DNA TECHNIQUES INTO
THE DAILY PISHERIES MANAGEMENT SCHMENE

BY ‘THE DETERMINATION OPF THE lDENTITY OF
POPULATIONS/STOCKS CURRENTLY IN THE
PISNHERY,

INSTALL LAROE ROCK RIPRAP, PENCE ARKA 83

TO RESTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCESS TO
RIPARIAN ZONE, AND PLANT TREES AND
SHRUBS TO PROVIDE BOTH REDUCED SEDINENT
PROM STREAMBANK EROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEOETATION POR STREAM SXADING.

INSTALL LARDE ROCX RIPRAP, PENCE ARRA  8)
TO RESTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCESS TO

RIPARIAN IONK, AND PLANT TALES AND

SHRUBS TO PROVIDEZ BOTH REDUCED SEDINENT
PROM STREANBANX EROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEOETATION POR STREAM SHADING.

INCREASE THE QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF 82
INSTREAM MABITAT POR PALL RUN CHINOOX
SALMON AND SUMMER AND WINTER RUN
QTEELHEAD IN BLUPP CREEX.

DEVELOP AN INTEGRATED RIPARIAN [}
ZCOLOGICAL CLASSIPICATION SYSTEM AND
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PROJBCT COOPERATOR

NUNBER
i
HR-03 SIX RIVERS NP
NR-08  SIX RIVERS NF -- ORLEANS RD

ﬁl-lll KLANATH NP -~ RAPPY CAMP RD
NR-12 KLAMATH NF -- HAPPY CAMP RD
PR-07  OLSON/MCBROOM

NP-088 KLAMATH NP

NP-08A KLAMATH NF

NIDOLE

MipoLe

KIboLe

uiooLe

PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

RED CAP CRERK INSTREAM MNABITAT ENHANCENENT

1994 OLD BLUPF CREEK ROAD OBLITERATION PLAN

INTEGRATED MONITORING & ASSESSNENT OF
BEDINENT PRODUCTION & PISH MABITAT QUALITY

FIBER RRINPORCEMENT OF ROAD PILL

'SIDR CMANNEL SCRRENING, SPAWNING, A REARING

POR PALL CHINOOX BALMNON

RIPARIAN POTENTIAL NATURAL COMMNUNITY
CLASSIFICATION/SALMON RIVER WATRRSHED

RIPARIAR POTENTIAL NATURAL COMMUNITY
CLASSIPICATION/BALMON RIVER WATERSNED

coat

24300

21306

4700

80000

27038

84827

120290

Cosment

UNIPORN RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEM FRAMBWORK
POR USE IN LAND AND RESOURCE PLANNINOG,
MANAGEMENT AND INTERPRETATIONS OF
RIPARIAN BCOSYSTEMS. ’

INCREASR THE QUALITY AND QUANTITY Of 81
INSTREAM HABJTAT POR FALL RUN CHINOOR
SALMON AND SUNMER AND WINTER RUN
STEELHEAD IN RED CAP CREEK.

TO PROPERLY PLAN THE OBLITERATION OF AN 81
ABANDONED ROAD THAT WAS BUILT IN THE
INNER OOROE OF BLUPP CREBEK, A XEY

WATERSIED IDENTIFIED BY THE SCIENTIPJIC
PANEL ON LATE-SUCCESSIONAL FOREST
ECOSYSTEMS,

1) DESCRIBE METHODS TO ASSESS 80
SEDIMENTATION AND TKEIR UTILITY IN
DESCRIBING RUPARIAN ENVIRONNEXTS, 2)
INDICATE VALUABLE METHODS, 3) PROVIDS
EXAMPLE OF INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT OF
EROSION..., 4) DESCRIBE METHODS POR
MONITORING, 8) ID RESEARCH

OPPORTUNITIES.

1) DEMONSTRATE PIBER REINFORCEMENT 80
TECKNIQUES, 2) STABILIZE SITES.

SCREEN EXISTING S1DE CKANNEL AND RETURN 49
SALMON RIVER AND ITS TRIBUTARIES TO
NISTORICAL FISK LEVELS USING EXISTING
SIDE CHANNEL FOR SPAWNING AND REARING
FALL CHINOOK SALMON AT METHOOIST CREEX,

DEVELOP AN INTEORATED RIPARIAN .-

ECOLOOICAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM AND
UNIFORM RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEN PRAMEWORK
POR USE IN LAND AND RRSOUNCE PLANNING,
MANAGEMENT AND INTERPRETATIONS OF
RIPAMIAN ECOSYSTEMS.

DEVELOP AN INTEORATED RIPARIAN 4
ECOLOGICAL CLASSIPICATION SYSTIN AND
UNI1PORM RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEN FRAMEWORX

FOR USE IN LAND AND RESOURCE PLANNING,

‘MANAGEMENT AND. INTERPRETATIONS OF

RIPARIAN ECOSYSTENMS,
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KLAXATE FISNERY RESTORATION PROGRAN
| PISCAL YRAR 1084 PROJECT PROPOSALS
Yo {(11eted by rank)
M‘.‘r .
PROJECT COOPERATOR VSGBBASIN  PROJECT DESCRI Rank
o ‘q'w W PTION COST Comment . _

vobeape .
L ) . N

WP-04A KLAMATA NP GALNON POOL FREQUENCY AND VOLIDE OF THNRE SALNOM 213000 1)DETERMINE WNY POOL FREQUENGCY I8 90 4
RIVER LOY ON THE NORTN PORK SALMON RIVER, AND
. QUANTIPY THE DIFPERENCES BETWEEN THR
POOLS IN THE NORTH FORX, SOUTH PORX AND
MAIN STEM,
2)CHARACTERIZE THE EPFECT LOW POOL
. i PREQUENCY WILL MAVE ON AMADRONMOUS PISN,
o S)INITIATE THE USE OF STATE OF TXR ART
REMOTE SENSING TECHNOLOGQY POR:
A. ASSESSING THE QUALITY OF PIsn
WABITAT
B. MONITORING CMANGES IN NABITAT
OVER TINE
C. INVESTIQATION OF QEOMORPNIC
INPLUENCES ON HABITAT
4)COMMUNTCATE WITH AND EDUCATE THR
PUSBLIC ON RELATIONSHIPS BETWEZLN PISN
KABITAT, AND OEOMORPHIC PROCESSES,

NP-04  KLANATH NP SALNON POOL FREQURNCY & VOLUMR OP THE BALMON AIVER 44808 1)DETERMINE WHY POOL PREQUENCY 18 80 43
. ) LOW ON THE NORTH FORX SALMON RIVER, AND

QUANTIPY TNE DIPPERENCES BDETWEEN THER
POOLS IN THE NORTH FORK, SOUTH PFORK AND
MAIN STEN,
2)CHARACTRRIZIE TME EFPYECT LOW POOL
PREQUENCY WILL MAVE ON ANADROMOUS PISH,
J)INITIATE THE USE OF STATE OF TNE ART
REMOTE SENSING TECMNOLOOY POR:

A. ASSESSING THE QUALITY OF PISN
RABITAT,

"B. MOMITORING CNANGES IN NABITAT
OVER TIME, -

C. » INVESTIGATION OF QGEOMORPNIC
INPLUENCES ON NABITAT,
¢)COMMUNICATE WITH AND EDUCATE THE
PUBLIC ON RELATIONSHIPS BETVESN PISN
RABITAT, AND OEOMORPHIC PROCZSSIS.

HR-0T7  KLAMATH NP -- OAK KNOLL RD RIDOLE ORIDER CRERX SUIOIRER STEELHEAD MADITAT 3270 INCREASE PRODUCTIVITY OF SUMNER 43
: SURVEY STEELHEAD BY PROMOTING ACCESS TO
BLOCKED AREA HABITATS.

PA-1 KLAMATN NF -- HAPPY CANP RD RASIN HISTORICAL PISNERY MABITATS OF WESTERN 4400 RESEARCH AND PUBLICATION OF MISTORICAL S%
- SISKIVOU CYY - A MISTORICAL BIBLIOGRAPNY " INFORMATION RELATED TO WESTERN SISKIYOU
! COUNTY.

PR-03  PRANX FISCHL NIDOLR KLAMATN RIVER GREEN STURGEON RATCNRRY AND 04081 UNDER OLOSSARY OF OBJECTIVES ADORESSES: 37

F




DR L VA1)

PROJECT COOPERATOR
NUNBER

FP-16  BIOSYSTEMS ANALYSIS, INC.

CALI? REG WATER QUALITY CONT
BUARD

HP-09

HP-03  OREGON STATE UNIV EXT SRRVICS

(1t ] To'.' oee

SUBBASIN

BASIN

BASIN

UPPER

KLAMATH #18K/
FISCAL YEBAR

(1isted iy rank)

PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

REARING PILOT PROJECT

ECG SURVIVAL OF FALL-RUN CHINOOK SALMON
(ONCORKYNCHUS TSHAWYTSCMHA)

KLAMATH RIVER WATER QUALITY MONITORING
SUPPORT

BVALUATION/ENHANCEMENT OF WATER QUALITY-
WOOD R, 3/B RESULTING FROM LAND USES

TION PROGRAM
FCT PROFFOSALS

COST Comment

PUBLJIC INVOLVEMENT, RESTORE PISH
STOCKS, DEVELOP COOPERATION, PROTECT
STURGEON,

52532 QUANTIFY CHINOOK SALMON EGG SURVIVAL IN 38
TWO TRIBUTARIES OF THE NLAMATM RIVER,

70280 MONITOR AND EVALUATE WATER TEMPERATURE 238
AND WATER CHEMISTRY IN KLAMATH RIVER
AND MAJOR THRIBUTARIES. :

14814 DEVELOP BASELINE DATA ON NUTRIENT 20
LOADING CONTRIBUTION PROM VARIOUS
CULTURAL PRACTICES (EX. FORESTRY &
LIVESTUCK GMAZING) IN THE wOuD RIVER
VALLEY, & WORK COOPERATIVELY TO REOUCE
LOADING.

3741877
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Status Report: Project 93-FC-02 (Technlcal/Oporatlonal Support for
Watershed Based Restoratlon Plann ng

WATERSHED, FISH HABITAT, AND FISH POPULATION
RESTORATION PROCELJRE

1) Describe desired future condition of resource using measurable
criteria. '

2) Identify existing condition of resource using same criteria as
in #1 (abcve).

3) Determine difference between existing and desired future
condition.
4) Prescrike activities or measures necessary to meove from

existing condition to desired condition.
S) Implement prescribed activities.

6) EZvaluate effectiveness of prescribed activities in
accomplishing objective(s) or meeting criteria.

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Watersheds, habitats, and fish populations within the Klamath River
basin and its subbasins are in varying condition. The information
available regarding these conditions is also at varying levels.
Some subbasins have enough information available so activities can
be prescribed and impiemented, while others lack basic information
necessary to determine whether or not there is a difference between
existing condition and desired condition. X
The Technical Work Group finds it difficult to pricritize and
schedule wocrk activities in the subbasins because therz is no
consclidated summary of a subbasins stath availakle to work from
(eg: ona subbasin may have enough information availakle to
prescribe and implement restoration activities, while an adjacent
subbasin has inadequate information available to describe the
existing condition).




SOLUTION

Prepare a series of electronic map layers (accurate to scale) ol
the entire Klamath River Basin which illustrates the tributaries,
their watersheds, and the status of information available for each
watershed. The advantage of creating electronic map layers is that
it can be reproduced at various scales (from small watersheds to
the entire basin) and be integrated into a Geographic Information
System for refined planning and work scheduling purposes.

Bob Rohde has been directed by the Technical Work Group to

coordinate this project (93-PC-02) incorpvorating existing

interagency mapping resources into a basinwide product.  The

product is scheduled fcr delivery in fall 1993, so it may be used .

by the Technical Work Group to prepare the FY 1995 RFP/RFQ and
- prioritize future work activities.




ATTACHMENT 4

June 15, 1993

Landowner
Address

In 1986 Congress passed Public Law 99-552, the Klamath Act, which
authorized a 20 year Federal and State cooperative fishery
restoration program for the Klamath River basin. The Act
established a 14 member Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force to
cooperate with the U.S. Secretary of Interior to restore anadromous
fisheries (salmon, steelhead, and other fish species) to optimum
levels by the year 2006. The Task Force developed a Long Range
Plan which indicates the need for both fish habitat protection and
fish habitat restoration from a total watershed, not simply an
instream, perspective. In addition, the Task Force recognized that
the success of the Klamath River Basin Fishery Restoration Program
would depend, in large measure, on the extent to which we can draw
upon the goodwill and relevant authority of all interested parties.
For these reasons, we are requesting your assistance in protecting
and restoring fishery resources within your land ownership.

Salmon and steelhead populations have dramatically declined for
several years. In February 1993, we directed our Technical Work
Group to identify watersheds critical to anadromous fish population
survival. They provided us a list of watersheds (attached) that
are still relatively undisturbed and are critical for the long-term
survival of fish stocks at risk of extinction. The basins’
critical watersheds provide habitat that is essential to long-term
population survival and eventual restoration of anadromous fish
populations basinwide. All other areas outside these critical
watersheds are in varying stages of land use and need to be
evaluated for future restoration. For the majority of the basin,
outside the critical watersheds, we would like the opportunity to
work with you to develop a coordinated resource management strategy
which meets your land use needs and simultaneously protects and
restores anadromous fish habitats and populations.




We request that you join us in our fishery restoration efforts by
avoiding any future adverse land uses in the Klamath River Basin
critical watersheds. If you anticipate any land management
activities in these critical watersheds, please provide us a copy"
of your proposed actions six months in advance so we may have
adequate time to consult with you to ensure that productive fish
habitat conditions can be maintained. Information on anticipated
activities should be forwarded to the Task Force via the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Klamath River Fishery Resource Office, P.O.
Box 1006, Yreka CA, 96097-1006; phone (916) 842-5763.

We appreciate your cooperation'and look forward to working with.
you. '

Sincerely,

William F. Shake, Chairperson
Klamath Task Force




CRITICAL WATERSHEDS OF THE KLAMATH RIVER BASIN

Lower Klamath River Subbasin

Blue Creekx (upstream from Nickowitz Creek; East Fork and Crescent
_ City Forks)

High Prairie Creek (Yurok Experimental Forest)

Richardson Creek (entire watershed)

Mid-Klamath River Subbasin

Boise Creek (entire watershed)

Clear Creek (upstream from Five Mile Creek)

North Fork Dillon Creek (upstream from confluence with mainstem)
Elk Creek (entire watershed)

Grider Creek (upstream from Salt Creek)

Redcap Creek (upstream from Middle Fork)

Salmon River Subbasin

Butler Creek (entire watershed)

East Fork of South Fork Salmon River (entire watershed)
North Fork Salmon River (upstream from Idlewild)

South Fork S8almon River (upstream from Blindhorse Creek)
Wooley Creek (entire watershed) '

Shasta Rivér

Big Springs Creek (upstream from confluence with Shasta River)’
Bogus Creek (entire watershed) '
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PACTICH STRATEGY SUIIMARY
(Summarized by J. West, June 1293)

BACKGROUND
AFS report on Salmcn at the Crossroads (Nehlsen, et al 1991)
identified 214 salmonid stocks at "moderate" or "high" risk of
extinction or of "special concern”. About 134 "at risk"
stocks identified in that report are found on National Forests
and 109 are found cn BLM lands.

PACFISH FRAMEWORK

Forest Service initiated a team effort in spring of 1992 to
assess and develop a management strategy that addresses
habitat needs of all anadromous "at risk" stocks on National
Forests. 1In March 1993 FS and BLM announced shared comnitment
to develop 2a common strateqgy for anadromous salmcnicd
management on FS and BLM administered lands in the West.
Strategy became known as "PACFIS3H".

STAFFING LZVELS
- Washington Office Policy Group
~ Washington Office Work Group
- Inter-regional Field Team
PACFISH TASKS
- Assess Current Habitat Conditions
- Define Good Habitat
- Pool Frequency
wWater Temperature
- Large Woody Debris

- Bank Stability/Bank Angle
Width/Cepth Ratio

PACFISH STRATEGY ELEMENTS
- Riparian Management Objectives
- Key Watersheds.
- Riparian Eabitat Conservation Areas
- Modify Planning Direction
- Interim Standards and Guidelines
~ Watershed Analyses

- Watershed Restoration



PACFISH STRATEGY
Executive Summary

Revised May 1, 1993

Introduction

The purpose of this executive summary is to provide an overview of the background,
issues and current status of the Pacific salmon and steelhead management strategy of
the USDA Forest Service (Forest Service) and USDI Bureau of Land Management
(BLM). Updates to this briefing will be provided periodically.

Over the past several years, significant new research information about the status of
Pacific salmon and steelhead stocks, current habitat conditions, and habitat requirements
has become available. This new information makes it necessary for the Forest Service
- and BLM to take immediate and long-term actions to assure proper management of
anadromous fish habitat in Alaska, California, Idaho, Oregon and Washington. Changes
in management guidance will affect about 75% of the Ranger Districts on 34 National
Forests in five Forest Service Regions and 29 Area Offices on 16 Districts in four BLM
State Offices.

Background

Pacific anadromous salmonids (including saimon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat
trout, and dolly varden) occur naturally from southern California northward to the Arctic
Ocean. These fish are comprised of a large number of stocks, or populations that
originate from specific watersheds during specific times of year as juveniles, migrate to
the ocean, and generally return to reproduce in their natal streams at the same time of
year they were spawned. In many areas of the West Coast, naturally reproducing stocks
ot Pacific salmon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout are at risk of extinction. Of the
more than 400 stocks from California, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington recently evaluated
by the American Fisheries Society (AFS), 214 were considered to be at "moderate” or
"high" risk of extinction or of "special concern," 106 were extinct, and about 120 were
considered secure. '

About 134 "at risk” stocks identified by the AFS report are found on National Forests
and 109 are found on Public Lands administered by the BLM. Recent information
suggests that coho and chum salmon, and steelhead stocks in Alaska probably are
declining also. To more accurately characterize the situation in Alaska, Forest Service
researchers began an investigation in 1992 that is due to be completed in late spring -
1993 to identify the unique stocks of anadromous fish on National Forests in Alaska.
The Alaska Chapter of the AFS has undertaken a review of the status of anadromous
fish throughout the state of Alaska and in 1994 expects to publish a report on stocks
at risk in Alaska.

