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Draft Minutes
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
November 29-30, 1994
Klamath Falls, Oregon

November 29

1. Convene meeting

At 8:00 AM the meeting was convened by Chairman Bill Shake with a quorum of
members and alternates present (Attachment 1). Shake welcomed the Task Force
(TF), announced that meetings are open to the public, encouraged public input
into the TF process, and reminded everyone of the purpose of the TF under the
Klamath Restoration Act. The TF members introduced themselves.

2. Discussion/adoption of Agpenda and Past Minutes.

Additions to agenda:

Fent Bulfinch’s clarified that Agenda Item 18 is about the developing
. the capability of drawing from storage at Iron Gate and Copco to
alleviate quantity, quality, and timing problems of flow downstream of

Iron Gate.

Tom Stokely asked to add item requesting TF support/ endorsement for
Trinity County’s request to the Babbitt to make available 50,000 acre
feet (AF) under the 1955 Trinity River Act. (Agenda ltem #22)

Dave Solem zsked to add an item for a presentation by Klamath Water
Users fssociation (KWUA) regarding surveys done on the Klamath River.
(fgenda Item #23)

Bill Shzke declared the Apenda (Attachment 2) stands with the above additions.

Adoption of past minutes:
*%* Motion (Bulfinch): Move to accept past minutes.
**%* Consensus.

3. Correspondence

Hamilton provided & verbal review of recent written correspondence (Attachment
3, Agendum Handouts A through G) which TF members should be aware of. There
were T:0 questions.

4. Urper Bzsin Amendrent

Status (D, Solem/E. Miller): (Solem) In the packet in front of you hzve
progress (Handout H and 1) regarding Agendum 4 which has led up to this
meeting. The only addition would be that in Auvgust at the Technicel Work
Group meeting, Dave Vogel and I met with Elwood Miller and Craig Benz of the
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Klamath Tribe to discuss where they’'re going and what progress would be. from
this point on. The process has been a very long, drawn out process without
many results to pass around. 1 -can assure you that there has been a
tremendous amount of progress and a lot of work put into this Upper Basin

Amendment (UBA). Portions have been completely done, however, the whole ;hing_

isn't in draft form to present to the TF at this time.

What we propose to do is finish the draft without going back and forth, then
hand the finished product over to the Klamath Tribe for their review, then at
this point meet with the ad-hoc committee and try to get some recommendation
from the committee. 1 notice that in the package that we're talking about 60
days public notice for the meeting. My recommendation is that we would plan
on having a draft for the TF at the February 16-17 meeting, and at that point
you could cecide whether ‘to public notice or public review.

Miller: 1 feel the Water Users will try to get that completed by February.
We hope that all can get this thing done, however, we reset agenda items to
get it done for two years now, but have been unsuccessful. We need to gét it
done by February. - '

Bulfinch: A complete review of TF activities is due by statute in mid 1995.

A draft UBA should be in hands of TF 60 days prior to deadline for the Mid
Term Review due in 1995, so that the UBA can be considered part of the
evaluation. We need sufficient time for the TF members to review it
completely and be in a position to understand and accept what public comments
may come in. If a draft is in hand by the February meeting, it would make the
timetable for acceptance in concurrence with the 1995 program review.

Miller: At the June meetlng, the TF called for.a final draft What we need
is an extension of the final draft deadline to February. Co

Shake: \Wha
have a draf

cr ot

you ere saying is that by February the ad-hoc committee would
they felt comfortable with to present to the TF for their review?

Solem: That's our goal.

Shake: Following that, the TF would then at the June meeting be prepared to
discuss and send out for a 60 day public comment period, and at the following
fall meeting the TF would be preparéed to make s decision to adopt or not to
adopt the amendment, is that the sequence?

Miller: Its my recollection that public comment has already taken place and
further comment on the floor would be reinventing the wheel _[Elwood, please
clarify].

Solem: 1 don't know exactly what the public process neecds to be. In the letter
it says the mzeting would be public noticed at least 60 days in advance.” If
we did it at the February meeting, then anytime after the 60 days were up
following the meeting, the TF could then vote upon zdoption of the amendment.
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Bingham: Let me see if 1 understand the process you have outlined. The Water
User's fAssociacion would develop the draft, then psss it over to the Klamath
Tribe for review, is that correct? . :

Shake: That is correct.

Bingham: So, you're not starting over, you're working off the what's already
been developed which back at the start was based or the original UBA. So, are
any elements of the original amendment left intact, or are you starting all

over again?

Solem: We tried to leave it intact and in the same format, which is part of
the protlem, to now revise in this format. We had several meetings with the
Klamath Tribes, ad-hoc committee meetings, and all along we've taken public
comments from Klamath Falls introduced along the way. So its really a
consolidation of all those comments. Its just that now we need get a rough
draft completed rather. than try to hash out words.

Bingham: How will the public throughout the Basin have the opportunity to
comment meaningfully to us on this plan before we adopt it?

Solem: Again I will refer you to KRFRO staff. There was a letter with an
envelope sent out reque;ting comments on the draft, but I can’t remember
exactly what that was. o

Hamilton: At the last meeting it was agreed that the procéss is to have a
draft reviewed by the TF sent out and that would start the 60 day clock, is
that correct Ron?