PACFISH Strategy Executive Summary: Page - 1




Reasons for the decline of the Pacific anadromous salmonids vary by species and
geographic area. The depressed status of the 214 stocks reflects the interaction of
inherently variable environmental conditions, such as oceanic productivity and weather
patterns, and a variety of management activities. In general, stock survival is threatened
by some combination of hydroelectric development and operation, fish harvest, fish
hatchery influences on disease and genetic fitness, and fish habitat conditions. These
management activities sometimes are referred to as the "“four H's." '

o Hydroelectric, flood control, and irrigation dams have reduced fish production in
many drainages throughout the range of the Pacific salmon, steelhead, and sea-run
cutthroat trout. This is especially true in the San Joaquin and Sacrament River
Valleys of central California, and the Columbia River Basin of Idaho, Oregon and
Washington. Recovery of as many as 20% to 40% of the stocks identified by
AFS as "at risk" is limited primarily by dam operations. The problem of hydroelectric
development and operations is particularly acute in the Columbia River Basin,
where: (a) more than 30% of the saimon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout’s
historic range has been blocked by dams without fish passage facilities, (b) adutt
fish have difficulty in locating and negotiating past dams where ladders have
been installed, (c) direct mortality of juvenile fish as a result of passing through
power turbines is estimated at 12-20% per dam, and (d) mortality of juvenile fish
has increased due to an approximately four-fold increase in downstream travel
time (from 7-9 days to nearly 4 weeks) as a result of turning all but about 50
miles of the Columbia River into a series of placid lakes. The demise of a large
majority of the extinct stocks is attributable to dam construction and operation.

o Harvest of Pacific salmon, steelhead, and sea-run cutthroat trout occurs in a ‘
variety of sport, commercial, and subsistence fisheries. Because small naturalty
spawning fish stocks mix in the ocean with abundant hatchery stocks, management
for a "maximum sustained yield" can resuit in overharvest of some stocks,
appropriate harvest of some, and underharvest of others. Further confounding
the issue is the fact that much of the commercial harvest occurs outside the
national waters of the U.S. and of Canada, and much of the subsistence harvest
is guaranteed under treaty or given special priority by law. As a result, complex
jurisdictional authorities must grapple with allocating a "fair share”" of an ever-
dwindling resource amoung various nations, states, and tribes. -

o Hatcheries were built to be a part of the solution to declining populations of
salmonids. However, many have become part of the problem and some have
had a subtle, but adverse impact. Traditional hatchery practices have contributed
to the decline, or may limit recovery, of 104 of the 214 stocks identified by AFS
as "at risk." Hybridization of hatchery stock with wild salmonids can reduce the
genetic fitness of the wild stock by affecting run timing and life history characteristics
important to long-term viability. Competition between juvenile wild salmon,
steelhead, and sea-run cutthroat trout and juvenile hatchery fish (that typically
are larger because of hatchery feeding and/or time of hatching, and are released
in large numbers) can be overwhelming. Further, crowded rearing conditions,
warmer water, and greater concentrations of fish waste in many hatcheries can
increase the incidence of disease among hatchery fish that can be transmitted to
naturally-reproducing fish. Genetic contamination of the remaining lower Columbia
River coho population by hatchery fish, and the resulting extinction of “wild" genes,
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was one of the primary reasons cited by the National Marine Fisheries Semvice in
their decision that listing the stock was not warranted.

Habitat is an very important component of salmonid production. In fact, qecﬁning
habitat condition is the single factor affecting nearly ali of the stocks at risk.
Degradation of spawning and rearing habitat has occurred on all land ownerships
throughout the range of Pacific anadromous fish stocks. Detrimental changes in
habitat condition include reduction in water quality (as measured by increases in
temperature, sedimentation, changes in nutrient levels and water chemistry, and
the presence of toxic substances), changes in water quantity and/or timing of
water flow, and reduction in habitat complexity (as indicated in loss of deep pools,
reduction in amounts of large woody debris, and changes in width:depth ratios
and bank angles).

The Forest Service and BLM have an important role to play in the management of
watersheds and fish habitat in Alaska, California, ldaho, Oregon, and Washington. The
watersheds on National Forests encompass approximately 50% of the remaining
freshwater anadromous fish spawning and rearing habitat in the lower 48 states and -
about 25% of such habitat in Alaska. Public Lands managed by the BLM include 13,200
stream miles in the lower 48 states and 133,000 miles in Alaska that provide anadromous
fish spawning and rearing habttat.

r those stocks affected primarily by habitat factors, the management of watersheds
ensure good fish habitat on National Forests and Public Lands is important.
anagement of these lands also can play an important role in moderating the rate of

decline for those stocks affected primarily by hydroelectric development and operations,
hatcheries, and fish harvest, and can provide a buffer against environmental extremes.
Of the 134 "at risk” stocks identified by the 1991 AFS report that are found on National
Forests in the lower 48 states and the 109 "at risk" stocks that are found on BLM _
administered Public Lands, approximately 23% are affected primarily by hydroelectric
development and operation. For the remaining stocks that are limited primarily by
other factors (habitat, harvest, hatcheries), poor habitat condition most often is the
primary cause of decline or impediment to recovery.

PACFISH Stratzgy Framework

The 1991 AFS report, coupled with the November 1991 listing of the Snake River sockeye
salmon as endangered and the April 1992 listing of the Snake River spring/summer
and fall chinook salmon as threatened, served as a wake-up call for the Forest Service,
BLM, and others to provide more sensitive management of Pacific anadromous fish
and their habitat. In an effort to address the issue of declining fish stocks in the Alasl_<a,
California, Idaho, Oregon and Washington, the Forest Service initiated a team effort in
early spring 1992 to undertake an assessment and develop a management strategy
at addresses the habitat needs of all Pacific anadromous "at risk" stocks on National

q'orests (see December 1992 Informational Report). During this same time, the BLM
began revising its 1988 "Anadromous Fish Habitat on Public Lands" strategic plan. In
March 1993, the Forest Service and the BLM announced their commitment to develop
a common strategy for management of Pacific salmon: and steelhead habitats and
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associated watersheds on Forest Service and BLM administered lands in the West.
This comprehensive strategy has become known as "PACFISH."

To facilitate a strong linkage between management and research, the PACFISH effort

is staffed with technical specialists and managers from the Forest Service National
Forest System and the BLM, and research scientists from the Forest Service research
organization. The organnzahona! framework for the PACFISH effort includes three '

components:

o  Washington Office Policy Group - Provides overall direction for development of
the strategy. This group is led by USDA-FS Associate Deputy Chiefs Dave Unger,
National Forest System, and Eldon Ross, Research, and USDI-BLM Deputy
Assistant Director Kemp Conn, Land and Renewable Resources. Members of the
group include Washington Office Staff Directors from the Forest Service and
Washington Office Division Chiefs from the BLM. Ad hoc members include
representatives from the Department of Agriculture Office of General Counsel
and the Department of Interior Office of the Solicitor. .

o Washington Office Work Group Established to work with the Field Team to
develop the strategy for managing salmon and steelhead habitats on Forest
Service and BILM administered lands. This group is led by Forest Service Assistant
. Director for Wildlife and Fisheries Phil Janik, Pacific Northwest Research Station
Aquatic/Land Interactions Program Team Leader Jim Sedell, BLM Science Advisor
Jack Williams, and BLM Rangeland Resources Branch Chief Glen Secrest. Core
members include representatives with expertise in fisheries, economics, public
affairs, watershed management, land management planning, and range manage- .
ment. Additional representatives with other expertise serve ad hoc as needed.

o Inter-regional Field Team - Established to provide information and work with
the Washington Office Work Group in the development of the strategy. This team
is led by Forest Service Deputy Regional Forester Bob Joslin and Pacific Northwest
Research Station Aquatic/Land Interactions Program Project Leader Fred Everest,
and BLM Deputy State Directors for Resources Elaine Zielinski (OR/WA) and
Dick Bastin (ID). Members include representatives from each of the three Forest
Service Research Stations (PSW, PNW, INT) and five Regions (1, 4, 5, 6, 10),
and each of the four BLM State Offices (CA, 1D, OR/WA, AK) responsible for
management of Pacific anadromous fish habitat. Forest Service and BLM .
Anadromous Fisheries Coordinators, Gordon Haugen and Bob House, assist
with Field Team activities.

Current Habltat Conditions Were Assessed

As part of the PACFISH assessment, Forest Service research scientists, working with
fisheries biologists and watershed specialists on National Forests with Pacific anadro-
mous fish habitat, have characterized current habitat conditions in many watersheds
on National Forests and other lands in Alaska, California, Idaho, Oregon and Washington.
Generally, these habitats have 30% to 70% fewer large, deep pools, more fine sediments
in spawning gravels, and greater disturbance of riparian vegetation than is acceptable
and have experienced a reduction in ﬁsh habitat capability. These downward trends in
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habitat conditions represent the cumulative effects, across all ownerships, of past and
present land management activities. For exampie:

o Coastal Oregon streams on west-side forested lands have been degraded. The
amount of bedrock bottom exposed has gone from 30% to 80-90%. Pool-riffle
ratios have gone from about 50:50 to 20:80 or 10:90 based on Oregon Game
Commission surveys in 1960 and Forest Service surveys in the 1970’s. The loss
of 50% of deep pools and complex edges since late 1960’s translates directly

 into a 50% loss of summer rearing habitat for juvenile saimonids. Stream channel
-condition in 77% of the 211 miles of anadromous fish habitat in BLM’'s Salem
District of western Oregon fail to meet desired BLM standards.

o) East-side Oregon habitat in the Upper Grande Ronde River Basin has been
degraded. 80% of fish habitat fails to meet current Forest Plan standards and
guidelines for temperature, sediment, and riparian condition. 20% exceeds current
Forest Plan standards and guidelines. BLM habitat in the basin has undergone

similar degradation.

o Upper Snake River Basin habitat in the developed portions of the Middle Fork
Clearwater and Lochsa Rivers watersheds on the Clearwater National Forest in
i{daho have been degraded. 70% fail to meet Forest Plan standards and guidelines.
Between 1935 and 1992, the number of large pools in the Salmon River Basin
has decreased by 52% in managed watersheds and increased by 29% in Wilderness
area watersheds.

"Good" Habitat Conditions Were Defined

With the help of historic inventory and survey data, as well as current research, "good"
anadromous fish habitat conditions have been defined. This was determined by
comparing quantitative habitat surveys, completed between 1989 and 1992, with surveys
done by the Bureau of Fisheries, now the National Marine Fisheries Service, between
1934 and 1941 on 116 watersheds in Alaska, ldaho, Oregon and Washington. "Good*
habitat has been defined using physical features as surrogates for the processes that
form salmonid habitat. One key feature (pool frequency) and four supporting features
(water temperature, amount of large woody debris interacting with s‘~eam channels,
streambank stability and bank angle, and width to depth ratio of stream channels) are

‘used to describe habitat quality. In "good" habitat, all five features are above the following

threshold levels:

o Pool Frequency (pools per mile). Varies by wetted width of stream.
Wetted Width: 5 10 15 20 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Pools/Mile: 184 96 70 56 47 26 23 18 14 12 10 9

(o} Water Temperature. Compliance with State Water Quality standards generally

provide adequate protection for salmonid assemblages, except that summer
temperatures should be less than 68 degrees F.
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0 Large Woody Debris. The amount of large wood debris needed varies by
geographic location. '
Southeast Alaska, Northern California, and western Oregon and Washington:
greater than 80 pieces per mile; greater than 24 inch diameter; greater
than 50 foot length. -

East of Cascade Crest in Oregon, Washingtdn. and Idaho: greater than 20
pieces per mile; greater than 12 inch diameter; greater than 35 foot iength.

o Bank Stability and Lower Bank Angle (non-forested setting): Bank 'st'abil'rty
exceeds 80%. 75% of banks should be undercut (i.e. less than 90 degree
angle). Less than 25% of bank angles should be greater than 90 degrees.

o  Width to Depth Ratio: less than 10 in all systems (measured as mean
wetted width divided by mean depth). -

Elements Of The PACFISH Strategy

The PACFISH effort is a proactive, ecosystem approach to management of wétersheds

_.and Pacific anadromous fish habitats across five Forest Service Regions and four BLM

state administrative units, including the states of Alaska, California, iIdaho, Oregon and
Washington. Eight alternatives are being evaluated, including six developed by the
PACFISH Field Team, alternative 8A from the Gang of Four Report, and a draft riparian
management strategy from Region 5 of the Forest Service. The eight alternatives include
some combination and application of key watershed identification, watershed analysis,
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas and standards and guidelines, and watershed
restoration. The PACFISH strategy is building upon a scientifically sound assessment
that characterizes current habitat conditions, provides an understanding of the elements
of "good" habitat condition, provides the knowledge of how to manage watersheds to
maintain "good" habitat where it now occurs and achieve "good" habitat conditions in
areas that currently are degraded.

o  Riparian Management Objectives are being refined that call for the maintenance
or restoration of: (a) water quality to a degree that provides for stable and productive
ecosystems (i.e. timing and character of temperature, sediments and nutrients),
(b) stream channel integrity, channel prccesses and sediment regime under '
which the ecosystems developed (e.g. timing, volume, and character of sediment
input and transport), (c) instream flows to support desired riparian and aquatic
habitats, stream channel stability and effective function, and ability to route flood
discharges, (d) natural timing and variability of the water table elevation in meadows
and wetlands, (e) diversity and productivity of native and desired non-native
plant communities, (f) riparian vegetation so amount and distribution of large
woody debris is characteristic of natural riparian and aquatic ecosystems, (g)
habitat for populations contributing to viability of riparian-dependent communities
(i.e. native and desired non-native plants, vertebrates, and invertebrates), (h)
riparian vegetation for adequate summer and winter thermal regulation, (i) riparian
vegetation so the rates of surface and bank erosion and channel migration are
similar to the rates under which the communities developed, and (j) riparian and
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aquatic habitats for the unique genetic stocks that evolved within that specific
geo-climatic region.

Key Watersheds are being identified by determining which watersheds are
important to "at risk" stocks, and currently are in "good" condition, or have a high
potential for restoration. Key watersheds will receive top priority for watershed
analysis, maintenance and restoration activities.

Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) where particular management
sensitivity is warranted are being defined. RHCAs include the traditional riparian
corridor along permanent fish-bearing streams, and also include areas of unstable
soils, wetlands, intermittent headwater streams, and other areas where proper
ecologic functioning is crucial to maintenance of the stream’s water, sediment,
woody debris and nutrient delivery systems. Based on regional averages
throughout the five state area, minimum interim widths for delineation of RHCAs,
in the absence of site-specific information, are as follows:

Fish bearing streams and lakes = 300t

Permanently flowing non-fish
bearing streams : = 150 ft

Ponds, reservoirs, and
wetlands > 1 acre = 150 ft

Seasonally flowing or
intermittent streams,
wetlands < 1 acre,
landslides and
landslide-prone areas : = 100t

Modified Planning Direction is being developed to improve consistency of content
and approach in Forest Service and BLM planning documents.

Interim Standards and Guidelines for all National Forests and BLM administered
Publiz Lands that support Pacific anadromous fish stocks are being developed.

Watershed Analyses will be conducted to identify "problem” areas that need
immediate, corrective management. Watershed analysis also will allow the
delineation of RHCASs to be tailored to site specific conditions, and will provide

~ the foundation for determining modifications to the interim standards and guidelines
necessitated by site specific conditions. Watershed analyses will be conducted in
two steps. Level | allows for timely assessment and modification of existing practices
and identification of "hot spots” that should immediately be targeted for maintenance
and/or restoration. Level Il allows for a more complete assessment of cumulative
effects and refinement of RHCA delineation. Both Level | and Level Il watershed
analyses will be certified by appropriate line officers upon completion. Public
involvement in watershed analyses will be encouraged.
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0 Watershed Restoration efforts in key watersheds will receive priority. All restoration

work will be designed at a watershed/landscape scale and will involve coordination
between changes in land management activities and active restoration projects.

Implementation Process

Direction provided by the PACFISH strategy will be science based, practical, and
economically feasible. It also will provide assurance to the public that we are responding
seriously to the situation. Because of critical status of many of the “at risk® anadromous
fish stocks and the Forest Service and BLM's need to demonstrate commitment to
improved habitat conditions on lands they administer, consideration is being given to
the issuance of interim direction that will apply to Forest Service and BLM stewardship
of all anadromous fish habitat on National Forests ar Public Lands in the West. Appendix
5K of the Report of the Scientific Analysis Team is one of the six PACFISH developed
alternatives, and provides some indication of the type of interim direction being
considered. Selection of final management direction will proceed with a full NEPA rewew
of all alternatives that meet technical and legal requirements.
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RESULTS OF A REVIEW OF SALMON AND STEELHEAD
HATCHERY PRODUCTION IN THE KLAMATH RIVER SYSTEM

Background and Process

During the summer of 1992, the chairpersons of the Klamath River
Basin Pisheries Task Force, the Klamath Fishery Management
Council, and the Trinity River Basin Fish and wWildlife Task
Force, collectively known as the "Three Chairs", requested a
review of California salmon and steelhead hatchery production in
the Klamath River system. The requests resulted from concerns .
over issues related to hatchery production that were expressed by
committee members and other interested parties. Two major
concerns were expressed:

1. Potential competition between hatchery and naturally
produced juvenile fish for limited rearing habitat in the
river system may depress the survival of naturally produced
salmon or steelhead;

2. Genetic variability throughout the system may be decreasing
because of the perceived overwhelming influence of a large
population of hatchery fish that could have significantly
less genetic variability than the naturally reproducing
stocks. -

In light of these concerns, the Three Chairs requested a review
of production at Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries, which
are operated by the Department of Fish and Game (Department), and
appointed representatives from each of the three advisory groups
as participants on a hatchery production Review Team. Appointed
advisory group team members included representatives from the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the United States Bureau
of Reclamation, Humboldt State University, the Hoopa Valley
Tribal Council, California’s commercial salmon fishing industry,
and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. A complete
listing of participants appears as an appendix to this report.
The Department responded positively to the request for a review
of hatchery production, establishing the Review Team as a forum
for potential development of new ideas useful in the periodic
review and revision of the operating goals and consgraints for
its salmon and steelhead hatcheries in the Klamath/Trinity
system. The Department review had cogmenced approximately one
Year earlier, but it was essentially restarted with the advent of
the Review Tean.
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The team first convened in November, 1992, in Redding. At that
neeting, all of the major concerns and corollaries of these

concerns were discussed in a general manner. The advisory nature
of the Review Team was highlighted amidst the legal mandates and
policies under which the Department must operate its anadromous
hatcheries. The meeting adjourned following a call by the
Department for participants to provide specific written comments
on hatchery production issues by December 10. The group agreed
to meet again in January, 1993 to allow the Department to respond
to any comments it had received. ,

The second meeting was held on January 13, 1993, also in Redding.
Where possible, the Department provided written responses to
comments received by the due date, and the group discussed the
responses. In addition, several specific findings were made
regarding hatchery production in the Klamath and Trinity basins.
The Department stated that it would prepare a progress report
that detailed the findings of the Review Team at the March, 1993
meeting of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force. A final
report was to have been presented by the Department at the May,
1993 meeting of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task FPorce.