Iverson: Yes, and we sent out & questionnaire as to.whether individuals

wanted to get copies of the draft amendment, with the intent that we would
provide & copy to them when the draft was available. This would enable ther
to look at it and presumably comment at the following TF reeting. That was
the sense of what came out of the June TF meeting; that comments would be
brought back to the TF meeting and made there.

Bingham: One concern I have hearing this is that there be some level of
opportunity for folks over on the coast (who are very much affected by all of
this) to have the same input as has been available for the past year in this

area.

Shake: 1 have a concern that the TF see the draft first and agree with it
before it goes out for public comment. 1 prefer to listen to the public
comments and if everyone is supportive of the drait zmenrdment then let's adopt
it. So it sounds like we'll add a meeting somewhere in Februery. But, Kent
‘you wanted it 60 days in advance of a TF meeting? '

Bulfinch: Not necesserily, the 60 davs is for public review. It has nothirg
to do with the TF but the TF should hawve some notice to review it before thcy
zdopt it, or accept it subject to pUbllu corment.
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Miller: 1t seems like this is the same discussion we've had at the last _
meeting and come to the conclusion that we've already had public comment on it
and that we've had public comment on the UBA two times -already. It sounds
like what we're trving to do is take some steps backward and redoing the whole
process. '

Kent Bulfinch: Yes, I don’t think we're putting in an extra step, what we're
trying to do get meaningful vote at a regularly scheduled meeting, not have.to
have an extra meeting where we get everyone together.” 1 don't believe the
public comment needs to be in person (face to face) with the TF. If we can be
assured that prior to the February meeting we can have a week or two ahead of
time to review the draft and agree that this is the one that we want to get
public comment on. 1If people disapprove, the next TF meeting in June would be
the place to comment, rather than scheduling a special TF meeting to do it.

5. Public Comment

Shake: Hearing no public comment, do we have a motion?

6. Action: Decision on how to proceed with the Upper Basin Amendment

**Motion (Bulfinch): 1 move that the TF review the Draft of the UBA submitted
by the ad-hoc committee prior to the February meeting, with the view that we
will proceed with public comment (if the Draft is accepted) for final action
at our June TF meeting. ' '

Shake: "‘Any. further discussion?

Orcutt: I'm on. the ad-hoc subcommittee referred to and my only comment is that
1 know at the February meeting going on a year ago now that there was a lot of
comment to the effect that we're not moving quick enough. 1 still don't see
where the delays have occurred &and wonder if we are faced with water shortage
again, will it interfere with sbilities to keep moving on this? ' '

Crawford: The decision that Mike referred to was a conscious decision on part
of the upper basin constituency to divert our efforts away from completion of
the UBA and toward issues which are more pressing to the upper basin folks. 1
also am in favor of the public process. However, there has to be an end to
this thing. We can only open it to public review so many times, as the
Chairman knows, we had a public comment period in Klamath Falls and received a
vast amount of comments which were incorporated into the draft they intend to
present in February. If issues keep changing, if water conditions remain
critical, maybe Mike’s right, things could stall zgain. But it will be the
position cf the Water User's to move forward, to have this draft in hand in
February &s best they can. Most of the work has teen dore; there are not very
many days of worwk to having a complezed project.

“*»%Consensus.
22. ltem requesting TF support/endorsement for Trinity County's reguest to

the Interior Secretary to make available 50.000 ~AF under the 1955 Trinity
River Act.:




Tom Stokely provided the TF with the letter from the Trinity County Board of

Supervisors (Handout DD.) to Secretary Babbitt and Background Information
(Handout FF). - .

Stokely: When Congress passed the Trinity River Act in 1955, one section
provided flows specifically for fishery purposes and there was another section
that provided 50,000 acre feet to Humboldt County and downstream water users.
That particular provision was added into the Act just a month before the bill
was passed by Congress because of the number of objections by Humboldt and Del
Norte counties and other downstream users who felt that damming the Trinity
River would deprive them of water for their beneficial use. Water was first
impounded in 1960. Since that time, none of the 50,000 af has ever been
provided and we believe there is justification for the release of that water.
The water would be used for white water boating and recreation in the Trinity
as well as community development. The Trinity County board of supervisor’s
position is that as there is more development along the river the water will
be taken from preconditioned use for community develcpment. What 1 would ask
from the TF is that they endorse sending a letter to the Secretary supporting
sending Trinity Counties position on this. What the county is asking
(Humboldt County is taking a position on this as we speak) is that the water
be made available in 1995 and 1996 and at the same time the use of the water
be evaluated in an Envirionmental Impact Statement being prepared for the
Trinity River restoration effort, the Departmental document for the
Secretarial decision that is expected in 1996 on permanent Trinity River
instream flows. The letter from the Hoopa tribe (Handout EE) in support makes
it very clear that this water is not intended for fishery purposes; however,
we believe that there can be conjunctive beneficial uses to the fishery by use
of the water. The proposed schedule that we are looking at would be to
release an additional 250 cfs from Lewiston Dam into the Trinity, July 1-
September 15. That water would be available for community purposes but
primarily for white water boating. Since 1992 when the Lujan decision went
into effect, wnite water boating has increased 1000 percert in the Trinicy.

We believe this is a beneficial use to the area of origin. An additional 250
cfs going into the lower river during the hottest part of the year would
provide significant benefits to the salmon fishery. We are asking that
Interior fulfill a promise made 39 years ago; its in the Federal Act of 1955,
its also in the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) California water permits.