The report presentation sequence was subsequently changed to
presentation of a draft report to the March, 1993 meeting of the
Task Force and presentation of the final report to the next Three

Chairs meeting.

Production Goals and Constraints

Production at each of California’s salmon and steelhead
hatcheries is governed by a formal set of written production
goals and constraints for that hatchery. These documents state
the target number of eggs that is to be taken for each species
and stock reared at the hatchery, how many fish are to be reared,
the size of the fish to be reared, and times and locations of
release. The documents further provide that eggs will be taken
throughout spawning runs and that any excess early eggs taken
will be destroyed or used for other programs. Other programs may
include offsite rearing, education, or non-anadromous fisheries
enhancement. Exceptions to the stated criteria require the .
written approval of the appropriate Regional Manager and the
Chief of Inland Fisheries Division. Copies of the current

documents for Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries are appéh&ed
to this report. .

california originally adopted the working policy of having a set
of formal production goals and constraints for its salmon and
steelhead hatcheries to ensyre that these hatcheries produce fish
in numbers sufficient to meet mitigation goals and make the best
use of hatchery space without adversely affecting naturally
spawning salmon and steelhead. These production criteria
minimize the potential for significantly lessened genetic
variability in hatchery products, when compared to naturally
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spawned fish, and reduce the likelihood for in-hatchery genetic
mixing of unique stocks. Release sizes and timing take into

account the best information available on survival to adulthood
and interactions that may occur between hatchery fish and their

naturally spawned counterparts. '

Salmon and steelhead hatchery goals and constraints are reviewed
periodically and revised as new information becomes available or
as conditions in the environment change. Revisions take into
account the knowledge and suggestions of hatchery managers and
inland and ocean fishery managers. They also are strongly
influenced by the Department’s obligations to meet mitigation
goals, to provide fishing opportunities to sport and commercial
fishers, and to meet the special needs of tribes covered under
Federal mitigation. Proposed changes to production goals and
constraints are adopted following thorough review and written
‘approval by the appropriate Regional Manager and the Chief of
Inland Fisheries Division. 1Iron Gate Hatchery Goals and
Constraints had recently been modified and deviations had
occurred during recent years with less than satisfactory results.
Consequently, California began its most current updating ot
production goals and constraints for its Klamath and Trinity
rivers salmon and steelhead hatcheries approximately one year
ago, making the current Review Team activity timely.

Specific Issues Raiied by the Review Teanm

This section deals with relevant specific issues that were
discussed by team members during the review. Although the _
subjects generally fell into the two broader categories listed in
the Introduction, the intent here is to summarize the points that
were brought up by team members.

Discussion on this subject centered primarily on the time, hence
size, at which fish are released. Some team members strongly
supgorted confining hatchery releases of chinook salmon to the
fall, as yearlings, in both the Klamath and Trinity rivers. They
suggested this approach because of the belief that yearling
hatchery fish, unlike advanced fingerlings, move downstreanm
relatively quickly and are less likely to residualize and compete
for food and cover with naturally spawned fish rearing in the
river. Purther, they contended that the majority of naturally
spawned fish have migrated from the river system by fall.

Another argument offered by some team members in support of
Yearling releases was their contention that some fish released
from the hatchery in the spring as smolts remain in the estuary
longer than fish released as yearlings. They felt that during
the period of estuarine residency, fish become susceptible to
mortality factors related to competition for focod and space in
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suitable habitats. Their belief was that yearling releases
resulted in hatchery fish reaching the estuary coincident with

their natural time of movement into the ocean, thus avoidinq the

period ot estuary residence.

Production of coho salmon at Trinity River BHatchery was
questioned by some team members. These members wondered why
there was mitigation for a species that they thought may not have
occurred historically in areas upstream from the site of Trinity
Dam. They felt that production of this species resulted in
needless competition with fish that were naturally produced
farther down stream. Some also suggested that if coho were not
reared, more space would be avajlable at the hatchery for rearing
additional chinook yearlings.

The team agreed that nitigation for steelhead was not achieving
its goals in the Trinity River. The group did not, however,
conclude that hatchery production was the reason for this. :
Rather, they agreed that a basin-wide investigation, geared to
determining specific actions needed for increasing steelhead
numbers, should be implemented by the Department. The study
would include consideration of hatchery production, as well as
habitat factors potentially in need of modification in restoring
Trinity River steelhead. It was generally agreed that costs of
the studies should be borne by the water developrent agencies to
the extent that they are directed toward meeting a mitigation ‘
obligation. "

For all species, the team expressed concern over disposition of
excess eggs by hatcheries. Excess egg take occurs because the
exact magnitude and duration of a spawning run and the conversion
from egg to fry in a hatchery are difficult to predict each year.
Therefore, a disproportionate number of eggs may be taken earlier
in the season to insure against a shortfall in the total egg take
if the run proves to be smaller than expected. FPurther, an
overall surplus of eggs is taken in case the hatchery experiences
catastrophic egg or fry mortality. The team members were
concerned regarding the disposition of excess eggs. They
considercd the offspring from thea as potential competitors for
food and cover with naturally spawned fish. They were also
concerned with genetic considerations. ,

Team members were also concerned over the disposition of *®grade-

outs®. After eggs are hatched and the juveniles are moved to

outside raceways, they are periodically graded for size and

thinned as necessary to maintain optimum numbers of fish for the
hatchery’s capacity. The number of fish during a season that is
thinned, the "grade-outs", can be significant. Review Tean

members expressed concern that releasing these fish into the

river causes unnecessary competition with naturally spawned fish,

and possible reduction in genetic variability of the stocks. .
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The subject of genetic effects of hatchery production received
less direct discussion than the subject of competition, although
it was recognized by the team that all of the items discussed
under competition also had implications for the genetic makeup of
salmon and steelhead stocks in the Klamath and Trinity systems.
For example, some team members believed that failure to destroy
or otherwise prevent entry into anadromous waters of the
offspring from excess eggs taken during any part of a spawning
run may result in production of an overall batchery product that
would fail to mirror natural genetic variability. Likewise, they
believed that releasing hatchery fish at times when they are
likely to compete with naturally spawned fish for limited
available habitat can decrease overall genetic variability of the
stocks. They contended that hatchery stocks lack the genetic
variability of natural spawners, and that the hatchery offspring
could successfully displace their naturally spawned counterparts.

The tean members made it known that they believed rearing of
enhancement fish was inappropriate at either of the hatcheries.
They contended that hatchery production should be limited to
replacing natural production from habitat now lost because of
dams. They considered rearing more than the number of fish
called for under mitigation agreements a practice that had the
potential to lessen the genetic variability of salmon and
steelhead populations in the river system. Some believed that
hatchery products would eventually overwhelm natural spawners.
They also were concerned over potential increases in competition
for habitat between hatchery and naturally produced fish and net
reductions in total production to the ocean.

The question of why coho rearing was part of the Trinity River
mitigation agreement was asked in the contexts of genetics and
competition. It has long been rumored that coho were introduced
to the Trinity River in an attempt to enhance the ocean and river
anadromous fisheries. Some of the team members felt that coho
should not be reared unless it could be demonstrated that they
had occurred above the dam site prior to construction. 1If not,
rearing them would be an enhancement activity with the potential
to decrease the genetic variability of naturally spawning coho in

‘the Trinity River.

Another question raised by the team was: Why did the mitigation
agreement governing Trinity River Hatchery operations call for
return of 9,000 chinook adults to the hatchery each year?
Piscussion revealed that this number took into account not only
the actual nutber of spawners that occurred upstream prior to dam
construction, but also the sport harvest. Since sport fishing
ceased following dam construction, the contention was that the
target number of adults returning to the hatchery should be
lowered. The feeling was that these "extra" spawners of hatchery
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origin would spawn naturally, thereby reducing the overall ‘
genetic variability of Trinity River chinook salnon. :

A final concern expressed by the team was over potential mixing
of spring-run and fall-run chinook at Trinity River Hatchery.
There was fear that mixing in the hatchery could cause the two - --
stocks to lose their unique genetic characteristics. -

Other Subjects Raised and Discussed

The team briefly discussed interim cooperative rearing projects.
These projects were intended to be temporary and to provide a
means for accelerating restocking of streams that had benefitted
from habitat restoration work. Following a fair effort at
reestablishment of naturally reproducing stocks, under Department
guidelines, the interim projects should have terminated. Most of
these projects have been in the Klamath River system, although
the Hoopa Valley Tribal Council has operated a project on the .
lower Trinity River for several years and the Department has
contracted for operation of a small facility on Borse Linto
Creek, tributary to Trinity River, for about 6 years. The
Department explained that a 50 percent decrease in funds has
eliminated most State sponsored programs on the Klamath systenm,
and that State rearing efforts outside the hatchery in that
system are now confined to the Fall Creek facility on the upper
river. Reference was made to interest by the United States
Forest Service in pursuing the Hoopa Valley Tribal Council’s
interim rearing program as a means for restoring naturally
reproducing populations in the Trinity River.

Although the team’s purpose was to discuss hatchery production,
other subjects, more related to hatchery operations, arose and
were discussed. In that operations can affect production, some
of the discussion items are briefly presented here for
information.

Stocking density of fish in hatchery raceways was discussed.
Some team members suggested that the facilities are not used
optimally and that fish could be stocked less densely in the
hatcheries. The Department responded that unused hatchery space
is more a reflection of depressed runs than lack of efficiency,
but was open to considering any new information pertinent to in-
hatchery stocking rates. _

Water quality and avallability were discussed for each of the
hatcheries in terms of how they affected hatchery production.
Recent modernization at Trinity River Hatchery and plumbing
modifications at the Lewiston Reservoir outlet appear to have
solved many of the water quality and quantity problems at Trinity
River Hatchery.
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Iron Gate Hatchery experiences a chronic problem with solids in
its water supplies. These solids settle in incubator trays and
may lead to egg losses caused by fungus. Tests at the hatchery
have indicated a 15 percent increase in egg survival in
incubators supplied with filtered water. Pacific Power and Light
Company is working with us to determine if the problem can best
be solved through installation of a filtration system, or through
installation of equipment for pumping ground water for the
incubators. Water quantity and quality also constrain Iron Gate
Hatchery in its abjlity to rear additional yearling chinooks, and
Klamath River water temperature constrains the Department to
spring, late-fall and winter fish releases. :

Disease, survival, and condition of the fish in the hatcheries
were also discussed. As a result of these discussions, the US
Fish and wildlife Service provided disease control suggestions

and reports to the hatchery staffs.

Conclusions

Given current mitigation requirements, water availability, and
physical space in the hatcheries, they are operating in the
manner most likely to meet mitigation goals and maintain
fisheries, and least likely to result in competition between
hatchery and naturally spawned fish. Further, under current
practices, hatchery fish are unlikely to significantly lessen the
genetic variability of salmon and steelhead in the Klamath and

Trinity rivers.

Yearlings vs advanced Smolts

Strong feelings were expressed that the Department should convert
entirely to a yearling prograam for chinook salmon. Our
hatcheries do not have the capacity to hold enough yearling
chinook salmon to meet mitigation requirements for all races, nor
are we convinced that an exclusively yearling program is
desirable. We were told by merbers of the Klamath Fishery
Management Council that management decisions by the Klamath

. Fishery Management Council and the Pacific Fishery Management

Council are based on strategies developed on smolt releases. We
are comnitted to emphasizing natural production and to conserving
wild stocks where they exist, but we are also obligated to manage
our fisheries to provide opportunities for sport and commercial
fishers and to tribes covered under Federal mitigation.
Restricting hatchery production to only yearling releases could
significantly reduce the size, and potentially the number, of
fish available for harvest in the ocean and rivers. -

Until documentation becomes available to us demonstrating
conclusively that smolt releases in late Hay and June have
significant detrimental effects on naturally spawning
populations, we must continue to release most chinook salmon as



advanced fingerlings (larger than 90/1b.) We will also continue ‘
to release chinook yearlings to the extent feasible. Our Natural

Stocks Assessment Project has bequn a pilot study that will

address time of entry and period of residency of hatchery and _
naturally produced salmonids in the Klamath River estuary, where

current information indicates a conflict is most likely.

Our production and stocking program for artificially produced
salwon smolts is based on several considerations including the
following: 1) Ocean fishery management decisions are '
historically based on advanced fingerling releases, and a change
to yearling release would require significant revisions of the
production and harvest models; 2) Advanced fingerling smolt
emigration is a natural occurrence for chinook salmon in the
Klamath and Trinity systems; 3) Yearling releases tend to
result in increased returns rates of grilse and to produce
smaller adults, thus reducing benefits for ocean and inland
fishers; 4) BHatchery produced fish planted at the hatcheries do
not tend to stray far into main stem tributaries; and 5) There is
a significant genetic mixing between hatchery and naturally
produced main stem fish. _

We are exploring the potential for increased yearling production
at Iron Gate Hatchery and searching for answers to the questions
of adequate water supply and funding. We understand that water
flow and quality in the Klamath River are largely dependent on
how much water remains in the river following diversions for
agricultural and other uses outside California and on how much
cold water can be stored in the depths of Iron Gate Reservoir.
Taking all this into consideration, we are prepared to convert
some of our advanced fingerling production at Iron Gate Hatchery
to a corresponding level of yearling production if water of
acceptable quality and in sufficient quantity is made available.

Trinity Coho Mitigation Geoal
We believe that mitigation for coho salmon at Trinity River
Hatchery is appropriate. Trapping records show that substantial

numbers of this species naturally occurred above the present dam
site. The review team was provided references on this issue.

Trinity chinook Mitigation Goal

After review, the Department considers the mitigation target of
9,000 chinook salmon adults returning to Trinity River Hatchery
appropriate. Experience has shown that there will usually be
adults reldrning to the hatchery site in excess of the number
required for egg collection when a hatchery and associated
fishery are functioning properly.




The Review Teanm agreed that a goal-oriented investigation is
badly needed to find ways to meet mitigation goals and to restore

steelhead in the Trinity River. :

Excess Production

We continue to share the concerns of the Review Team over
disposition of excess eggs and grade-outs. Our goal has been and
continues to be, to take eqggs throughout each run, with the take
being in proportion to the magnitude and duration of the run.

Our policy, stated in the goals and constraints documents, is to
destroy excess eggs or fry, or to use them for other cooperative

or nonanadromous progrars.

We concur with the team that use of the term "enhancement® to
describe part of the production at the two hatcheries is
inappropriate. The use of the term is inaccurate and the fish
should be correctly considered part of the production needed to
meet mitigation requirements. Henceforth, "enhancement" will be
used only when referring to production in excess of mitigation
requirements. For Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries, this
means that it will probably not be used, since the Department has
no plans for production except as necessary for prescribed

mitigation.

The Department supports cooperative interim artificial fish
propagation programs where appropriate. These temporary programs
under our jurisdiction must operate in accordance with State
regulations and guidelines and must be confined to areas where
natural production is insufficient to fully utilize available
habitat. Proposals for initiation of new projects or continuance
of existing projects must undergo a formal review process and be
approved by the Department prior to implementation. The review
procedures of the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Task

Force follow its 1991 Policy and Procedures for Use of Interin
Artificial Propagation Under the Trinity River Restoration

e )& ¢ Y PL=103 JHOL0 2 4
for proposed projects in the
Trinity system. Although it incorporates california’s laws,
policies, and guidelines pertinent to interim rearing, projects
approved under it are still subject to State approval and
permitting requirements.

Protection of Discrete Stocks

Our greatest concern for salmon and steelhead genetics is the
potential for mixing fish from different stocks. Our statewide
policy prohibits artificial movement of stocks between basinsg
without compliance with stated standards and the written approval
of the appropriate Regional Hanager, the Chief of Inland
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Fisheries Division, and the Deputy Director for fisheries. Such ‘
movements and mixing are strongly discouraged. Our hatchery

personnel take great care to ensure that stocks are not mixed

during hatchery operations. Genetic mixing of hatchery and

naturally reproducing components of a common stock is of much

less concern to us than is mixing between stocks of different run

timing or from different basins.

We believe that, provided there is no interbasin or interstock
mixing, the potential for losing genetic variability because of
hatchery production is not significant. '

First, except in the cases of the endangered Sacramento River.
winter-run chinook salmon and the Carmel River steelhead,
anadromous hatcheries in california, unlike trout hatcheries, do
not maintain breeding stocks of adults. Because egg donors are
randomly selected at the hatchery, genetic drift is far less
likely to occur than it is in situations in which a small.
broodstock is cultured or maintained from year to year. Each
year, anadromous hatcheries capture and spawn an essentially
random subset of the fish that have successfully entered the
hatchery. There is no reason to believe that this subset has
less genetic variability than the whole population. BHatchery
spawners are taken randomly from throughout a run and in
proportion to its magnitude to generally reflect the genetic
variability of the population that would have otherwise spawned

at or above the hatchery site.

Second, the offspring of the hatchery-spawned adults are released
into the natural environment where they become susceptible, like
their naturally spawned cousins, to predation, conpetition, and
all of the other limiting factors that are present in that
environment, both in fresh and salt water. These limiting
factors take their toll, and individuals lacking the genetic
makeup necessary for survival are more likely to die before
reaching adulthood. This tends to remove, or cause to occur at
low frequencies, any "undesirable® genes that may have been
encouraged at increased frequency in the hatchery population.
This natural culling process may be reduced and straying -

increased, however, by trucking the hatchery prodict to the— —~— -

estuary.

Finally, the adult survivors produced at the hatchery and those
produced naturally return to spawn. Some of the hatchery fish
spawn naturally with other hatchery fish, but some spawn
naturally with naturally produced fish. When the hatchery
captures its adults, most of them are hatchery products, but
others are products of natural spawning. Thus there is a two-way
exchange of genetic material between the hatchery component and
the naturally produced component both in the stream and in the
hatchery. This, in conjunction with natural selection of
survivors in the natural environment, works against selection for
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genes that might initially appear at elevated frequencies in
groups of hatchery produced fish. In this way, the genetic
integrity and diversity of the stock is protected.

Under an ideal situation, we would operate hatcheries so that
hatchery fish would leave the hatchery site at the same times,
the same sizes, and in the same numbers that preproject naturally
produced fish would have passed the site on their seaward
nigration. This would more closely mimic preexisting natural
conditions. We recognize that this would be unrealistic under
current budget and hatchery size constraints and that flow
regimes have been altered by the projects for which mitigation
fish are produced. Therefore, the hatchery produced tish
releases pust be tailored for the revised river system, the
annual characteristics of the stream and the hatchery product,
and the progress of the naturally produced emigrant fish.

We will continue to evaluate our hatchery operations, production
and stocking criteria to improve them as new technology and
methodology become avajilable. However, we believe our anadromous
hatcheries are presently being operated to replicate natural
conditions to the extent possible.

Sumpary

We conclude that hatcheries are a necessary part of California’s
salmon and steelhead conservation program. 1In the Klamath-
Trinity system, they exist to produce fish to replace natural
production that was lost in areas above the main stem dams. We
consider unreasonable, the hypothesis that preproject fish
populations can be sustained in the absence of hatcheries. ¥o
amount of habitat restoration or enhancement down stream has been
found to have the potential to replace the habitat that has been
lost upstream to dams. The Department recognizes that hatcheries
must be operated in a manner that has the least affect on
naturally spawning stocks. The Department will do all that it
can to ensure against harming natural stocks, while meeting
mitigation goals and providing reasonable opportunities to sport
and commercial fishers and to tribes covered under Federal

mitigation.
Findings and Actions Planned by the Department

The Department plans to undertake the following six actions
related to future production at Iron Gate and Trinity River

hatcheries:

1. Fall chinook salmon egg take at Iron Gate Hatchery will he
- reduced to 12 million per year. This will be incorporated
into the goals and constraints for Iron Gate Hatchery. The
18 million egg figure is excessive and was established at a

time when the Department believed that raxirmuam hatchery
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production was a desirable goal and excessive qu
mortalities were expected. 1In reality, this egg take goal
has not been reached in most years;

2. The production goals and constraints for Iron Gate and
Trinity River hatcheries will not refer to "enhancement®
fish, but will more correctly refer to all production as
nitigation fish;

3. The revised goals and constraints will specify that no pre-
smolts will be planted, and that excess eggs or fry will be
destroyed or used for purposes other than release into
anadromous waters;

4. We will seek funding from the Trinity River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Task Force or the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for a
study to develop an action program for steelhead population
mitigation. The study will eamphasize the need for
management to assure that steelhead mitigation goals can be
met without undue effects on wild stocks;

5. We will request Pacific Power and Light Company to review
potential water supplies from Copco Lake, Iron Gate
Reservoir, Fall Creek, and groundwater sources to determine
if adequate water of proper quality exists that could be
provided for an expanded yearling program at Iron Gate
Hatchery. The utility company is cooperating with us in
solving the incubator water quality problem. They will
install a filtration system or ground water pumping
equipment at the hatchery to provide adequate water quality
to hatchery incubators;

6. We will continue to release our hatchery production at times
and under conditions that most closely approximate natural
patterns while minimizing competition with naturally
produced fish. Smolt releases will take place as late in
spring as possible to avoid competition with naturally
spawned fish, yet ensure that hatchery fish avold excessive
rortality from high river  water temperatures. Trucking of
hatchery fish will be considered only under extreme
emergency conditions when release at the hatchery site could
be expected to result in greater than 50 percent planting
mortality.
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Advisory Team Comments on Ratchery Reviewv Report

Bric J. loudenslager
Department of Pisheries
Humboldt State University

In a May 17, 1993 memo Mr. Doug Alcorn asked me to follow Nr.
Forrest Reynolds presentation of the Klamath Basin hatchery review
final report, to provide input to the Klamath Fisheries Task Force
concerning advisory team impressions of the report. In response to
Mr Alcorn’s request I sent a memo to all advisory team members
asking for input for my presentation. It is my hope that I will
provide you with a reasonable summary of their comments.

I have communicated with all but one of the advisory team
membars, and all believe that the review process has started but
should not be considered finished. Some of the advisory teanm
members work on a day to day basis in the Klamath Basin and their
comments and concerns involve very specific problems. These team
members do not concur with at least some of the conclusions in the
report. Other team members, mnyself Iincluded, are generally
knowledgeable about fish hatcheries, fish ganetics, disease eto,
but don’t consider themselves experts on the Klamath Basin. These
members waere not comfortable concurring or disagreeing.with the
reports findings based on information presented at the two
meetings. I suspect that the main reason many team members don’t
consider our job finished {s the lack of direction and Instruction
given to team members from the three chairs.

As an advisory team member I was never given any instructions
or had a good idea of what we were charged with doing. I expected
that at the first meeting the members would clarify our charge,
develop a formal process for deciding on issues to evaluate, and
get an idea of what experimental data and analysis were needed or
available. To quote one team member’s comment to me: PI thought
perhaps the Team would spend several months getting deeper into
subjects....I was a bit taken aback at the end of the second
meeting when Forrest Reynolds sald words to the effect ’‘Well that’s
it. Thank you for your review and ideas. I now will write a
report to submit to the three chairs.’® I think it is accurate to
say that a number of team members were surprised to find out that
we were not conducting a review, but were acting as advisors to a

CDFG revievw.

Based on background given at the first neeting and DFG’s
report, the chalrs expressed concern about competition between
hatchery and wild fish and loss of genetic variation owing to
"swanmping® by having a preponderance of hatchery fish on wild
spawning grounds. These are important facets in understanding the
interaction of these population components. Unfortunately they
present formidable analytical problems and solutions or
prescriptions are probably not going to be available soon.
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The advisory tear focused attention on production goals and
methods which create the above concerns. Progress in understanding
the concern and possible solutions were made in some areas, Tean
membars have expressed frustration that we vere not given written
responses to {ssues raised prior to receiving the draft final
report. Further, many of the DFG findings do not provide the
justification for the finding. The major subjects discussed and
raised weore: . ' '

1. Release numbers for all specles. The release numbers seem
based on historic estimates and contractual agreements. I have
asked if these numbers can be supported by current habjitat
conditions. That question has not been answered to ny
satisfaction. I suspect we don’t know. DFG is maintaining most
rg}ease numbers, but is reducing eqg take at Iron Gate for fall

chinook. ' '

2. Relcase time/size. Soma team members wera interested in
i'earlinq releases for chinook. The Department is exploring an
ncreased yearling program at Iron Gate, but has taken a strong
stand in opposition to an entire yearling program. The yearling
program could have fishery benefits and relieve competition
pressure in the estuary. However, this would be moving the
hatchery program away from releases which mimic the natural
behavior of the fish., Some team members were concerned about large
2+ steelhead reltases. The DFG recognize that steelhead mitigation -
" has been unsuccessful, but no changes are currently proposed. 1In
their findings DFG proposes to put together a steelhead action

pPlan. This is an area where work is still needed.

3. Handling excess gradeouts and eggs. The team menbers were
concerned about stocking eyed eggs, swimup fry, etc. as they became
excess. The department will destroy or use excess eggs and fry in
non-anadromous prograns. I think this concern has been adequately

dealt with.

4. Handling excess hatchery origin spawners. The Department
indjcated that known hatchery origin spavners returning to the
hatchery but not needed for egg production were returned to the
river, sSome tecam members expressed genetic concerns about this
practice. The Department indicated that handling these excess fish
presented considerable disposal time and problems. This concern
has not been dealt with in the report. No goals exist for the mix
of hatchery and wild fish in the hatchery or adjacent waters. The
Department indicates an interest in having the hatchery population
be a mix, which would maintain genetic characteristics with the
vild fish. cClarification of the mix, and methods (tagging) to
achieve it are nceded. '

5. Rearing metheds. The Department briefl{ addressed rearing
densities in the report under other subjects raised and discussed.
I believe the Department considers this more a hatchery operations
matter than a production issue. However, there is accumulating
evidence (some references provided to DFG) that how we rear and
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releasge anadromous fish affecte their performance. I think this
subject warrants further consideration. .

| 6. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife office in Weaverville provided
a list of questions and concerns. Concerns not yet mentioned

included diseases and sampling/tagging strategles. Diseases

‘received mention but no elaboration in the report. In thelir

comments on the draft final report the Weaverville group still
requested additional consideration of diseases. This group
questions the accuracy of release numbers. Thay request additional
consideration of enumeration methods and  tagging/sampling

strategies so inriver and harvest management programs will be more

accurate.

c¢s Advisory Team Members
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ATTACHMENT 8

June 15, 1993 -

TO: Klamath Restoration Task Force

FROM: Jim Welter -
Representing O.S.C.F., Inc. and KMZF Coalition

RE: : C.D.F. & G.
Hatchery Review Draft

We havé a hard time understanding C.D.F. & G.'s reluctance to use the input offered
through the three chairs - "review committee-hatchery”, to help you do a better job of
rhanaging the hatcheries in the Klamath system. To hire this kind of a review - with the
people involved would have been expensive to say the least.

We don't feel that concern for the natural production - being impacted by hatchery

releases has been addressed.
Also of major concern is the unwarranted dominion of mitigation over the whole process.

Where is your balance of nature. You have variable spawner escapement and water flow.
Mitigation is a constant that will not work, but is detrimental! Your major concern should

‘be to produce a smolt that will not have to rear in competition in the system and be able

to survive in the ocean.

Release timing needed to be looked at, as it effects returns and when maturation occurs. -

We feel this kind of knowledge was available to you through the Review Committee

and would have been extremely beneficial to the restoration process.-
To reject it is to say you don't need any advice and know the solution. However, after

all of the years you have been managing these stocks, please look at where you are today.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Shasta River impoundment water temperature upstream of trap site
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hasta River, 1993
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Key events for the Shasta River unimpaired flow experiment
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Shasta River trapping dates and chinook salmon captured per hour
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. Chinook salmon trapped p~ur and flow at trap
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i ates Deparumet . oy PRDENESEE
United States Deparument of the Interior e zas e

[T ;
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE "‘”ﬁ’f"»’ﬁhm“

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.C0. Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097-1006
(916) 842-5763

July 19, 1993

Dear Interested Party:

Enclosed are the summarized minutes of the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task
Force meeting held June 15-16, 1993, in Yreka. Attachment 2 to the minutes is
~a list of ranked Fiscal Year 1994 project proposals. This list will be used
to develop the Fiscal Year 1994 Federal work plan for the Klamath River
Fishery Restoration Program. Projects ranked 70 and higher will probably be
funded, in FY 1994, by the California Department of Fish and Game or the Fish
and Wildlife Service as elements of the Klamath Fishery Restoration Program.
Projects ranked below 70 are not likely to be funded from those sources.

If you would like more information regarding this meeting, the ranked list of

proposals, or a copy of the long-version minutes please contact this office.

Sincerely,

Ronald A. Iverson
Project Leader

Enclosure

cc: Task Force members
Technical Work Group Members




Summary minutes of the
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
June 15-16, 1993
Yreka, California

June 15, 1993:

Members present: Nat Bingham, Kent Bulfinch, Leaf Hillman, Rod McInnis, Mike
Orcutt, Ronnie Pierce (for Walt Lara), Bill Shake, George Thackeray, Jack West
(for Barbara Holder), Keith Wilkinson, Robert Rohde (for Leaf Hillman)

Absent: Don DeVol, Mitch Farro, Barbara Holder, Tom Stokely, Walt Lara Jr.

Shake called the meeting to order, welcomed all attendees, and asked for
introductions of Task Force members. : :

Agenda item 1: Adoption of agenda. (Attéchment 1)

Bingham asked to include a discussion of California Department of Fish and
Game's small rearing pond policy as a part of agenda item 12. Pierce asked to
include a discussion of Task Force member attendance at work group ranking

sessions.
Motion carried to approve the agenda as amended.

Agenda item 2: Approval of minutes from March 30-31, 1993, meeting.

Motion carried to approve the minutes, as sent.

item 3: Report frem budeei commititee on _development of Fiscal Year 1994

5.

Agenda

Bingham said that the committes recommended adoption of the list of ranked
FY1994 projects contingent on a gouple of changes. The first change is to
establish a $420,000 Restoration Frogram cost limit for the Klamath River
Fishery Rescurce Office {(KRFRO). ‘The second modification is to remove the
CDFG progosed Screening prod {FP-9, FP-11, and ¥7-12) from the list.
Bingham sa2id the commitiy el the projects received but as a policy
measure they recomnend more eficrt by the Depariment to make up part of the
non-Federal match.

Agenda item &: Tack Force discussion of the 1994 work plan.

Bulfinch suggested deferring funding for project HR-19 until the upper basin
amendment was adopted. Bingham and West indicated that the budget committee
and the Technical Work Group (TWG) support funding the project because of its
-technical merit. Shake mentioned that the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
would appropriate $20,000 for operation ©f the KRFRO, thereby reducing the
Program funding requirement to $405,000. The group discussed the need for the
screening projects, but concurred with the recommendation to withhold funding

of these state proposals.

Agenda item S: Public comment on the FY1994 work plan.

Diane Higgins described the Klamath Education Program in which she has
developed curricula for grades 4-12. She stated that if her proposal E-06 was
possibly ranked low because of a misunderstanding of her past contract
performance. Higgins claimed that she might not be available to complete the
fourth phase of the project if not funded in FY1994.



Wilkinson asked for an education committee caucus before the Task Force took
action on the work plan. Chairman Shake approved the request and asked the
committee to meet at the morning break.

Agenda item 5: Public comment on the FY1994 work plan.

Marcia Armstrong expressed support for the CDFG screening projects by stating
that they were valuable and good for public education. "She also said that
project FP-14 was greatly needed to evaluate production in the Shasta River.

Mary Taylor stated her concern about the education program; specifically
regarding the backgrounds of education committee members. She also said that
education was not addressing the immediate needs of the resource, and that
national education organizations should be in the lead. She asked. for more
information on the education committee, advance notice of when they meet, and
for an opportunity to review the education curricula as it is developed.

Shake responded by stating that the Long Range Plan calls for developing
education curricula focusing on fish and habitat restoration issues.

Joseph Riker stated that an ecosystem recovery plan already exists for the
upper Klamath basin and asked if this document and other recovery plans had
been considered when the Task Force developed their long range plan amendment.

Felice Pace asked the Task Force to consider developing a key watershed
funding strategy for use in developing future years' work plans.

Gary Hegler said that there was no documented proof that suction dredge mining
was having deleterious impacts on Klamath River fish populations, and that the
CDFG and the Task Force were initiating a fifth amendment taking on the
miners. Hegler suggested that the mining work force could be utilized to

restore fish habitat.

Agenda item 6: Task Force decision on a final work plan for FY1994.

Wilkinson reported that the education committee recommends that project E-06
be included in the FY-1994 work plan. He pointed out that a larger issue for
consideration is need to determine how the Task Force and TWG should consider
recurring, long-term, projects such as E-06. Pierce asked for an explanation
of the FY1993 budget, specifically if surplus funds were anticipated. Iverson
answered that agenda item 9 would be a discussion of $16,000 remaining in the
FY1993 budget. Rohde and West pointed out that the TWG ranking process was
fair .and that many projects rated higher than project E-06 would be passed
over if the education committee recommendation were adopted.

**% Motion ***

Bingham moved to adopt the FY1994 work plan as recommended by the Technical
Work Group, as modified by the budget committee's recommendation to preclude
funding for projects FpP-09, FP-11, and FP-12, and to establish a cap of
$420,000 for the KRFRO. .

Bingham added that $405,000 of the KRFRO budget would be made up from Program
funds the remaining $20,000 would be provided by the USFWS. Shake clarified
the budget committee recommendation of establishing a cap of $420,000 Program
expense for KRFRO. Shake pointed out that $405,000 of FY1994 Program funds
would be required for KRFRO services, and the cost column in the ranked list
(Attachment 2) should be changed accordingly. Bulfinch recommended that the
motion be amended to defer funding of project HR-19 until the upper basin
amendment is finalized and the upper basin representatives are seated on the
Task Force. Bingham accepted the amendment. (The proposed amendment to the
motion carried with Oregon abstaining.} The motion, as amended, failed.

2
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LE B Motion * kX

Wilkinson moved, pursuant to abeyance of project HR-19 and striking the three
CDFG screen proposals, to insert E-06 for $51,230 above the funding line.

Rohde said that the Karuk Tribe would oppose the motion because it
circumvented the evaluation and ranking process. - This position was supported
by others, so Chairman Shake never called for a vote.  He asked for an

alternative motion.

*%X%* Motion **%

Bingham moved to approve the work plan as proposed by the Technical Work
Group, with the exception that project HR-19 would be put on hold until
adoption of the upper basin amendment, and the screening projects would be
placed back into the list for consideration by the State funding committees.

Wilkinson stated his opposition to the motion because of process; at least two
of the representatives on the Task Force participated in the ranking process.
Shake suggested tabling the motion until after lunch. He asked members with
concerns to develop an alternative motion. Bingham concurred with the
suggestion to table his motion.

Agenda item 7: Report on draft FY1995 Request For Proposals (RFP).

West stated that the TWG should be able to develop a more specific Fiscal Year
1995 RFP by January 1994, but they need a comprehensive map that shows the
range of anadromous stocks in the basin. He informed the Task Force that they
will attempt to get one. West asked to discuss item 9 on the agenda before

item 8.

Agenda item 9: Action Planning.

West mentioned that $16,000 of FY1993 funds are available for subbasin
planning, and recommended that this money be used to develop a comprehensive
map of the geographic range of anadromous fish in the basin. He said they
want to focus first on subbasins below Iron Gate Dam. West said Bob Rohde
will develop a scope of work for a contract to get this map produced by
winter. Ron Iverson commented that the spending deadline for FY1993 is coming
soon, and that it might be better to obligate FY1994 money to allow more time.
Reynolds asked that a CDFG representative, Paul Viesze, be present at the next
TWG meeting to discuss this topic. Chairman Shake concurred with Iverson's

suggestion.

Agenda item 8: Report on identification of critical fish refugia.

West reported that the TWG had identified these refugial areas (Attachment 3)
and had drafted a letter for Task Force consideration, to be sent to the
owners of these areas. He said the TWG identified critical watersheds that
affect the stocks at risk and those that are also in relatively good
condition. He said we need an additional list which prioritizes watersheds
according to their value toward overall basin restoration. Many Task Force
members expressed their concerns about the wording and intent of the letter.
Shake called for public comment.

Public comment:

Felice Pace asked the Task Force to consider what they mean by "critical
watershed." He said the TWG's list identifies refugia, not critical
watersheds. He pointed out that there are no refugia identified on the Scott
River, however restoration in that system is critical to overall restoration



of basin fisheries. He suggested that the Task Force ask the TWG to sfudy
the list of watersheds developed by the Pacific Rivers Council..

Bill Kier voiced his concern that the Task Force may be abandoning the
population management unit approach contained in the Long Range Plan by
considering the Pacific Rivers Council policy of identifying good watersheds.
He said there should be some assessment as to how this differs from the Plan’
approach.

Marcia Armstrong indicated that landowners would not appreciate the draft
letter because the Task Force is asking them to volunteer for regulation. _ She
suggested that there are agencies or groups that could act as a buffer between
the Task Force and the landowners, such as the Cooperative Extension Service
or the CRMPs. .