Solem: Has Bureau of Reclamation/Department of Interior commented on whether
they feel this is in addition to the flows; or why hasn’t that water been
utilized? '

Stokely: There have been a couple of Interior Sclicitor’s opinions which state
that they believe that the 50,000 AF is part of instream flows for fisheries.

And thevefore we should steal the water from the fisi &ss we develop along the

Trinicy.

Shake: Is it the BOR's position that 50k AF is part of the 340k that was
involved in the Secretarial decision?.

Stokely: That is correct. Even though there was no mention of the 50,000 and
the Secretarial decision was specifically related to fishery flows, not to the
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oher beneficial uses in the basin. We also note that in congressional record
tt are were again two separate provisions, one for instream flows for fish and N
arother for 50k AF for Humboldt County and other downstream users.

Fletcher: 1 spesk in support of the request. May be indirect benefits for .
fisheries resources and that is important. ' '

West: 1 have a concern about disproportionate increases in Trinity river
flows and the "naturalness” of this". We're regulating the Klamath river, yet
not increasing flows in the Klamath; we’'ve jumped the flows into the Trinirty
significantly. With artificially high flows in the Trinity, relative to
natural contribution of the Trinity to the Klamath system, what are we doing
to fish populations? What are current flows at Weitchpec during the April to
September period compared to the Klamath versus what they would be under the
new regime? '

Stokely: I don't have that answer.. Currently flows are about 450 cfs during
the July 1 through September 30 period. What we would propose is to increase
them to 800 cfs during that period or their may be larger releases earlier in
the year to more closely mimic natural conditions, for instance the average
natural pre-dam flow at Lewiston for the month of July is about 800 cfs. Ve
share your concerns and this is one of the reasons we will have an evaluation
of the use of the 50,000 AF in an EIS. In the mean time we want flows
released so we can look at different ways of using it and see what the impacts
.are, but at the same time we’ll evaluate it in an environmental document.

Fletcher: Its his understanding that flows in Trinity are aimed at mimicking
natural processes. Just because there maybe some flow issues on the Klamath
side is not a reason to fail to 2ddress issues we need to on the Trinity side.
We need to do the get best we can all over the basin and when the opportunity
arises, we need to jump on i:.

Fhode: We're not really at the micro manzgement stage yet in flow menzgement.
The water is controlled on both Trinity and Klamath sides upstream and it's
splitting hairs to use the ecosystem argument to not advocate use of the water
that was originally agreed upon during the legislation.

Bingham: Because of a whole chain of events connected with the decline of the
resource, including harvest allocation decisions, the Salmon fishing Industry
has been restricted from any harvest on the north coast targeting any
Klamath/Trinity stocks so our fishery is now solely dependent on Sacramento
stocks. The document before us states. that there are potentially negative
effects on fisheries in the Sacramento River resulting from this action.
Generally we support the philosophy of getting water basck in the river it's
supposed to be in, but we have rmixed feelings on this issue and will crobebly
stand aside on the vote on this motion.

McInnis: From National Marine Fisheries Service (NNFS) point of view we have
the endangered winter run chinook on the Sacramento. This Trinity River water
is part of the mix potentially which is necessary to keep the tempereatures
down in the stretch of the Sacramento where winter run fish spawn. I1'm not
convinced that the 50,000 is vital to the mix. In & dry year this emount

6




could be significant contribution to flows. Any changes to Trinity releases
would have to be reviewed under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).
1 don’'t intend to stand in the way of the motion but share Nat's gut feeling
that the water ought to be in the river of origin. However, we are now
dealing with a much more complex ecosystem.

Benthin: Its a water budget issue more than anything; If you take 50,000 out
of storage on the Trinity, do you foresee how this would be allocated?

Stokely: The Counties’ position is that water would come from exports to the
Central Valley project that would not affect carry over to the Trinity
project. In fact, one thing we would like to investigate in the environmental
docunent is the last 35 years of nonrelease of the water to be made as a carry
pver storage requirement in Trinity lake for temperature control both on the
Trinity and Sacramento Rivers [Tom, please clarify this point].

Bingham: Your poéition is that if the water were taken it would be deducted
from exports from the Sacramento Bay delta system?

Stokely: Yes.
Bingham: Could we get a guarantee on that?

Stokely: Not without a carryover storage. We have carryover storage that
could be a guarantee, but aside from this it’'s a shell game. '

Orcutt: 1'm in support of this amount of water in addition to the water for
fishery needs. 1 would suggest that concerns be addressed, answered, or
explained better in the flow evaluation annual report. The argument to
continue using the water to mitigate impacts to Sacramento fish I find
disturbing. It doesn’'t make common sernse to use one basins water to mitigate
fish habitat elsewhere. ' : :

Shake: 1{ white water rafting and kaysking have increased 1000 peréent in time
of drought, what’s another 50,000 AF going to do? Even with existing flows,
rafting has become very popular.

Stokely: The increase in flows would provide a more reliable resource and help
build clientele when flow conditions are predictable. Again, we intend to
evaluate all environmental effects of this issue in the Trinity River EIS/EIR.
The temperature issues, Sacramento River issues, historic flow issues,
potential for dewatering of redds, all will be looked at in the EIS/EIR for
consistency with fishery needs.

2ulfirchn: White water rafting and ecorcric benefits are not a TF issue. To
support the 50,000 AF 5s a TF issue, it needs to be directly related to
erthancing enadrerous {ishery resources or have no effect on the fichery before

we can zpprove it.

Stokely: I agree. I suspect there will be a lot of discussion over the next
two days over how flows have been inadequate. 1 am sure another 250 cfs



during the summer would benefit returning adults and perhaps smolts as well 18“ N
the lower river. o

Shake: What Kent meant to say, though, was that strictly from a recreational
benefit perspective, support is outside of our authority. But if this volume
of water were to provide clear benefits to fishery resources, we could provide
comments. 1 support up to the point of including in the EIS process both for
the Trinity and the overall Central Valley EIS so you can look at the whole
picture and see how interrelated. Beyond that 1 can’t support it, but if the
TF wants to write the Secretary in support 111 step back and not participate-
in the vote.

Bingham: 1 agree. I too, would be prepared to abstain from objecting, provided
that our letter reflect the concerns just before this body which include the
fact that water divgrted from the Trinity to the Sacramento is being used to
mitigate fishery impacts due the operation of the Central Valley project
delivery. We all need to understand that the winter run in the Sacramento
only exists today because of cold water releases below Shasta Dam. Access to
historic spawning grounds have been denied because of the construction of this
dam. The cold water provided though Whiskeytown lzke partially mitigates the
operations of the Central Valley project. Any letter should reflect those
concerns for the entire ecosystem.

Shake: Tom, would it be acceptable that the TF draft a letter to the Secretary
supporting the review of the 50,000 AF in the EIS/environmental document,
raise the concerns expressed here, but generally provide support for that in
the environmental review?

Stokelyv: 1 think so and don‘t want the TF to be put in a position where they
are taking positions on white water boating or community development since
that is not our mission.

Shake: Do we have & motion? : =
**Motion (Stokely): The TF recommend that the Interior Secretary .support
evaluation in the Trinity River EIS/EIR of relesse of the 50,000 AF for

Humboldt County and downstream users specified in the 1955 Trinity River Act,

and that the Secretary make that water available provided it is consistent

with the fishery needs of the Klamath, Trinity and Sacramento River basins.
Seconded.

Sx% Consensus.

Fecess

7. Report of the U.S. Bureau of Reclewmation on 1993 Klarath River water
outloal znd operetional plans (¥ike Ryan)

Mike emphaéized that flows have been below &averzge, lake levels remain low,
and provided & schematic of water use and diversion in the upper basin




(Handout J). Forecast - below normal temperatures and above normal
precipitation.  Water supply decisions were reviewed as follows:

1994 Water Supply

Reclamation's Klamath Project reservoirs released 894,590 acre feet
during the 1994 wvater year.

Keno Dam released 450,323 acre feet during the 1994 water year.

Iron Gate Dam released 639,810 acre feet during the 1994 water .year.

1995 Water Supply

‘It's too early in the water year to allocate the 1995 supply. A
_potential listing of Klamath River coho salmon may impact water
decisions for next year.

The priority for allocation of 1995 supplies will first be to comply
with the Endangered Species Act. Then we must fulfill the Interior
Secretary's trust obligation to Indian Tribes. Water supply for
agriculture and refuges within the Klamath Project are next.

Notwithstanding the potential impact from a listing of coho, the most
difficult task is definition of Interior’s trust obligation.to Indian
Tribes within the Klamath River basin.

Some interests felt alienated from last year's water management process.
It is not Reclamation’s intention to exclude people. We're working on a
way to improve this. '

Questions:

Q. When they make their water supply forecast, the Central Valley Project uses
February 15th as first forecast and they use 90 percent exceedence as the
standard. How is it done here?

A. We get a first forecast from Soil Conservation Service (SCS) the middle
part of January. They’'re updated monthly thereafter, then BOR makes
determination in first part of April. Our irrigation starts later. 1In terms
of forecast, BOR can show & range of numbers, anywhere from 50 to 95 percent
exccedence factor and go from there. 90 percent is more conservative; the
flip side is that then you use 90 percent its so conservative that in most

_years there will be benefits that could have been received. That's the

balancing act we have to do.

Q. Assuming that Biological Opinion (BO) lzke levels have been met and there
is adequate water &btove and beyond that, what is the BJDR's position on meeting
Federzl Encrgy Regulatory Commission (FERC) minimums below Iron Gate?

- A. BOR's position is that we have to fulfill the trust obligations to the

Tribes (Hendouts K and L). A trust obligation founded in biology not

9




hydrology. We need to figure out what biological needs are on the river, from
that we get help from the USFWS and CDFG.

Q. Does that mean that BOR will be able to meet the FERC minimums?

A. No it doesn’t. What I'm saying is that BOR will look at biology. An
example is the number of redds relative to flows in this year versus 1993
(1,300 cfs and 330 redds last year; this year 900 cfs and 1400-1500). We had
a better return with lower flows,; we need to look at the biological side.

Q. Are you familiar with the TF letter sent to BOR indicating our position?
A. I understand your position.

Stokley: - More redds may be related more to the sacrifices made by
commercial, sport and tribal fisheries lower in the river rather than flows in
the river.