Bob Bartholomew suggested approaching landowners through the CRMPs.

Agenda item 8: Report on identification of critical fish refugia (Continued).

Shake opened discussion by saying he prefers to use the term "undisturbed"
over "critical." He said the term "Refugia" implies a land classification and
consequent regulation of such lands. Shake stated that it was the purpose of
the Task Force to work with landowners, not threaten them with regulation. He
suggested utilizing FY1994 funds instead of FY1993 funds to allow more time to
develop a basin wide map. He pointed out that Felice Pace had suggested
identifying other watersheds in the basin. West responded that the Task Force
must provide more specific criteria for making the determination of which
watersheds are essential to this restoration effort. Rohde asked to be :
allowed to edit the letter that evening, and bring it back for consideration
on the 16th. The Task Force consented to this request.

**k Action ***

Bob Rohde will re-draft the letter to landowners, which identifies critical
watersheds and asks for cooperation in protecting those watersheds.

After lunch, Shake announced that the FY1994 work plan would be the first
discussion item on the 16th. He alsoc announced a Scott River Watershed CRMP
meeting the evening of the 15th and recommended that Task Force members attend
if possible. ' '

Agenda item 10: Status of the Klamath River Instream Flow Study.

Iverson reported that at the Klamath Falls meeting the Task Force committed to
take the lead in developing an instream flow study. He stated that this was a
shift from their position last year when they asked the Secretary of Interior
to initiate a study. 1Iverson said that a FY1994 funding proposal for initial
scoping of the study was ranked too low f-~r funding, which now allows the Task
Force more time to decide how to proceed. He suggested that the Task Force
Chair call a meeting of executive level staff to discuss the broad policy
issues such as geographic scope, which streams, specific roles, study
methodology, or scope of impacts (biological or geomorphological impacts), to
develop a more detailed scope of the study. Their product would be reviewed
by the Task Force followed by a public review period.

Public comment:

Joseph Riker expressed his concern that the Task Force would establish a
committee to determine the scope of an instrezm flow study when a decision
making group for water delivery already exists in the Klamath Compact
Commission. He pointed out that the controls for delivery are in the upper
basin and upper basin representation is necessary.




Felice Pace asked: 1) why did the instream flow proposal rank low, given that
we all recognize the need for identifying minimum instream flows? 2) Are the
TWG rating sheets available for public review? 3) Why has the Department of
Interior decided not to proceed with this? The Task Force responded that no
one knows exactly why the proposal rated low, and that individual proposal
ratings given by each TWG member are confidential and unknown even to other
TWG members. Shake responded that the Department of Interior committed to
look into the need and development of an instream flow study, but never
committed to funding one.

Elwood Miller stated that he does not have a problem with the Task Force
setting up an ad hoc committee to develop an instream flow study. He said he
doesn't see this as a ploy to exclude upper basin representation but as an
effort to look at the system as a whole. '

Marcia Armstrong expressed concern by the Farm Bureau that the scope of the .
instream study seems to have broadened to the Shasta and the Scott Rivers.

She mentioned that there are two adjudications on these river systems and the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is also involved in flow
delivery. She said that the Task Force must include other interested parties.

Continued discussion of Agenda item 10;

Shake asked KRFRO to: 1) put together a list of upper basin and lower basin
representatives that should be invited, 2) identify the issues that need to be
talked about, 3) develop an agenda, 4) draft a letter explaining all of this
for the Chair's signature, 5) and set up a meeting including all interested:
people. BHe asked George Thackeray to look at the mail list to ensure that the
upper basin is adequately represented. Shake said the Task Force would
discuss this issue in a future meeting.

*** Action ***

KRFRO will set up a meeting of agencies/organizations wishing to participate
in the initial scoping of a Klamath River flow study. A letter explaining
this scoping phase ‘and inviting participation will be provided to the Task
Force Chair for signature by June 25, 1993. :

"Agenda item 11: Status report on Klamath and Six Rivers National Forests' Land
Management Plans.

Jim Anderson reported that the Klamath National Forest's LMP changes the way
the forest has been managed in past decades. It is an ecosystem driven plan,
developed by much public input. The LMP considers many aspects of forest
management including fish and wildlife habitat concerns, erosion control, fuel
buildup, and timber production. Key watersheds and refugial areas have been
identified and will be protected. Anderson reported that the LMP should be
adopted.nolicy by spring of 1994.

Jerry Barnes reported similar resource emphasis for the Six Rivers National
Forest's LMP. Barnes stated that riparian standards have been developed in
order to protect the riverine ecosystem. The LMP dedicates land, trees, and
watersheds for fish. He stated that dedicated wildlife acreage is equal to
timber management areas. Riparian acreage is about 160,000 acres in all.
Timber is one of the lesser allocations on the national forest. Barnes said
about 70% of the Six Rivers Naticnal Forest is managed for fish protection.
The current program is to increase spawning habitat and juvenile rearing
habitat to reestablish spawning populations and to restore watersheds.



Agenda item 11: Report on progqress of the Forest Service's Pacific Salmon Work
Group (PacFish). . :

West said that in spring of '92 the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) began a team
management approach for stocks at risk in the west. 1In March '93, the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) joined the USFS in this effort. He stated that there
are three staffing levels; a policy group in the D.C. office with some high
ranking policy makers from both agencies. The second level is a work group
below the policy group which 1s made up of resource specialists. The third
group is a field team led by the deputy regional forester for Region 6, and is
composed of a spectrum of scientists at the forest levels. The tasks are for
these groups to assess the level of .impact on anadromous fish populations:
This group is also trying to define "good" habitat. Parameters such as pool
frequency, large woody debris, bank stability, angle, and width to depth ratio
will be considered. The strategy is to establish objectives for riparian
management, to identify key watersheds, to designate riparian habitat
conservation areas, to modify planning regulations, to propose interim
standards and guides, and to conduct watershed analyses to broadly prescribe
watershed restoration.

Agenda item 12: Presentation of Klamath Basin hatchery review final report.

Reynolds pointed out that the report focuses on the quality of the hatchery
product, how fish are released into the wild and what impact they may have on
wild and natural fish. He said CDFG held two committee meetings to discuss
the issues and take comments. The report looks at how well hatcheries meet
their stated purposes and what needs to be done to improve their ability to
meet those purposes. There was discussion of shifting from fingerling
production to yearling production, but mitigation requirements are established
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and changes are difficult.
Hatcheries will be operated to meet the goals and to keep the impacts to a
minimum. Future work at the two hatcheries will involve setting up a 2-year
review of existing literature and working with other agencies and groups to
find a way to meet mitigation goals of the Trinity River program. At Iron
Gate CDFG will continue to work with PP&L to quantify potential water supplies
from Fall Creek and groundwater sources for expanding the yearling production.
Reynolds closed by saying this is not the end of this issue nor an end to
participation by public or other agencies. This is an ongoing evaluation
process. e

Agenda item 13: Comment on the report from Task. Force representatives on the
hatchery review team.

Dr. Eric Loudenslager stated that the review team felt that they ve made a
good start at reviewing hatchery operations, but they're not finished yet.
He said there are some things that should be changed in the report. He asked.
"How can we develop production goals for hatcheries without knowing what the
systems can zupport?" Loudenslager recommended convening a panel to develop
production goals for these hatcheries. He pointed out that many Columbia
River Basin hatchery operations have been changed to reduce impacts on natural
and wild fish. Loudenslager said there needs to be a decision by all parties,
whether we want these fish to function with wild fish or entirely separate
from wild fish. Production strategies could be developed accordingly. He
closed by saying the review team wishes to continue the hatchery review
process.

Wilkinson suggested that CDFG circulate their final report for public comment
even though the report was written for the 3 Chairs.

Bingham commented that the whole issue of hatchery/natural fish interaction
concerns the commercial industry. He said he also shares the feeling that
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this review process needs to continue, citing the small, localized fish-

rearing programs and unknown Impacts as reasons to continue.

Shake asked if ongoing evaluation was a recommendation made by the committee.
Reynolds responded by saying Coded Wire Tagging and disease investigations are
continuing projects. Reynolds also stated that ongoing review of hatchery
operations would take money and staff resources and the Task Force must be
willing to fund these efforts if they want them to continue.

Public comment:

Jim Welters stated that he did not believe the Department had adequately
investigated the impacts that hatcheries are having on natural stocks. He
questioned the value of meeting mitigation goals at the expense of natural
stocks. He asked for CDFG to assess their current position, and make changes
to protect fish stocks.

Dave Webb pointed out the need to collect information on natural. fish
production throughout the basin and use it to guide hatchery operations.

A%x%x Motion ***

Wilkinson moved to direct the Technical Work Group to investigate the impacts
on natural fish populations, of shifting hatchery releases from fingerling to
vyearling sized fish.

Motion carried.
Ax%x Action **%

The Technical Work Group will investigate the impacts of hatchery yearling
releases on wild populations.

Additional agenda item: Discussion of CDFG's policy on small scale rearing
projects.

Reynolds stated that Mitch Farro had made a motion at a past Task Force
meeting to develop fish rearing guidelines for the Klamath River similar to
the guidelines developed for the Trinity River program. Reynolds said he sent
out a letter to all the people on the Task Force asking for participants for
that task. Evidently not everyone received the letter. Reynolds’
interpretation of the Region 1 policy is that no new fish rearing programs
will be authorized without good justification and proof of con515tency with
CDFG's fish rearing policy guidelines.

Bingham responded that the TWG and budget committee were informed that no new
rearing permits would be authorized by the Department. Hillman recommended
that the Task Force and CDFG review the Long Range Plan policies that address
the fish rearing issue, to determine how consistent the Department's policy is
with the Long Range Plan. Shake asked staff to research past meeting minutes
to get the original motion made by Farro. Pierce stated that the timing of
the announcement was inappropriate, because it possibly impacted the rating of
all fish rearing projects at the TWG meeting. Hillman asked Reynolds to find
out why the policy was established. Reynolds agreed to find out and report
back to Task Force members. Shake asked for a copy of the letter mentioned
earlier by Reynolds. Reynolds agreed to distribute the letter once again.

xx% Action *x%

Forrest Reynolds will draft another letter inviting part101pat10n on a wild-
hatchery fish review team.



6-16-93

Agenda item 15: Report on Shasta River 1993 unimpaired flow experiment.

Bill Chesney described the Shasta River and stated that there are five
irrigation structures that were removed during this flow release. A
downstream migrant trap was set and monitored in order to evaluate this
experiment. He said that the experiment was designed to evaluate the
outmigration of juvenile fish from the Big Springs area. Chesney stated that
recent fish sampling indicated that juvenile chinook, steelhead, and coho:
remained in the Shasta River much later than once thought. Water quality in
1992 declined to lethal levels while fish were still there -- leading to a
fish kill. He said that the Shasta River Coordinated Resource Management
Planning group (SRCRMP) investigated the potential for voluntarily removing
the irrigation dams on a temporary basis. Chesney showed slides of the Shasta
River and diversion dams. He also described seining techniques and explained
the data collected from these efforts. Chesney described the fish monitoring
effort that occurred during the release and stated that some fish did move out
of the system. He pointed out that many fish still remained after the
release. Chesney said the CRMP is working on ways to prevent future fish-
kills as occurred in 1985 and 1992. The CRMP is looking toward developing
long term solutions to the problems in the Shasta River.

Agenda item 14: Report on Shasta fall chinook status with reference to
California Endangered Species Act listing.

Reynolds reported that the Department's Region 1 Area Team recommended state
listing of Shasta fall chinook. The recommendation was forwarded to the
directorate for review. Reynolds stated that the CDFG directorate does not
consider the Shasta River fall chinook a separate species or an Evolutionarily
Significant Unit (ESU). Reynolds concluded his report by saying the
Department will not list the Shasta River fall chinook.

West commented that it seems odd that CDFG does not consider the Shasta River
fall chinook as an ESU when the Klamath Basin stock identification committee
(Chaired by Dr. Barnhart) identified the stock as a breeding population.
Bulfinch added that the Shasta River stock was considered part of the upper
river metapopulation which included the Iron Gate Hatchery stocks. Bingham
suggested that the Barnhart report be discussed at a later Task Force meeting.
The Task Force concurred with his suggestion.

XKk Kk Action xk%x

Discussion of the Stock Identification Committee report will be an agenda item
at a future Task Force meeting.

West asked if CDFG consulted with NMFS before making their final decision.
Reynolds responded that they were consulted informally. McInnis added that
the two agencies might not reach the same conclusion. He also mentioned that
if Dr. Barnhart's report was going to be discussed, the Task Force needed the
background information leading to the stock identification committee's
findings. McInnis said he would talk with KRFRO staff about getting this
information prior to the discussion. Shake suggested that Dr. Barnhart
participate in that discussion.

*** Action ***
In conjunction with the discussion of the Klamath.River Stock Identification

Comnittee report, the committee will provide background information used to
develop their findings.




.ﬁgenda item 12 and 13 (continued):

Shake mentioned that there was an item of business left unfinished from
yesterday, the assignment to ask the Technical Work Group to look into the
issue of yearling release impacts on natural stocks. After reading Mitch

Farro's original motxon from page 10 of the February 3-4, 1993, minutés, Shake

pointed out that Keith's motion doesn't address the issue of w11d fish
interaction, as mentioned by Farro. Wilkinson responded that he did intend
for the TWG to investigate the impacts of yearling releases on natural stocks.
Shake asked Wilkinson to clarify the assignment with staff and the TWG..

*x% Action ***

Wilkinson will discuss with KRFRO staff and the TWG, the assignment to
investigate the impacts of shifting to yearling releases at the hatcherles on

natural fish populations.

Pierce and Shake recommended that the TWG coordinate this effort with the KFMC
Technical Advisory Committee.

*%%x Action ***

The TWG réview of yearling releases at Iron Gate hatchery will also involve
coordination/review by the KFMC Technical Advisory Committee.

Agenda item 17: Report from upper basin ad hoc committee.

Thackeray reported that the committee had met with the upper basin

representatives twice since the March, 1993, Task Force meeting. The comments

on the upper basin amendment document have been assimilated into a digest, and
the upper basin representatives have scheduled a meeting to discuss their
positions on the issues. Thackeray said the committee recommends accepting
the Initial Ecosystem Plan (developed by the Klamath Basin Water Users
Protective Association), and oral comment received at the March Task Force
meeting, as formal comment on the upper basin document. Thackeray said the
committee will meet the week of the 20th of July to continue their
discussions. He then invited Elwood Miller and John Crawford to speak to this

issue.

Miller said the Klamath Tribe is anxious to get involved with the Task Force.
He said the Tribe and the irrigators will attempt to resoclve the problems that
exist between them and make a consolidated recommendation on the upper basin
amendment document. Miller closed by saying he hoped that everyone keeps the
Tribe's superior water rights in mind while discussing these issues.

Crawford said the water users appreciate the Klamath Tribe participating in
these discussions. He stated further that the agricultural community is
concerned about the upper basin document and the Long Range Plan. Crawford
said the upper basin representatives will address all of their concerns in
these documents and bring a report to this group. He stated that the water
users have decided that the upper basin amendment is acceptable, with
modification, if it can be used as a vehicle to address their concerns with
the Long Range Plan. He closed by saying that the committee has not addressed

the issue of representation.
**k%x Motion *x*

Bulfinch moved to adopt the upper basin amendment to the Long Range Plan, with
the amendment process to be opened October 1995 through January 1, 1996. Then
to be opened thereafter in five-year cycles, providing that the amendment
process can be opened at any time between five-year cycles by request of the
Chair or by the consensus vote of the Task Force.
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No second. Shake stated that he felt it necessary tc provide an opportunity
for the upper basin constituents to meet with the Task Force on.this issue.

He said their involvement will strengthen the Plan amendment. Bulfinch
withdrew the motion. Elwood Miller asked for a date the Task Force expects to
make a decision on the upper basin amendment. Shake responded that a decision
would come after the upper basin committee made its recommendation. '

Miller asked if the Task Force would respond to the Klamath Tribe's comments
on the upper basin document. Wilkinson said there's been no Task Force action
on the comments, but the committee has comments in digested and "as written"
form. Reynolds said that the State of California will also provide comment on
the upper basin document and will send copies to the ad hoc committee members.
He also commented that he hopes there will be an opportunity to comment on the
final upper basin amendment document before final approval.

Agenda item 19: Public Comment

Joseph Riker said that much of the historic information on Upper Klamath Lake
has not been addressed in the amendment document. The City of Klamath Falls
wanted to bring that to the Task Force's attention. He continued that
offstream water storage is an issue that the document fails to address, and
that it implies that the Task Force authority supersedes that of the Klamath
Compact. He further stated that the document ignores multiple. use issues of
the river and is single species focused. Riker ended his statement by
requesting that the City of Klamath Falls also be involved in the upper basin
committee discussions.

Thackeray responded by saying the committee would contact the City for the:
kind of information Riker described.

Rod Kucera said the Klamath County Commissioners feel that the amendment, as
is, constitutes a threat to the water rights of the irrigators. He said
they're concerned that their constituency is under-represented on the Task
Force and believe the ad hoc committee is the only way they can work with the
Task Force on this issue. Kucera stated that the Commissioners request that
they receive correspondence and minutes of Task Force and committee meetings
at the Klamath County Office. Shake consented to the reguest.

Felice Pace thanked the Task Force members for attending the Scott River
Watershed CRMP the night before. He reminded the Task Force that marsh
restoration would provide three acre-feet of water for every acre restored.

He mentioned that the Oregon Natural Resources Council (ONRC) will have
permanent staff in the Klamath Basin this fall. It would be advantageous for
the upper basin ad hoc committee to contact the ONRC representatives and
environmentalists in that area in their discussions with upper basin
representatives. He stated that environmentalists are stakeholders as well.

Charles Wells said it's fitting that the Klamath Tr1be was one of the first
groups of people contacted by the ad hoc committee and the 1rrlgators as well.
He said, however, they are not the only ones living there. "People are the
cr1t1ca1 factor for influencing the ecosystem. You're going to step into a
real problem if you don't get all the parties involved. Litigation may result
if all parties are not involved." Wwhen Wells was asked how to get all parties
involved, he stated that the Ad Hoc committee should respond to all people
that provided comments on the upper basin document. The issue that ought to
be addressed is how to get people together before a work plan is developed.

He also recommended holding a series of workshops and conferences to get
interested parties together.

Shake said that the ad hoc committee chairman heard these comments and he will
proceed with that information.

10
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Agenda item 20: Action on the upper basin amendment process -- What to do?

Shake said that discussion of Bulfinch's motion clarified the Task Force's
intents on how to proceed.