A. 1 agree, there are a lot of aspects to consider.

Q. BOR is developing a policy in regard to water allocation and fish
considerations. Can you elaborate?

A. What BOR likes to have is OCAP (Operations Criteria and Procedures).
Several projects have it. The foundation of OCAP lies in water rights and
water rights are a state primacy issue. 1In the Klamath situation, its an
interstate issue. The foundation of an OCAP is what is BOR's legal authority
to operate the project. One thing we know is the Secretary must fulfill his
Trust obligation. At this point it is an unquantified obligation below Iron
Gate. Also at this time it has not been adjudicated within the state of
Oregon. So the Klamath lacks that OCAP foundation we have on other projects.
What do we do in the interim? Ve believe zccording to the Secretaries wishes,
that loczl issues need to be worked on loczlly. We believe we need to open up
the input process (State, Federal, public, private). 1If final allocation is
in April, we have a few months. Ve need this involvement to help mske these
determinations of what water should go where. We can develop some ground
rules and sideboards until we have a federally recognized reserve water right
for the Tribes and until it has been adjudicated by the State of Oregon and
placed in the State’'s water rights hierarchy, it wouldn’t prevent us from
going through the process like this annually until that time.

Q. When the Central Valley Project developed their OCAP, they did not do a
NEPA document. Do you feel you need to do a document for your OCAP? '

A. That's a question I have for our Solicitor's Office. We have to comply
with NEPA, ESA, and FACA. How do we comply with all of those and still
provide inform:tion.

Q. So the BOR does not recognize the FERC minimum flows as the minimum

necessary for the protection of the fishery resources, even though the USFWS
and of the CDFG &nd other :irustee zgencies agree that is the minimun level of
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protection for the fisherics? You are not accepting that advice from the
trustees?

A. Reclamation believes its obligation lies in biology not hydrology.
Q. But they're the biologists. What do you mean?

A. Well, my understanding of how the FERC minimum flow schedule was developed
it was primarily a hydrologist’s determination and there was also some
biological science that went into it, but it was primarily a hydrologist's
document. I think the lion’'s share of the information about the biological
use of the river below Iron Gate has been gathered from recent past.

Q. So essentially then Reclamation is not accepting the advice of the
biologists from the trustee agencies? Even though the FERC minimums may in
fact be related to hydrology rather than biology, the trustees agree that is
the minimum necessary for the resource. It is the best available information
at this time and it sounds like Reclamation is unwilling to accept that
advice? : :

No answer.

Fletcher: 1 would just like to point out that just because the Tribal right
isn't quantified, the trust obligation still exists. : '

Rvan: Yes, it does.

Fletcher: And that means that we are going to have to come up with some
management regimes which will restore and protect the anadromous fishery
resources of the Tribes; so 1 think that we have had the discussion in the
past of how we would come up with some of those levels of flow necessary to
protect those resources. 1 think you have already had some recommendations
from the Fish and Wildlife Service, from the California Department of Fish and
Game, from the Tribes and from this group, from Klamath Fishery Management
Council (KRFMC), from Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC), and others
sbout what those groups influenced by scientists think should be adequate
flows. So that starts us in the direction of enabling you to determine what
these flows should be. C

Shake: You all recall that this past year, was the first year where we were
dealing with the new stream flow study and the importance of a study which can
really quantify vhat are the fisheries needs below Iron Gate. 1 strongly urge
the TF to keep that in mind &s we get into our budget process beginning next
year at the culmination of the June meeting where we can make final decisions

~on ¥revre those monies are going.

I heve also had discussion with Mike andé we will discuss with the Regional
Divector of BOR the importance of this study, BOR has put in money in
cocperation with the TF to move this alomg end I would encourage you to talk
to your policy level folks down in Sacramento and see if we can adequately
fund this over the next couple of years. It will at least give us some more
data to make the kirds of decisions that are neecec.
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1 really appreciate the development of an open process where we can get more

input into this. T think it needs to be very timely. You know, we don’'t have
very much time before it will be Sprirg and folks are going to want to water
the fields. So we need to get busy, and you need to try to keep us engaged in

the process as well,

Ryan: Bill, when is your next mceting?
Shake: We will have a meeting in February.

Solem: I had one question for Mike. With the potential listing or whatever
impacts would be on the coho and with the unique trust obligation, has the
Secretary at this point put that obligation for water supplies completely on
Klamath Project and supplies from Klamath Lake?

Ryan: Something that we have discussed with the Department of the Interior is
che fact that without State water adjudicated, this is catch 22 situation.
There are uses junior to the Reclamation Klamath Project that at this time are:
allowed to use water and clearly there seems to be a fairness issue which
needs to be raised.

Solem: Is there any intention in this process that you are developing now for
the 1995 water season to open this up further than the Klamath Project?

Ryan: 1 would like to, yes, but I will need the help of the State of Oregon
and the families who live in the watershed above upper Klamath Lake for it to

be a success. . :

Solem: Do .you have confidence that this will happen?

Ryan: 1 do not. 1 asked for it in the Spring of '93 and 1 asked for it in the
Spring of '94 from the State of Oregon and now they have no reason to believe
that it will happen in '95.

Solem: Will the Secretary at any point intervene in the process to say that
there is a fairness issue here? 1Is there any potential for that type of .
assistance to make it more fair?

Ryan: 1 cennot take it upon myself to say Qhat the Secretary will and will not
do. I can just tell you I will put the issue in front of people who are in
the Secretary's office and ask them for some help.