Bulfinch stated that upper basin representatiﬁes must be more specific. when

. mentioning '"things" in the Long Range Plan and the upper basin amendment that

are unacceptable. These "things" haven't been laid on the table as a specific
item, :

Xikk Motion **x%x

Bulfinch moved that the ad hoc committee provide a list of specific changes
needed for the upper basin amendment document.

Thackeray stated that it ié the intent of the committee to do so. He also
referred to comments received from the environmental community that they must
also be involved.

Motion carried.

*k% Action **%

The ad hoc committee will develop a list of specific concerns held by upper
basin residents on the Long Range Plan and the upper basin amendment document.
This list will be provided to the Task Force for con51derat1on

Agenda item 6: Task Force decision on a final work;plan for FY1994.

Bingham withdrew his motion to adopt the FY94 work plan, anticipating a
different motion by other members.

* k% Hotion xk*Xk

Wilkinson moved to accept the budget committee recommendation for the FY1994
work plan with these provisions: 1) abeyance of project HR-19, 2) the
exclusion of projects FP-09, FP-11, and FP-12, 3) the inclusion of project E-
06 in the budget as a contract extension, as funds become available.

Shake said the motion, as he understood it, provided the Task Force the
opportunity to complete the education curriculum. Reynolds asked for
clarification on what was meant by "abeyance of HR-19" and "exclusion of
projects FP-09, FP-11, FP-12." Wilkinson responded that holding funds in
abeyance for project HR-19 was recommended because the amendment document has
not been adopted yet. He said that "exclusion" is simply that, to exclude
those projects from consideration in the FY1994 budget. Reynolds stated that
he would oppose the motion because "abeyance" wasn't adequately defined and
that projects FP-09, 11, and 12 should not be removed from the list. He said
he would accept the decision not to fund them, but not to remove them from
consideration by other funding sources. Wilkinson agreed to change his motion
to leave projects FP-09, 11, and 12 on the list. Shake said that "Abeyance"
means that project HR-19 will remain on the list, but funding will be put on
hold until the upper basin amendment is finalized.

Motion carried. (Department of Agriculture abstained.)

Agenda item 21: A long term "needs list” for Klamath fish restoration.

Shake said that a Task Force planning committee met last year and discussed
the need to develop a long term needs list. He said the Task Force has left
this planning task unfinished and needs to determine what to do.
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. expenses for a Eureka High School 5-day field trip on the Klamath River.

Bingham pointed out that agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
are regularly asked to identify restoration projects in the basin. He said
that some Task Force members were concerned that the Task Force didn't have
much input when the jobs bill was being consxdered Bingham suggested using
the approved list of projects.

Reynolds stated that this was a good idea but needed further staff work.

Shake called for public comment on this issue but received none.

Bingham suggested that the Technical Work Group should be asked to draft a
list and bring it to the Task Force. Pierce added that input from staff would

be helpful. She suggested that staff develop a list to be sent to Technical

Work Group members for review and discussion. Reynolds recommended that staff
develop correspondence for the Chair's signature, requesting each of the Task
Force members to provide a list of recommended projects back to staff. Staff
will compile and forward this list to the Technical Work Group. Shake said
the budget committee also needs to be involved with this. Rohde stated that
this list should have appropriate permitting processes completed so they can
be implemented quickly, or that these kinds of projects should be listed
separately. Shake asked KRFRO staff will do this, keeping.in mind side boards
of the Long Range Plan.

Agenda item 23: Direction to identify/develop the long term needs list.

***x Action **%

KRFRO staff will prepare a letter to Task Porce members, asking for ideas and
recommended projects to be included in a long term needs list. Staff will
compile the list, and work with the Technical Work Group and the budget
committee to develop recommendations for the Task Force

Agenda item 24: Take care of unfinished business.

Paula Yoon addressed the Task Force to request a $500 contribution to pay for

**x* Motion ***
Wilkinson moved to approve the request for $500.
Motion carried. (Department of Agriculture abstained.)

Shake stated that there was another item of unfinished business -- the letter
from California Department of Fish and Game dealing with the review of
artificial propagation policies and procedures.

Reynolds asked the Chair if he preferred to appoint representatives or a
committee to discuss this issue. Shake stated that he wanted Task Force
members to respond directly. Reynolds said he would research this issue
further to determine if the state's policy is in conflict with Long Range Plan
policies.

Agenda item 8: Report on identification of critical fish refugia (Continued).

Rohde presented his redraft of the letter to landowners regarding critical
watershed protection. He stated that his redraft was an attempt to include
the ideas that were presented earlier. The Task Force agreed to send the
letter, Shake asked staff to finalize the letter for his signature.

Rohde asked for direction from the Task Force on identifying critical

watersheds. Bingham suggested that they direct the Technical Work Group to go
ahead with the "key watershed" concept and suggested that it be in the form of
a two tier system. High quality pristine areas would be included in the first
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tier and Y or essential watersheds would be included i1n the second tier,
noting that key"
This list would be sent out for public comment and then brought back to the
Task Force for final review and adoption. Rohde stated that the TWG has
developed the first tier. He said now they'll i1dentify the second tier of
"key" watersheds; but asked "Specific to which fish stocks?" Bingham said
that "critical stocks" should be considered. West stated that the TWG needs
specific guidance as to which stocks. Shake directed the TWG to go through

the Long Range Plan and the report by the Stock Identification Committee (Dr.

Barnhart's report) rather than getting into the Stocks at Risk identified by
the Humboldt Chapter of the AFS. West responded that the TWG will end .up
listing every basin because each watershed is critical for restoration.

Shake asked the TWG to prioritize the basins.

*A* Action rE*

The TWG will develop a recommendation for prioritizing "key watersheds" in the

Klamath Basin.

Future agenda items:

CDFG will give a report at the next meeting on the FY1994 State work plan.

Set meeting date and location for winter meeting.

January 18-19, in Eureka, (To begin at 12:00 noon on the 18th).

Next meeting: Oct 5-6, 1993, in Hoopa, California.

The Task Force agreed that they should try to have a joint meeting w1th the
Klamath Fishery Management Council at the meeting in Hoopa.

Meeting adjourned.
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June 15:

ATTACRMENT 1

MEETING AGENCA FOR THE
KLAMATH RIVER EBASIN FISHERIES TASK FCRCE
JUNE 1%-16, 1993, YREKA, CALIFCRNIA

8:00 am Convene meeting; opening remarks, introductions.

8:15-

8:30

10:00
10:15
10:45
11:00
11:30
12:00
1:00

1. Discussion/adoption of agenda.

2. Approval of minvtes from March 30-31, 1993 meeting.

3. Report from budget committee on development of Fiscal Year 1994
work plan. (Bingham)

4. Task Force discussion of work plan recommendation.

Break
S. Public comment on FY1994 work plan.

6. Action: Task Force decision on final FY1994 work plan.

7. 'Report on draft FY1335 Request For Proposals. (West)

8. Report on identification of critical fish refugia. (West)

Lunch
9. Action planning: Should the TWG increase subbasin planning effort
by implementing Project 93-PC-2 during FY1993? (West)

Action: Task Force will provide direction to the Technical Work
Group.

10. Status of the Klamath River Instream Flow Study. (Shake)
Action: Appointment of ad hoc scoping committee.

Break.
11. Status report on Klamath and Six R1vers National Forests' Land
Management Plans. (Holder)

110 Report on progress of the Forest Serv:ce s Pacific Salmon Work
Group (PacFish). (Holder) :

12. Presentation of Klamath Basin hatchery review final report.
(Reynolds)

13. Com=ent on the repoft from Task Force representatives on the
hatchery review team. (Bingham, Eric Laudenschlager)

14. Report on Shasta fall chinook status with reference to California
Encdangered Species Act listing. (Reynolds)

15. Report on Shasta River 1993 unimpaired flow experiment. (Bill
Chesney)

16. Public comment.

Adjourn meeting for the day.



Jure 16:

8:00

8:30

'8:45

10:00
10:30
11:00

11:00

12:00n

KReconvene., Announcements.
17.

18.

Report from upper basin ad hoc committee. (Thackeray)

Task Force ciscussion on hcw to proceed with development of the
upper tasin amendment document.

19. Public comrent.

20. Action: Upper basin amendment process -- What to do?

Break.

21. A long term "needs list" for Klamath fish restoration. (Bingham)

22. Public comment. | |

23. Action: Direction to staff, TWG, or committee to identify/develop .
the long term needs list. :

24. Take care of unfinished business.

Adjourn meeting.

Identify new agenda items.

Review assignments.

Set meeting date and location for winter meeting.
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PROJACT COOPRAATOR ' - SUBBADIN  PROJRCT DRSCRIPTION COST Comment Rank

-4 USPWS -~ KLAMATH RIVER FRO . DABIN PROVIDE STAYY SUPPORT POR PROGRAM 426000
COORDINATION AND ADMINISTRATION

PC-2  SISKIVOU RESOURCE COMMENVATION #90TT SCOTT RIVER WATERSNERD COORDINATED RESOURCE 27380 TO CONTINUE THE POSITIVE WORK STARTED &3
DisY : : : MANAORDRNT PLAN : _ BY THI CRXP TO AKSTORE AND MAINTAIN A
KEALTHY AND PRODUCTIVE WATERSNRD.

NP-08 OARAT NORTMEAN CORPORAYION SBASTA ORENMADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 400 ASSIST THE ORENADA IRATGATION OISTRICT 88
: . WITH COSTS ASSOCIATRD WITN PULSE FLOW
PROVECT.

g-o7 SALMOKID RESTORATION BASIN 1004 CALIPORNIA SALMOMN, STRELLNEAD & TROUT 3000 INPROVE THE EPPFECTIVENEISS OF PROGRAM ']
PEOERATI0W RESTORATION CONFERENCE BALMON AND BSTEELNEAD PISHER[ES
: -~ RESTORATION CONTRACTORS AND
COOPERATURS, AND JNPORM THE PUBLIC OF
PROGRAM RESTORATION OPPORTUNITIES.

" WR-16  TYULANA PARNS - UPPER TULANA WATERSHED RMMANCEMENT PROJACT 21600 INPROVE WATER QUALIYTY TNAU RESTORATION @1
OF RIPARIAN, EMERGENT & AQUATIC
VEOETATION & REDUCTION OFf 801L EROSION,
RESTORE & PROTECT SPAWNING, REARING &
PEEDING KABITAT POR PISN SPECIES (N TKE
KLAMATH WATERSHED. PRONOTE PUBLIC
UNDERSTANDING OF TWR INMPORTANCE OF &

NEED POR A WEALTXY WATERSNED & TR
RZSTORATION & PRESERVATION OF

PRODUCTIVE PION MAB]ITAT,

PP-00  CALIP DAPT OF PIgM & GAKR Rroocs ORIDER CREEX DIVERSION OCRERN 2642 TO SCREEN AN EXISTING OPEN o0
AORICULTURK/STOCKWATIR DIVIRSION DITCR
TO PREVENT THE LO33 OF JUVENILE AND
ADULT STEELMLAD AND CHINOOX 3ALMON.

rC-t NLANATE POREOY ALLIANCE . Lo SALMON RIVER COMMUMITY ARSTORATION PROGRAN 19638 THROUQH A COOPERATIVE PLANNING AND Te
- ) INPLRNENTING SPPORT, RDUCATH, INVOLVE

AND TRAIN COMMUNITY MEMBERS TO
IDENTIPY, PROTECT., AND TO RRSTORE THE
SALMON RIVER 8UB-BASIN,

PP-11  CALIP DEPT OF PISN & CAMR . scory MAYDEN DIVERSION DITCN SCRERN 2682 SCREEN AN EXISTING OPEN (]
AORICULTURE/STOCKWATER DIVERSION DITCR
TO PREVENT THE LOSS OF JUVENILE AND
ADULT STEELMEZAD AND JUVENILE CNINOOK
AND CORO SALMON,

oR-33 ::::mo RESOURCE OOMSERVATION SOUTT SCOTY RIVER RIPARIAN WOOOLAND REVEOSTATION 13117 DEMONSTRATEZ TNE PRASIBILITY OF e
_ RE-ESTABLISNING A RIPARIAN PORKST o

svbioml  §14 046

T INIWHOVLILY



Fage No

00/00/93

PROIACY

r-13

P-10

-1

e-04

COOPRRATOR

CALIF DEPY OF FiSN & QUG

KLAMATE NP

USPWS -- CA/NV PISHN MRALTH
CeNTER

USPWS -- COASTAL CALIF ¥m0

KLAMATN POREST ALLIANCE

KLAMATN FOREST ALLIANCE

SUBMMS 1N

KLAMATH PIANERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PISCAL YRAR 1994 PROJECT PROPOSALS

(11sted by rank)
PROJECY DESCRIPYION

ETHA CREEX DIVERBION SCREEN

STABILIZIATION ARALYSIS POR THE NONTX
CRERX«06 LANDSLIDE ’

NEALTN AND PNYSIOLOOY EVALUATION OF
RATCHERY YRARLING CHINOOK ENIGRANTS

AGE COMPOSITION OF THR 1003 KLAMATN RIVIR
PALL CXINOOX RUN S :

ADOPT-A~STREAM STEWARDSNIP AND EDUCATION
PROORAN

RARE COUNTRY LANDSCAPE COMMUNITY
PARTWERSHIP PROJECT (RIPARIAN
PLANTING)

2083

- 10000

7880

4400

8638

Commont Raak

YITHIN THR PENCED, RIPARIAN IONR OF THWR
SCOTT RIVER IN 3COYT VALLEY.

BCREIN AN EXISTING OPEN T
AORICULTURE/STOCKWATZR DIVERSION DITCN

TO PREVUNT THE LOS® OF JUVENILE AND

ADULT STERLKEAD,

PRIPARE A DESION PACXAOE AND NEPA b { ]
DOCUMENT FOR THE STABILIZATION OF A

LARGE LANDSLIDE THAT TNREATENS

ANADROMOUS PISNERIES MABITAT AND VWATER
QUALITY IN THNE LOWER 6 MILES OF THE
BALMON RIVER,

BUILDING ON THE PATHOOLIN PREVALENCE - hd ]
STUDY OF SALMONID SWOLTS CONDUCYED INM
PYS2, THIS STUDY WwILL:

A) DOCUMENT THMR INCIDENCE
AND INTENSITY OF PATHOORN INPECTION
8) MONITOR IMNUNE DEFENSE
CMARACTERISTICS OF MATCHERY CMINOOK
C) CORRRLATR PXYSIOLOGICAL AND
NON-SPECIPIC IMMUNE DEPRNIR
KEASUREMENTS WITH HEALTH STATUS PRIOR
TO KATCHEKY RELBASE, COLLECTION SITK
AND TIME, INPECTION, AND ENVIROMMENTAL
CONDITIONS (PLOW, TEMPERATURE}.

DETZAMINATION OF THE AGE COMPOSITION OF T4
THE KLAMATH RIVER PALL CNINOOK RUW IN

1093 FOR USE IN THE MANAOLMENT OF THI®
8TOCX.

EDUCATE STUDENTS GRADES 1-8 ON 7
INPORTANCE & INTRACACY OF AQUATIC
BCOSVSTENS & WATEZARSNED PROCESSES.

PORGE PARTNERSNIP IN STEWARDSMIP &
EDUCATION BETWEEN RESTORATION COUNCIL,
FORKS OF SALMON 3CMOOL, FOREST SERVICE,

CA DEPT. OF PISN & OAME, OTHER )
INDEPENDENT SPECIALISTS & THE SALMON

RIVIR COMMUNITY.

EDUCATE, INVOLVE AND BASICALLY TRAIN 73
LOCAL COMMUNITY RESIDENTS AND TNE '
PRIVATE LANDOWNEAS WITHIN THE BARR

COUNTKY LANDSCAPE TO IDENTIPY,

b ok\ 57;1,5'5'4 -

e




KLAMATH RESTORATION PROGRAM
PROJECT PROPOSALS

3 by rank)

PROJACT COOPRRATOR : SUBSASIN  PROJICT DRSCRIPTION CO8T Comment | Raak

PRIORITIIE, AND RESTORE CRITICAL
RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEINS ON BOTH PUBLIC ANO
THEIR OWN PRIVATE LANDS,

R-10 KLAMATE NP -~ QAKX KNOLL RD NIDOLR HORSE CREAK RESTORAYION PROJECT 30707 TO BTABILIIE ROADSED AND STREANBANK 73

: EROSION WNICN IS CONTRIBUTING RION
LQADS OF SEDINENT INTO THE NORSK CRERX
DRAINAGE, THESE ARZAS OF MIOM
SEDIMENT DELIVERY ARE AOVERAKLY
APPECTING £G0 AND FRY SURVIVAL AND
REDUCING THE AVAILABILITY OF AREFVOIUM
AND REZARINO MABITAT.

MR-32  SISKIYOU RESOURCR CONSERVATION 900TY STOCKVATER POR CNINOOK - SCOTT VALLEY 7860 CONDUCT A STUDY ON THR 8COTT VALLEY 1} ]
DisT IRRIGATION DITON IRM{GATION DITCN TO DETZAMINE
' FZASIBILITY OF PROVIDING STOCKWATER

PROM WELLS RATNER TMAN DIVERTED SURPACE
WATER,
7

RA-37  GREAT NORTNERN CORPORATION .  GRANTA GENERIC PRNCING 80€29 CONSTRUCT APPROXIMATELY 3 %ILK8 OF
; CATTLE EXCLUSION FENCR, PLANT EXCLUSION

AREAS TO ACCELERATE RIPARTAN RECOVERY.

PR-04  NORTUURM CALLIY IWOIAM DEVKL nIDOLY HID-KLAMATE CRINOOK ACCRLERATED RISTORATION 144767 RLSTORE THE LOCALLY ADAPTED PALL Tt
CoUNCIL PROGRAN CNINOOX IN SELECT TRIAUTARIES OF TXNE

KLAMATH RIVER,

8-02  risNuRiES POCUS Lowsx EUREKA NIGN 6CNOOL KLANATH RIVER PROJECT 1868 OPFER A NIGH $CHOOL CLASS TO STUDENTS 7]
) WHO “AVE BEEN EXTENSIVILY INTROOUCED YO

AND STUDYING THE KLAMATH SALMON I33UR
AND YNO ARZ READY TO RECEIVE TRAINING
IN PRODUCING A QUALITY PRESENTATION YO
TAXE TO OTHER MION SCHOOL STUDINTS,

NE-34  ORKAT NORTHRAR CORAPORATION SRANYA “RIPARTAN PLANTING EVALUATION 21816 INPROVE SUCCRSE RATR OF RIPARTAN 0
PLANTINGS ALONG TNZ SNABTA RIVER.