Stokely: You say you asked the last couple of years, does that mean the Bureau
of Reclamation made en official petition to the State of Orezon for an
adjudiceation of the water rights in the Klamath basin?

Ryan: I asked the Director of ithe Departmen:t of Water Resources in Orzzon to
put this on the table. I asked Marthz Pagel personzlly if there was =iot
something that we could do until an zdjudicztion to try to come to sore
workable interim methodology. Right now the zdjudication on the Federal side
is being handled by tre Depsrtment of Justice and that agency is mening the
decisions on ac¢judications. It is taking & long while.

()
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Stokely: 1 had another question about salmon listing. You said it would be
put in some kind of status for a year wvhere it is considered. Does that mean
that there would not be any federal management or actions affected by it
because it is not officially listed for a year so any impacts with that
listing would not occur until 199¢ rather than ‘95?7 '

McInnis: 1f there is a decision to propose the listing now, the final decision
would probably be about a year long. However there are provisions, for
Federal agencies to provide extra protectlon for candidate species when they
are in proposed status.

Shake: The provisions under the Endangered Species Act, once the petition is
accepted and it becomes a candidate species, it is entxrely up to the
discretion of the Federal agencv as to whether they want to deal with that
issue during the period between proposing and the actual final decision to
list or not to list. During that time, if they do decide to address that
issue, under the Section 7 process, they can conference with the NMFS. It is
a very similar process to consultation. They would write a biological
assessment which would outline the proposed action that they were taking and
then identify those kinds of impacts that they expected to have on a proposed
species and then cutline the kinds of actions that they would take to minimize
impacts if they determine that they were going to have adverse impact. Then
the managing fisheries service would write a conference report back to the
agency either calling jeopardy or non-jeopardy situation with reasonable
prudent alternatives on how you deal with that to mitigate those actions and
then once the species is listed, then that conference report rolls over
immediately into a formal Section 7 consultation that hzs already been
completed and they continue on without having to make any changes to the
proposed operations.

Stokely: Well, mavbe there is someone up there who may or may not know the
impscts of the operations f{rom proposed listing of the coho.

Shake: Good question. First, where are cohe in Klamath?

Polos and Bulfinch: They are pretty much throughout the whole basin. There
is not a lot of data on the impacts of the hatchery practices on the stream
and so those are treated in fish management as natural stocks.  They are about
as wild as fish get around here so that they would be con51dered natural
stocks until data are generated othervise.

McInnis: Just so we don't get too comfortable with only the distribution of
coho, there is also a status review for steelhkead and that includes the
Klamath Bzsin. Completion of the review and recommendations Irom the
biologists will be done in February.

Stokely: Mr. Chairman, 1 have one more cuestion for Mike. On vyour schematic,
you show the two refuges but there is no amount of water going into or out of
the refuges. Do vou have the amount of water for the refuges quantified, how
much water they need? Is there a biologiczl amount of water that has been
quantified for the existent refuges? '
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Ryan: My understanding is that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service refupge
people are working on that. 1f they have that nurber, 1 do not know what it

is.

Benthin: Back to the point made earlier (on releases below Iron Gate, needs of
fish, and recommendations of Trustee agencies) in their biological opinion,
the FERC ninimums are the minimuwn need for the resource. 1f that is not good
enough, whose biological opinion are you going to go by as to what is needed
for the resource? That is part one of the question. . Second part is; while we
are getting the instream studies underway (this may take several years) in the
interim, how do you plan to operate to maintain the flows necessary to support
the resource? The Trustee agencies will leave the FERC minimums as their
recommendation. The absolute final question is doesn’t BOR have a legal
obligation to the minimums?

Ryan: No, the FERC obligation is an obligation upon Pacific Power (now Pacific
Corp.) in their license with the United States government. There have.been
court cases as to whether the FERC licensing requirements also apply to
federal entities and it has been found that they do not. Back on the biologic
side, I think that the majority of the work has been done in the year past. 1
am desirous of seeing any data any individual or any group has to help us make

these decisions.

Benthin: So on letterhead from Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) (Handout M) or
CDFG (Handout N), a statement that their biologists believe that recommended
flows are a minimum, that recommendstion is not good enough for BOR?

Ryan: 1t is my experience that when people latch on to a number, they latch
onto that without a full understanding of how the FERC minimums were arrived
at.

Benthin: Where 1 am getting at is, we don't want to get into problems where’
we're cdewatering redds next Fall, where we have s trade off. We need to go
into the next irrigation season knowing how the decision on operations is
going to be made early on. '

Ryan: That’s what we were talking about earlier; that is we have to make that
final decision in the first part of April. I think it is important to note
that in March and in April, when we made the allocations, we allocated a
certain amount to downstream interests or downstream users, primarily a base
flow of 550 cfs. 1 remember that at the Klamath River Compact Commission I
talked about a volume of somewhere around 25 to 30,000 AF mede available for
pulse flows and then an elevated flow in the nonth of September for in-

migration and we hit those targets. Now to do that, we took the level of
Upper Klamath Lake below elevation 4137 znd then the Klamzth Tribes were very
angry. And to do that we shut off agriculiure eariy andé the agriculture folks
were very angry about that. To do that, we shut off the vefuges early and I

did not know how many pedple knew how much water went into a refuge until ve
shut the warter off. So for a period of time there this Fall, the only
commitment we kept was flows down the river. Understanding that this body and
other groups believe this is less than is necessary for the resource.
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Shake: Mike, vou or other members of the TF can help me but it seems like a

couple of years ago, that we put together a group of technical people who
looked at water needs below Iron Gate and this group made recommendations to
the BOF on how to operate the project during an extremely low year. Do any of
you recall that process?