FR-03  NOATMERN. CALIP INDIAN DEVEL  LOWRN VUROK RESERVATION LATR RUN PALL CMINOOK 168018 £. ALSTORT PISN STOCKS 9
coumCIL . ACCALERAYED STOCKING PROGRAN
: Tolx| 1,037/ o¥3

MWR-18  KLAMATN NP NIDOLR NID-XLAMATE SUD~BASIR SEDINENT ANALYSIS 84380 DETURKINEG SEOINEINT PRODUCTION RATRE, "
: SHANEZ INFO, PRIORIT]IR WATERSKED

RESTORATION ACTIVITIES, PREPARL LIST OF
PROJECTS, INVOLVE PUBLIC, AND COMPILE
, INPO INTO CIS.
MR-10  KLAMATH NP -- SALMON RIVER RO RALNON SOUTN PORX BACKWATER POOL WITN COVER 2080 INCRZASE WINTER REARING AND POST "
STRUCTURE EMERGENCE NABITAT POR JUVENILE



'age No .
06/09/93

PROJECT COOPERATOR
NUMBER

MR-30  S1SKIYOU RESOURCK COMSERVATION 800TT
DIsT. -

%-03 KLAMATK WP

KR-1T7  KLAXATN NP =-- NAPPY CANP RD nooLR

MR-182 KLAMATR NP -~ SALNON RIVER RD SALNON

£-05  XIDOER CR. OUTDOOA/ETMA ELEN. 8COTT
SCH.,

PP-08  USFWS ~- COASTAL CALIP PRO LOWER

HR-3) SISKIVOU RESOURCR CONSERVAYION SCOTT
DIsST

SUBMASIN

NIDDLE

KLAMATN PISMERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PISCAL YEAR 109¢ PROJECT PROPOSALS

(11eted by ranx)

PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

8COTT R. BANX PROTECTION, RIPARIAN
FARCEB/PLANT = BLACK RANCH

KLAMATE BASIN FISHERIRS SEMINARS

INDIAN CREEX TXRRACE AND RIPARIAN
RE-BOTADL I SHRENT

SALNON RIVER SUB-BASING RIPARIAN PLANTING

PROJECT

KIDOER CREEX ARESTORATION PROJECT

SPAWNING GROUND SURVEYS OF LOWER KLANATH
TRIBUTARIES

SCOTT RIVER PLOW ENNANCEMENT - PILOT
PROJECT - :

113400

1403

21088

16500

84400

‘14408

Comment ’ Raak

BTEELHEAD AND CHMINOOK PRY IN TNZ SOUTR
PORK SALMON RIVER.

INSTALL LARGE ROCK RIPRAP, PEINCE AREA 09
TO RESTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCRSS TO

RIPARIAN IONE, AND PLANT TREES AND
SHRUBS TO PROVIDE BOTH REDUCED SEZDIMENT
PROM BTREAMBANK EROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEOETATION FOR STREAM SMADING,

CONDUCT PIVE PUBLIC . (1}
INPORMATION/RDUCATION BEMINARE TO

DISCUSS XLAMATH RIVER BASIN PIBN

SPECIES, HABITAT REQUIREMENTS AND LIPR
HISTORY. A PORTABLE COLD WATER

AQUARJUM WOULD BEZ USED TO ENHANCE THR
DISCUSSION.

RESTORE CHANNEL CONDITIONS WRICH [
PROVIDE POR REESTABLIGMMENT OF NATIVE
FLOOD PLAIN AND TERRACE VEQETATION

WHILE ENMANCING STREAMBED AND BANX
STABILITY.,

PLANT RIPARIAN SPELCIES IN AREAS ALONG A @0
MUMBER OF DIVFERENT STRZAMS THAY

SBUPPORT CMINOOX AND STEELHEAD. TRE
RIPANIAN PLANTING WILL EVENTUALLY

PROVIDE SHADE AND COVER, AND WILL

INCREASE BANK STABILIZATION.

CONTINUE TO IMPLEMENT A RESTORATION (1}
PROJECT INCLUDINO A TREE PLANTING

PROGRAM ON K1DDER CREEZX AND EZOUCATE
STUDENTS AND OUR ADULT COMMUNITY OF
MABDITAT REQUIREMENTS AND TNE BCONOMIC

AND CULTURAL INPORTANCE OF OUR SALNON
POPULATION,

ESTABLISH CONSISYENT MONITORING REOINE @7
POR LOWER KLAMATN RIVER TRIBUTARIEZS AND
GATHER INPORMATION REGARDING IPAWNER
RETURNS TO THESE STHEANMS.

STORE WATER [N AND UNDER LANDS ADJACENT €7
TO SCOTT RIVER FOR RELEASE AS NEZEDED N
THE PALL TO INCREASE PLOW.

-

e




0 /93

PROJECT
NGER

"w-13

NP-08

P-060

E-01

”-04

rr-03

R-08

COOPERATOR

B13XIVOU RESOURCE COMSERVATION SOOTT
DIsT

KLANATN NP -~ SALMON RIVER RD SALNON

USPWS -- COASTAL CALIP FRO LowaR
DIANE NIGGINS BASIN
KLAMATH FORRST ALLIANCE SALNON
KLANATH NP -- NAPPY CANP RO  MIDOLS
CALEP CONSERVATION CORPS LowER
Usrwg -- COABTAL CALIF MmO LOWIR
USPWS -- COASTAL CALIF FRo Lower
ART FRAZIER QALNOW

KLAMATY 2/ STORATION PROGRAX
PIOCAL Y OJECT PROPOSALS
(lie reak)

PROJECY DESCRIPTION

STUDENT-BUILY FISN SCREENS ON SCOTT AIVER
TRIBUTARIEZS

LITTLE MORTH PORK WATERSKED INPROVEMENT
NREDS INVENTORY

BTATU® OF SALMOM STOCKS AT BLUR CREEX

KLAMATN RIVER EDUCATIONMAL PROCRAX FOR
GRADES X-3

BARE COUNTRY LANDSCAPE COMNUN, PARTWERSHIP
PROJ. #3(ROADS: RIPAR. STABILIZ.

INDIAN AND EULK CREEXK RIPARIAN MABITAY
RESTORATION @1

LOWER KLAXATN PISNERIRS INFORMATION
DISPLAYS

SPRING EMIORATION ASORSSNENT OF KLAMATN
RIVER JUVENILE BALMON1DS

KLAMATR RIVER YEARLING SALNONID EMIORATION
NOMITORING

NANNEL CREEK KATCNING/REARING PROJECT

CoeT

10027

17380

14141

81380

12480

19642

Conment

BTUDENTS PROM STNA NIGH SCHOOL WILL
RESEARCH, DESIGN, PABRICATE, INSTALL
MONITOR AND MAJNTAIN TWO P(SN SCREENS
ON SUGAR CRERX AND ONEZ FISH SCREEN ON
FRENCH CREBIX,

PROVIDE AN INVENTORY TKAT INCLUDSS
CURRENT INSTREAM CONDITIONS AND A LISY
OF PROJECTS THAT WOULD INMPROVE MASITAT
IN LITTLE NORTH PORX WATEZASHED,

DEVELOP CURRICULUN AXD PIELD
ACTIVITIES, CONDUCT TEACHER WORKSNOPS,

BVALUATE 4-12TH GRADE CURRICULUN.

THIS PROJECT WILL POCUS ON LEARNING
ABOUT: 1) ROAD STABILIZATION IN
RIPARIAN AREAS, 2} PIREZPROOPING ON A
LANDSCAPY LEVEL, 3) ROAD MAINTENANCE
TECHNIQUES WHNICH FOCUS ON EROSION
CONTROL,

PROVIDE CONIPER AND DECIDOUS COVER

MITNIN THE RIPARIAN MANAGEMEINT I0ONES

THAT MAY MAVE A GREATER CHANCE OF
SURVIVING LARGE PLOOD EVENTS.

A COLLABORATIVE PROJECT INVOLVING CCC,
CAL TROUT, COPO, CALIF DEPT OF PARXS
AND REC, AND UNJVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
COOPERATIVE EZXTENSION TO PROVIDE

" VISITORS W[TK INPORMATION CONCERNING

24200

11000

13032

ANADROMUUS SALMONID 3TOCKS,
NONITORING OF THE SPRING-SUIDMNER
JUVENILE BALMONID EMIGRATION YROM TNE
KLAMATH RIVER,

MONITORING THE YEARLING JUVENILE
SALMONID EMIGRATION PRON THK KLAMATH
RIVER,

BOOST PRODUCTION OF -PALL CNINOOK,
TKROUGN BIO-ENMANCEXENT, WITKIN TNE
SALMON RIVER SUB-BASIN, PARTICULARLY IN

3

.-



Page No. [ )
08/06/03

PROJECTY COOPERATOR

re-20

HR-20

re-ar

USPWS -- COABTAL CALIY? FRO
USPWS -- KLAMATE RIVER PRO

USPWS -- COASTAL CALIP FRO

USPWS -- YUROX TRIBAL PISN
DEPT o

ROBERT WILL

KLAMATH NP -« SALMON RIVRR RD

USFWS -~ COASTAL CALIF PFRO

OREAT NORTNERN CORPORATION

OREAT NORTNERN CORPORATION

KLAMATH FOREST ALLIANCE

ANASTA

SEASTA

KLAMATN PISNEAY REYTURATION PROORAM
FISCAL YRAR 109¢ PROJECT PROPOSALS

(11eted by rank)

PROJECT DRSCRIPYION

CHINOOX SALMON STOCK DISCRIMINATION/OPTICAL
PATTEAN RREOOGNITION OF 8CALR SAXPLR

KLAMATE RIVER INSTREAN FLOW STUDY - PNASE |

0.8TUROEON AOLRAGROVTN ANALYSZS W/OPTICAL
PATTERN RECOGNITION OF PECTORAL PINRAYS

MONITORING OF KLAMAGR BASIN JUVENILE
CHINGOX PRODUCTION PRIOR TO ESTUARY ENTRANC

LITTLE NORTN PORK CRINOOK KATCKING/REARING
PROJECT -

ZANE LANDSLIOR STABILIZATION

EVALUATION OF STATUS/TRENDS OF CONO SALMON
IN KLAMATE R, TRIBS,(EXCLTRINITY A,

EXSTRON FENCING

LINQUIST PLANTING

PISHERIES AND MABITAT PROTECTION AND

COST Comment Reank

32470

30708

41100

0180

4868

TRITLUTARIES WNERE PALL CHINOOK NUNBERS
APPLAR DEBPRESSED OR FAR BELOW THE

STHEAN'S XNOWN CANRYINO CAPACITY.

DISCRININATE BETWEEN KLAMATN RIVER PALL 63
CHINOOX OTOCKS USING SCALK SAXPLES.

TO INITIATE AN INSTRRAM FLOV STUDY ON &8
THRE MAINSTEM KLAMATH RIVIR,

DETERNINE AOR STRUCTURR AND PROVIOR [ 2}
DESCRIPTIVE OROWTH DATA RELATED TO PASY
LIFE HISTORY,

INDEX KLAMATN RIVER BASIN JUVENILE [} ]
CHINOOK PRODUCTION AND DETEZRMINE

RELATIVR CONDITION AND CONTRIBUTIOW OF
MATCHERY AND NATURAL 8TOCXS, DETERNING
THE RELATIVE BURVIVAL OF MARXED CHINOOX

AND RELATE TO RIVER PLOV.

BOOST PRODUCTION OF NATIVE PALL (1]
CHINOOX, TKROUGN BIOBNMANCEMENT, VITHIN
THE NORTHM PORK SALMON RIVER SUB-BASIN
PARTICULARLY IN NORTH FORX SALMOM RIVER
TRIBUTARIES WNERE PALL CHINOOK NUMBERS
APPEAR DEPRESSED OR PAR BELOV THg
STREAM'S XNOWN CARRYINO CAPACITY.

PREVENT PURTHER MASS WASTING PROX A [}
COMPLEX LANULSLIDE. SLIDE PAILURE wOULD
DIRECTLY INPLUENCE THE QUALITY OF WATRR
AND HABITAT IN NEORO CREEX AMND THE

SOUTHK PORK OF THE SALNON,

OETZANINE THE STATUS AND TREND OF COMNO of
SALMON IN SELECTED XKLAMATN RIVER
TRIBUTARIES.

PENCE CONSTRUCTION WITHIN A YEAR OF @}
CONTRACT AWARD, PLANTING WILL BE
CONDUCTED OURING WINTER APTER PENCE
CONSTRUCTION,

PLANT 7728 LINEAL PEET OF RIVER BANX TO 03
ACCELERATE RIPARIAN RECOVERY.

PROMOTE COMMUNICATION BETWEEN DREDGERS 61

K




PROJVICT COOPRRATOR SUBRASIN
MAGER

WR-06  XLAMATH NP -- OAK KNOLL RD MIDDLE
PP-06a USFWS ~~ COASTAL CALIF PRO LOVER

HR-38 YREXA PISN. MABITAT INPROVE, BASIN

NEADQ. ’
PR-01  CALIP CONSERVATION CORPS LovER
NR-0P  KLANATN NP -~ GAX MNOLL RD MIpDLE
ner-02 KLANATN NP -- WAPPY CANP RD

MIpoLE

NP-07  SISKIYOU RESOURCE CONSRRVATION m

KLAMATN P!
FISCAL

(11d%ed by ramk)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

ENKANCENENT PROJECT POR DRIZDOERS

HUNBUG CRERX REFUOTUN KABITAT AESTORATION
PROJRCY :

STATUS OF SALMON STOCKS AT BLUB CXEEX

TRMPORARY HRLP POR THE VREKA FISHERINS
MABITAT INPROVIDUINT MEADQUARTERS

LOWER KLAMATN SALNONID RESCUE PROJECT

ORIDER CREEK SIDK CHAMNEL IMPROVEMENT

OAX PLAT CREXK SEDINENT STUDY

SCOTT RIVER GRANITIC SEDIMENT MOWITORING

ESTORATION PROGRAM
PROJECT PROPOSALS

COST Ceasant Renk

AND THE NINING COMMUNITY, RDUCATE AND
INVOLVE TNE DREDOING COMMUNITY IN
PIBHERIRS PROTECTION, [NVESTIGATE
VARIOUS METHODS OF KABITAT ENMANCEIMENT
UTILITING A BUCTION DREDOE, [NVOLVE
VOLUNTEER DREDOEZRS TO COLLECT WATER

* QUALITY, RABITAT, AND DREDOING ACTIVITY

768

1ie

30333

18006

11028

DATA.

CREATE RIPUGIUNM RABITAT DURING LO¥ OR €O
NO FLOW SKASONS,

MONITOR CONDITIONS OF A WILD STOCK OF €0
FALL CHINOOX AT BLUE CREEX, A MaJOR
TRIBUTARY TO THE LOWER XLAMATN RIVER,

A) SPAWNER SURVEYS
AND JUVENILE EMIGRATION TRAPPING AND'
CODED WIRE TAGOINO,

B)

SPAWNER SURVEYS AND YBAR-ROUND PLOW AND

TEMPERATURE DATA.

PROVIDE 1 PERSON YEAR OF SYAPFING [ ]
CAPABILITY TO MAINTAIN EXISTING

SCREENS,

A COOPERATIVE PROJECT INVOLVING CCC & 8¢

DPO DESIONED TO RESCUR NATURALLY
PRODUCED JUVENILE SALMONIDS FROM LOWER
KLAMATR TRIBUTARIES EXPERIENCING
‘SEASONAL LOSS OF SURFACE PLOVS. CREvwS
WILL EMPLOY TRAPS, SEINES AND
ELECTROPISHING METHODS. RESCUED Pism
WILL BE TRANSPORTED TO SUITABLE,
UNDERSEEZDED HABITAT WITHIN THE SAMR
WATERSHED. NO PISHM REARING WILL TAXE
PLACE. MERTS OBJECTIVE E: RESTORE PISN
STOCKS.

PROVIDR REZPUGIUN TO INCREASE CHINOOK 80
SALMON AND STRELNRAD PRODUCTION IN
ORIDER CREEX.

IMPROVE QUR UNDERSTANDING OF SEDIMRNT 8¢

PRODUCTION AND INPLUENCES ON PISH
RABITAT.

318840 ASSESS THE 1994 KABITAT CONDITIONS AND Be
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06/09/9)

KLAMATY PISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 1994 PROJECT PROPOSALS

(1ieted Dy rank)

PROJECT COOPERATOR SUBBASIN  PROJECT DASCRIPTION COST Cemment Raak

ois? COMPARE WITH THE 1980 RABITAT
CONDITIONS POR: STREANBED ORAVEL
CONPOSITION (11 SITES) AND POR CMANNEL
MORPHOLOGY (15 SITES).

FP-03 USPWS -- COASTAL CALIP FRO NAINSTRN  MAINSTEN KLANATN RIVER PALL CNINOOX 10888 ESTIKATE TNE PALL CNINOOK SALMON '
- BPAWNING RSCAPIMENT SPAWNING ESCAPULMENT IN THE MAINSTRM
' KLAMATH RIVER,

RKAR STERLNEAD RESCURD FROM BCOTT RIVER 18710 (1]
TRIBUTARIKS ‘ .

FR-08  OALRANS ROD AND OUN CLUD

!

FISNERIES INVESTIOATIONS AT TERWER CRREX 63080 MONITOR RALMON AND @TEKELNEZAD STOCKS, ss
ASSESS MABITATS AND EROIION SBOURCES,

AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SPECIFIC
MEABURES TO AZSTORL AQUATIC MABITAT.

FP-07 USPWS ~-- COASTAL CALIF FRO

°C-3 USFWS -- KLAMATE RIVER FRO MSIN DEVELOP SCOPE OF WORX FOR 1990 PISMERY " 2300 PREPARE A DETAILED PLAN OF WORK TO 87
RESTORATION PROGRAX REVIEW : [NPLEMENT POLICY 7.4.

PP-03 . NUMBOLOT STATE UNIVERBITY MAINSTEN BIOLOGY, MARVEST & RESTORATION OF KLAMATR 46088 COLLECT INPORMATION ON THE MARVEST OF 8?
RIVER GREEN STURQEON OREEZN STURQEZON IN THE XLAMATH RIVER,
' INIT(ATE COMPREMENSIVE LIPEL KISTORY
STUDIES INCLUDING AN ASSESSMENT AND
DESCRIPTION OP BPAWNINOG AREAS. PROVIDR
INPORMATION POR PUTURE RESTORATION
MEASURES .

MR-01 CALIF CONSERVATION CORPS " LOwWER TECTAX CAREX SALMON A STEELNEAD NADITAT 48049 DESION AND CONBTAUCT INSTRRAM '3
: RESTORATION PROJECT STRUCTURES AT 12 SITES ON THE LOWER g
' MILES OP TECTAM CREEX TO CREATE SCOUR
POOLS, DEEPEN EXISTING POOLS, PROVIDE
POOL AND EDOEWATER COVER, AND NIGH
WATER REFUOE MABITAT. PLACE ROOTVADS,
LOOS AND LWD IN STREAM CMANNEL AND
MARGINS. DPQG STAFF WILL COMPLETE OITR
DESION. CCC WILL PROVIDE CREW LABOR

AND TECHNICAL SUPERVISION,

MA-11  KLAMATM NP -~ OAK XNOLL RD NIDOLE OROUSS CREEZX STABILIZATION PROJECT 8263 STABILIIR STREAN BANKS AND RESTORK oe
RIPARIAN AREZAS TO PREVENT ERODED
MATERIAL PROM BEZING DELIVERED TO BEAVER
CREEX. '

UR-16  CALIP CONSERVATION CORPS NIDOLE CCC/USPS PARTNERSKIP FOR MIDDLE KLARATH " 187218 DEMONSTRATE TNE VIABILITY OF A se
SUB-BASIN STATE/PEDERAL PARTNERSMIP AS A
. COST-EPECTIVE WAY TO UNDERTAKE
RESTORATION EPPORTS IN THE MIDDLE

*
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XLAATR P, RESTORATION PROORAN
FiISCAL PROJECT PROPOSALS

K by rank)

PROJECT COOPRRATOR SUBBARIN  PROJECT DESCRIPTION eon Comment

: ’ : KLAMATH SUB~BARIN. (YRAR-ROUND)

§R-27  BISKIYOU RESOURCE CONSRAVATION 800TT SCOTT R, BAMK PROTRCY, RIPAR. PENCE/PLANT - 1182303 INSTALL LARGR ROCX RIPRAP, PENCE ARRA 8¢
oisr MARK BURL INANN : TO RESTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCESS TO
RIPARIAN ZIONE, AND PLANT TREES AND
SNRUBS TO PROVIOE BOTH REDUCED SEDIMENT
PROM STREAMBANX ERQOSION ANO OEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEGETATION POR STREAN SHADING,

AR-30 SIAKIVOU RESOURCE CONSERVATION SOOTT ‘SCOTT R. BANK PROTECTION, RIPARIAN 21448 INSTALL LARGE ROCK RIPRAP, FEINCE AREA 86
DisT . FENCE/PLANT = PASTURRS OF MHEAVEN TO REATRICT LIVESTOCK ACCRSS TO
RIPARIAN IONEZ, AND PLANT TREKS AND
SHRUBS TO PROVIDE BOTM REDUCED SEDINENT
PROM STREAMBANK EROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEQETATION FOR STREAM SKADING,

NR-18  KLAKATN NP -~ KAPPY CANP RD  XIDOLE EAGLE ¢ LANDSLIOE STABILIZATION 106000 ASSURE THAT THE EAATHYLOW LANDLSIDE [3 68

i S8TABLE AND CONTROL SURPACE EZKOSION AND
SLIDING ON THE FOOT OF THR LANDSLIDE 8Y
CONSTHRUCTING A REINYORCED WALL AT THE
TOE OF THIS SLIDE AND ORADING THE POOT
QF THE SLIDE TO A STABLEL CONPIQURATION.
THE ORADED SLOPE WILL THEN BE
VRORTATED.

NA-24 KLAMATH POREST ALLIANCE BALMON BARE COUNTRY LANDSCAPE RIPARIAN NURSERY 22020 BDUCATE, INVOLVE AND BASICALLY TRAIN 88
: PARTHERSNR]IP © TRE RESIDENTIAL PRIVATE LANDDOWNERS '

WITHIN THE SEVERLY DAMAGED SOUTH PORX
SALMON RIVER BARE COUNTRY LANDSCAPE TO
IDENTIPY, GATHER, PROPACATE GROW, PLANT
AND MONITOR VARIOUS NATIVE DECIDUOUS
RIPARIANM VEOETATIVE SPECIES. THE 4,000
NURSERY STARTS WILL BX UYED TO
REVEQLTATE AND STABILIXE PRIONITIZED
RIPARIAN HABITAT AND VATEZRIMEDS WITHNIN
THE SALMON RIVER SUB-BASIN., TNIS
PROPOSAL WILL PROMOTK COMMUNITY
AWARENESS, SUPPORT AND INVOLVEMENT, AND
A MOME COOPERATIVE LANDSCAPE PLANNING
EFFORT WILL RESULT BETWZEN THE PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE LAND OWNERS WITHIN THE BAARK
COUNTRY LANDSCAPE LEVEL.

NR-14  KLAMATH NF -- HAPPY CANP RO MiooLx ASSESAMANT OF DISOLVED NEAVY METALS AND 8000 IDENTIPY CHRONIC OCCURRENCE OF ACIDIC 68
ACIDIC DRAINAQE IN INDIAM CRREX ' DRAINACE PROM UNREGULATIFD SOUNCLS
ASSOCIATED WITM OLD WORKING OF TNR OREY
EAGLE MINE. THKIS INPORMATION I3
ESSENTIAL TO TKE ASSESIENT OF NEEZD POR



Page No.

10

08/09/9)

PROJRCT COOPERATOR

rr-1a4

HA-08

rP-18

HR-04¢

SUBBASIN
CALIP DRPT OF PISK & GAME SNASTA
KLAMATH NP ~- OAX KMOLL RD n100LR
COASTAL RESOURCRS INSTITUTR BASIN

RISXIVOU RESOURCE OONSERVATION 9COTT
D1sT

SISKIVOU REBOURCE CONSRRVATION $COTT
DIsT :

81X RIVERS NP NIDOLE

KLANATN NP

KLAMATH PISNERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
PISCAL YRAR 1004 PROJECT PROPOSALS

(11sted by raak)

PROJECT DESCRIPYION

BHABTA R. PALL CHINOOK SPAWNING DISTRID.,
JUVENILE RRARING & OUTMIGRATION STUDY

GRIDER CRERX FISN NABITAT INPROVEMANT o3

KLAMATK BASIN CNINOOX 8TOCK
DIPPERENTIATION/DISTINGUISHING ORN

"DIPPSCOAST POPS.

B8COTT RIVER BANK PROTECT., RIPARIAN
FPENCE/PLANTING ~ NALTER MANSEN RANCH

SCOTT R. BANK PROTECTION, RIPARIAN
FENCE/PLANT = RANCKO DL SOL

BLUPP CREEX - DRAGON AREA INSTREAM NABITAT
ENNANCENMENT C

RIPARIAN POTENTIAL NATURAL COMMUNITY
CLASSIPICATION/SALNON RIVER WATERSHRD

COST Coument

04738

13760

03020

136274

139742

10106

e2834

RENEDIATION OF TOXIC DRAINAGE FPROM THIS
siTeE.

TO ODLTERMINE THE SPATIAL AND TENPORAL 88

DIBTRIBUTION OF BPAWNING ACTIVITY POR
TNE 1993 PFALL CHINOOX RUN IN THE SHASTA
RIVER., DETERMINE THE TIMING OF
BNMERCENCE. REARING DISTRIBUTION AND
RELATIVE ABUNDANCE, TIMINO AND RATE OF
OUTMIORATION OF YOUNQ-OF-THE-YEAR PALL
CHINOOK DURING THR SPRING AND RAALY
SUMMER OF 1004.

INCRZASE PRODUCTIVITY OF REARING AND 84
SPAWNING MABITAT POR ANADROMOUS
PISHERIES ON QRIDER CREEZX.

PROVIDE PISKEIRIEZS MAMACERS WITH 8
TOOLS/TECHNIQUES POR IDENTIFYINO
STOCKI/POPULATIONS THAT WILL AID THER:

IN MANAGENENT DECISIONS. SECOND, TO
TRANSPER THE BASIC DNA TECHNIQUES INTO
THE DAILY PISHEZRIES MANAOEMENT SCHEME

BY THME DETERMINATION OF THE [DENTITY OF
POPULATIONS/STOCKS® CUARENTLY IN THE
PISNERY, ' ’

INSTALL LARGE ROCK RIPRAP, PENCE ARRA [}
TO RESTRICT L]VESTOCKX ACCESS TO

RIPARTAN ZONE, AND PLANT TREES AND

SHRUBS TO PROVIOL BOTN REDUCED SEO[MENTY
PROM STREAMBANKX EROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEOETATION POR STREAN SHADIWG,

INSTALL LARGE ROCKX RIPRAP, PENCE ARRA 03
TO RESTRICT LIVESTOCK ACCESS TO

RIPARIAN ZONE, AND PLANT TRIRS AND

SHAUPS TO PROVIDE BOTH REDUCZD SEDINENY
PROM STREANBANK EROSION AND DEVELOP
RIPARIAN VEORTATION FYOR STREAN SHADING,

INCREASE THE QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF 82
INSTREAM MABITAY POR PALL RUN CNINOOX
BAIMON AND SUMMER AND WINTER RUN
ATAELNEAD IN BLUPP CREEK.

DEVELOP AN INTESORATED RIPAR[AN L2 ]
ECOLOGICAL CLASSIPICATION SYSTEM AND

Raak



PROJECTY COOPRRATOR

MNSER
WA-03 BIX RIVERS NP

MR-08 81X RIVERS NF ~~ ORLEANS RD
NR-13  KLAMATN NP - NAPPY CANP RD
HR-12  XLAMATH NP -- HAPPY CANP RD
PR-07  OLSON/MCBROON

NP-080 KLAMATM NP

NP-08A KLAMATN WP

UBMASIN

NIDOLR

MIDOLR

NIDOLR

WIpoLS

KLAMATE P
P18CAL

ESTORATION PROGHAR
OJECT PROPOSALS
(i by reak)

PROJRCT DASCRIPTION cost

RED CAP CREEX INBTREAM RABITAT ENMANCENENT 34100

1994 OLD BLUPP CREEK ROAD OBLITERATION PLAN 21398

Coament

UNIPORN RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEX FRAMEWORX
POR USE [N LAND AND RESOURCR PLANNING,
NANAGEMENT AND INTERPRETATIONS OP
RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEMS.

INCREASE THE QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF a0
INSTREAM MABITAT POR FALL RUN CMINOOX
AALMON AND SUMNER AND WINTEIA RUN
STEELNRAD IN AED CAP CREEX.

TO PROPERLY PLAN THE OBLITERATION OF AN 8)
ABANDONED ROAD TMAT WAS BUILT IN THE
INNER OORGE OF BLUFP CREEX. A KEY

- WATERSHED IDENTIPIED BY THE SCIENTIPIC

INTEGRATED KONITORING & ASSZSBMENT OF €700

SEDIMENT PRODUCTION & FISM MABITAT QUALITY

PANZL ON LATE-BUCCESSIONAL POREST
ECOSYSTENS,

1) DESCRIBR METHODS TO AS3ESS 8o
SEDIMENTATION AND TMEIR UTILITY IK
DESCRIBING RIPARIAN ENVIRONWENTS, 2)
INDICATE VALUABLE METNODS, 3} PROVIDE
EXAMPLE OP INTEQRATID ASIESSMINT OF
EROSION. .., 4) DESCRIBE METHOOS FOR

. “ MONITORING, 8) ID RESEARCH

PISKR REKINFORCEMENT OF ROAD FILL 40000

SIOK CNANNEL SCREENING, SPAWNING, & REARING 27633

POR PALL CNINOOX SALMNON

RIPARTAN POTENTIAL NATURAL COMOCUNITY 84827

CLASSIPICATION/BALMON RIVER WATERSNED

RIPARIAN POTENTIAL NATURAL COMMUNITY
CLASSIFICATION/SALMON RIVER WATERSNED

120199

OPPORTUNITIKS,

1) DEMONSTRATE PTOER REINPORCEMENT 8o
TECHNIQUES, 3) STABILIIE SITES.

SCREEN EXISTING SIDE CHANNEL AND RETURN 48
BALNON RIVER AND ITS TRIBUTARIKS TO
HISTORICAL PISH LEVELS USINO EXISTING

"8IDE CMANNEL POR SPAWNING AND REARING

PALL CHINOOX BALNON AT METHODIST CMREK,

DEVELOP AN INTRORATED RIPARIAN .
ECOLOGICAL CLASSIPICATION SYSTEM AND
UNIPORM RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEM PRANEWORX

POR USE IN LAND AND RESOUNCE PLANNING,
MANAGENINT AND INTERPRETATIONS OF

RIPARIAN ECOSYSTINS,

DEVELOP AN INTEQRATED RIPARIAN 1
ECOLOOICAL CLAIBIYICATION SYBTEN AND
UNIPORM RIPARIAN BCOSYSTEN PRAMEWORK

FOR USE IN LAND AND RESOURCE PLANNING,
MANAGEMENT AND INTERPRETATIONS Of

RIPARIAN ECOSYSTEMS,



Page No.
08/00/03

PROJECT
KR

NP-04A

NP-04

HR-07

PA-1

FR-03

12

COOPERATOR

KLAMATR NP

KLAMATE NP

KUANATH NP -~ OAX KNOLL RD

NLAMATH NP -~ HAPPY CANP RD

FRANK 71SCNL

KLAMATR FISHERY RESTORATION PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 1994 PROJECY PROPOSALS

. (1isted by rank)

SURBABIN  PROJECT DRSCRIPTION

GALMON  POOL PREQUINCY AND VOLUME OF TNE SALMON
RIVER

SALMON  POOL PREQUENCY & VOLUXX OF THE SALNON RIVER

NIDOLE = ORIDER CREZX SUOmR STEELNRAD NMADITAT
SURvVEY

BASIN MISTORICAL PISRERY RABITATS OF WRATERN
SISKIVOU CTY = A NISTORICAL BIBLIOGRAPNY

N100LE

KLAMATN RIVER ORKEN STUROEON NATCNERY AND

CoeY

13900

Comsment

1)DETERXINY w.¥ POOL FRRQUINCY I8 80 4
LOW ON THE MORTH PORX SALMON RIVER, AND
QUANTIPY THE DIPFERENCES BETVEEN THR
POOLS IN THE NORTH FORX, BOUTH PORX AND
MAIN STENM,
2)CHARACTERIZIE THE KPPECT LOW POOL
FREQUENCY WILL MAVE ON AMADRONOUS PISK,
S)INITIATE THK USE QOF STAYE OF TME ART
REMOTE BENSING TECHNOLOQY FOR:

A. ASSESSING THE QUALITY OP PISHM
BABITAT ,

D. MONITORING CRANGES IN KMABITAT
OVER TINE

C. INVEBTIGATION OF GEOMORPHIC

- INPLUSNCES ON RABITAT

44008

27

4400

4)COMMUNICATE WITN AND EDUCATE THE
PUBLIC ON RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEZNM PISH
HABITAT, AND GEOMORPNIC PROCESIES,

1)OKTERXINE WHY POOL FREQUENCY 18 80 4
LOW ON TME NORTN PORK SALMON RIVRR, AND
QUANTIPY THE DIPPERENCES DRTWEEN TXE

POOLS IN THR NORTN PORX, B0UTH PORK AND
MAIN STENM, : :
2)CNARACTERIZIE THE EPPECT LOW POOL
FREQUENCY WILL KAVE ON ANADROMOUS PISN,
3)INITIATE THE USE OF STATZ OF THR ART
RENOTE BENBING TECHNOLOGY POR:

A. ASSESSING THE QUALITY OF PIsn
RABITAT.

B. NONITORING CMANOR®
OVER TINE,

C. » INVESTIGATION OF OBOMORPNIC
INPLUBNCES ON HABITAT. i
4)COMMUNICATE WITH AND EDUCATE THR
PUBLIC ON RELATIONSNIP® DETWEEN PISN
MABITAT, AND OROMORPHIC PROCEZ3ISES.

IN MABITATY

TNCREASE PRODUCTIVITY OP SUKER @

STZELHEZAD BY PROMOTING ACCLSS TO
BDLOCKED AREA MADITATS.

RESEARCR AND PUSLICATION OF NISTORICAL 230
INFORMATION RELATED TO WESTERN S[SKXIYOU
COUNTY.

84081 UNOER OLOSSARY OF OBJECTIVES ADOREZSSES: 37




PVage [N )
LY/

PROJECT COOPERATON
NUNBER

FP-18 BIOSYSTYENS ANALYS!S, INC,

HP-09  CALIP REG WATER QUALITY CONT
BUAKD

HP-03  OREGON BSTATE UNIV EXT SKRVICE

*%¢ Togta) ®o°

BUBRASIN

BASIN

urren

KLAMATH P18 RATION PROONAM
PISCAL YEAR JECT PROPOSALS

{11etad Ly rank)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

REARING PILOT PROJRCT

EGQ SURVIVAL OF FALL-RUN CHINOOK SALMNON
(ONCORNYNCHUS TSHAWYTSCMA)

KLAMATH RIVER WATRR QUALITY MONITORING
SUPPORT :

RVALUATION/ENKANCEMENT OF WATER QUALITV-
WOO0D R. 8/B RESULTING FROM LAND USRS

cosT

82832

70200

14814

3741877

Comaent Renk

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, RESTORE FISK )
STOCKS, DEVELOP COOPERATION, PROTRCT
STURGEON.

QUANTIPY CHINOOK SALMON EGGC SURVIVAL IN 36
TWO TRIBUTARIES OF THE KLAMATH RIVER,

MONITOR AND EVALUATE WATER TEMPERATURE 30
AND WATEN CHEMISTRY IN KLAMATH RIVER
AND MAJOR THIBUTARIES.

DEVELOP BASELINE DATA ON NUTRIENT 20
LOADING CONTRIBUTION FROM VARIOUS
CULTURAL PRACTICES (EX. FORESTRY &
LIVESTOCK QGMAZING} IN THE WouD RIVER
VALLEY, & WORK COOPERATIVELY TO REDUCE
LOADJNG,

R



Attachment 3

CRITICAL WATERSHEDS OF THE KLAMATH RIVER BASIN

Lower Klamath River Subbasin

Blue Creek (upstream from Nickowitz Creek; East Fork and Crescent

City Forks)
Bigh Prairie Creekx (Yurok Experimental Forest)
Richardson Creek (entire watershed)

Mid-Klamath River Subbasin

Boise Creek (entire watershed)

Clear Creek (upstream from Five Mile Creek)

North Fork Dillon Creek (upstream from confluence with mainstem)
Elx Creek (entire watershed)

Grider Creex (upstream from Salt Creek)

Redcap Creek (upstream from Middle Fork)

Salmon River Subbasin

Butler Creek (entire watershed)
East Fork of South Fork Salmon River (entire watershed)

North Fork Salmon River (upstream from Idlewild)
South Fork S8almon River (upstream from Blindhorse Creek)

Wooley Creek (entire watershed)

Shasta River

Big Springs Creex (upstreanm from confluence with Shasta River)
Bogus Creek (entire watershed)