Bingham: Well, I remember working on the process.

Shake: It seems like we did and we modified our recommendations as the TF and
then provided that information to the Bureau of Reclamation.

Fletcher: 1 was just wondering, was that based on the biological basis and the
need of the fish? :

Shake: 1t was a biological based recommendation. May not have had all the
information you would like but it was the best guess of our technical people.

Fletcher: We participated in similar discussions earlier this year. We were
told by the BOR this is what you’ll get; you tell us when you want it and
that’'s all you'll get. The CDFG and FWS have consistently recommended that
FERC minimums be maintained, so 1 question that low water year recommendations
that were made were the agencles positions.

Shake: 1 would like to lay something out for discussion by the TF and public.
This process with BOR will allocate water with public input in next 3 to 4
months. These are critical decisions for everyone involved. To be fully
prepared for these discussions and process, we need to put together a
technical group to look at info we have, minimum flows, and try to come up
with a set of recommendations from the TF based on biology for the downstream
needs of the fish. Need to start this right now and have it on the agenda'at
February meeting to get preliminary ideas on where we are and perhaps reach
agreement on that as a recommendation and provide this to Mike Ryan to put
into the equation with &1l of the other water needs. As a discussion item
he‘d like to lay this on the table and let everyone react. Then we'll move to
public comment and make a decision. ' '

Bulfinch: One question for Mike, do you have suthority to revise timing of
FERC flows? '

Ryan: I do not.
Bulfinch: Is there a procedure to reopen license?
Ryan: Yes, I believe there is a mechanism which exists.

Snake: Believe w
e

discussed the mechanism at Hoopa. But without flow studies
the move to v t

wouldn't get very far.
“iller: Do you have info on how the FERC minimums were determined? If not,

then how do we know whether it was hydrology or biology that went into
determining flows in the FERC license?
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Ryan: My understanding was related by FWS employees and CDFG third hand.
Pacific Power and Light (PPL) and FERC don't have it efither. 1If some group
has that information, then let me see it.

Fletcher: (to Shake) Are you suggesting that a group of experts be convened,
make recommendations to TF, then have the TF all agree? 1 could see a problem
with this because you may once again be stuck without a recommendation.

Shake: The TF probably couldn’'t agree but we need to have the technical
people take a shot at it. If the TF couldn’'t come to agreement, then other
parties could use the info if thev so chose. '

Rohde: Pooling resources is what we’'re taking about. The basis for FERC flow
is somewhat difficult to locate. USFWS and CDFG have expertise and numerous
years of experience and expertise in the Klamath basin. This would not
necessarily be something the technical work group (TWG) would accomplish, but
it would be a collaborative effort. Would be investing staff time and
resources to assemble what existing information is available.

Public Comment:

Mary Jaékson, Yurok tribe: Mr. Ryan, please review this summer’s meeting with
FERC. '

[Mike Ryan summarized in response the October 6, 1994 meeting in Yreka called.
by John Mudre of FERC. Extreme low flow conditions prompted this meeting.
There was still some leeway to change the flows (before fish spawned). The

group of 30 people could not come to clear agreement. As a result the BOR
kept flows at 900 cfs]. .

Dave Zepponi (KWUA): FERC minimums are not based on science, or at least it
can't be determined at this point where they came from. The flows may not be
in the best interest of the fish. We have done lots of research to get origin
of those flows using legal channels as well as other channels. 1In discussions:
with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) as well that was their
finding, that flow determinations were not necessarily based upon scientific
discovery but on hydrology. With respect to water allocation, the farming
community has a significant stake, yet has been precluded from discussions.
The water users should be part of process in this. year and future years.

Other point to be made here, we need instream flow studies done, how much
needed by fish. VWe don't have it. Note that we’'re having discussion for
50,000 AF for Trinity here. We have a lot of concerns about what that amount
of water is doing environmentally downstream. No one here knows. We need more
scientific information. Instream flow studies will help in that regard. It
seems ta be tre consensus of the TWG, but the TWC may be influenced
politically. anv questions?

Miller: What receting vou were excluded from?
Zenponi: In Chiloquin on August 24th, Tribes and other agencies had meetings
with BOR and discussed weter allocations. The 900 cfs was discussed. Water

users want to participate. 1 understand trust responsibilities and sovereign
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nation status, but we need to get human side in equation. We're all ready to
sit down but as long as we're outside the process you will have increased

conflice.

Miller: The meeting was not an allocation process. It was the Tribes meeting
with the USFWS and BOR about the means that were necessary to develop treaty
reserved rights. (Help here, E. Miller). You are calling a meeting where

Tribes went in and discussed Treaty reserved rights (and the government to
povernment process) a meeting where we made water demands. On the other side

of the coin, we have never participated in meeting where agriculture community
has gone in and made water demands. You misinterpret the process. '

Zepponi: You did demand certain flows. We had pertinent biological
information but were not privy to the discussion. This information was not
taken into account in that meeting or the subsequent decision by Mike Ryan to
increase flow at Iron Gate. : :

Miller: That was a separate process that goes on after. The Tribes have a
right above the public right to a government to government process to project
our needs to the BOR and USFWS as agencies which hold our rights in trust. We
have that right and don’'t have .to have any other entity intercede.

Shake: Time out. BOR is develoﬁing process which.will address Zepponi’s needs.
Is this correct? '

Ryan: Yes.

Fletcher: To clarify, the meeting was to define tribe relationship with BOR
which in the past has been almost non-existent. We have had discussions with
Mike regarding how others can be brought into the process so that the best
‘decision for the resource can come out. Nothing happened behind closed doors.
This process with BOR reparding the Tribe’s trust obligations started earlier

this vear.

Miller: We still don't have the government to government relationship we need
with the BOR. Ve need that first. We need to set this out first before
bringing in the others. The trust obligation is needed.

Zepponi: Personally, I don't think that this is the problem. I understand the
need to establish government to government relationship. But, one of the
things which needs to be in place to do this is an instream flow study. To
pick FERC minimums is inappropriate; they are not scientifically based. 1t is
possible that FERC minimums are not in the interest of their Trust
responcibilities or assets because you may be killing fish (with those flows).

¥iller: Ve as a tribe can't mix speculate as to whether it (the tasis for

FERC minimur flows) was hydreclogy, biology, or politics. Ve need to cce a
document that says these flows are sound. VWhen we see it we can mzke &
thorough decision on whether flows need to be reevaluated. Until that tige,

vou are just aznother layer of speculation.
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Zepponi: Except that If you sent the water downriver at FERC minimus, you'll
dry up lake in meantime, and that’'s a physical reality.

Miller: The Tribes tried to address this early on with the BOR. It got down
to allocating the water more equitably, rather than just the BOR continuing to
give 100 percent to agriculture (Very hard to hear - may not be right).

Public Comment

Bruce McCoy (lIrrigation District Manager): The reason the Tribes aren't
invited to our meetings with BOR is that we don’'t make demands. We go in and
sit quietly and listen to what Mike tells us we're going to have to work with
after you have made your demand and then we go home and work with it.

Felice Pace (Klamath Forest Alliance): The idea of Technical Review Team may
not be appropriate. If the TF wants a solid, independent scientific basis for
fish need based upon information available, there are scientists who can do.
it. Peter Moyle comes to mind. There is precedent for using independent
scientific panels on this kind of issue. Klamath Forest Alliance (KFA) would
be happy to work with others to move this forward, but while it goes on TF
should stick to previous positions and with best available info. As to
exclusion and inclusion, the environmental community respects and supports the
level of government at government relationship with tribes in this case, as
well as other governments. We don’t want to tread on it. The question is
whether any interest group will have a special relationship with the
Government. The TF should stand behind the open process and federal laws that
protect advisory committees. I would like Mr Ryan make a commitment to not
conducting meetings behind closed door.

Ryan: FACA binds all federal zgencies. We have a lot of people who depend on
water resources. It seems fair that those people should be included in
process of what goes where. Par:t of my job is to tell people what my
sideboards are; my sideboards for tribal trust responsibilities, my sideboards
for water rights in Oregon. Theve's room for input and advice, you know my
number.

Rod Kucera (President Klamath County Farm Bureau): We are in an extreme
drought, Shouldn’t we all share the burden? Or should we just go with the
FERC 1300 cfs minimum, dry up the lake for the suckers, make hundreds of
millions of dollars in damage for the agricultural community all to save the
Salmon? We should share the burden but also share the cost of some off stream
storage. The area will be growing. An obvious solution to problems is off
stream storage projects. I want to see the TF aggressively pursue off- streenm
storage. (Applause from Audience). '

Ron Wood(?): (Recreational Interests in Upper Klemeth Lake). 1994 & drought
yezr ancd lowest he's seen it. 1 reiterate the need more for more storege and
have some written comments zs well.

Jim Ottoman: (Lyne, Oregon). You have to live in these valley to understend
what we're going through with this on again, off zgain water deal. As of

right now they don't know if they can farm next year. With the revelution in
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Congreés, vour fate as a committee could be null and void within a year.
Oregon contributes very little if anything to this committee and has a water
law which says water belongs to land. Up here we only generate a small
percentage of water flows in the Klamath. 1 don't understand why you aren't
down there, Nat B., trying to stop those tributaries coming off the Trinircy
Alps and store it? Why not store more water lower, it would be cool water.
(Applause from Audience)

Shake: We're not a regulatory entity as 1 hear assumed by the last speaker.
We implement the established Restoration plan. We’'re involved in the UBA. I
hope you perceive us as a forum where we can work together. That’s the
purpose of the TF, not to tell you how to use your water. The purpose of TF
is to develop restoration program that makes sense. '

Bingham: I will respond to the comments directed to me. The reason we're not
advocating building dams is because as fishermen our experience has been that
almost every time dams are built anywhere, the result is the devastation of
the fishery. Even though we see benefits, very doubtful due to the track
record. Interesting that the last three speakers advocate construction of .
projects or facilities, yet very correctly noted that there is a change in
Congress. We are not looking at them being willing to spend money. - This
committee could be history and no money available. I hope not. But the
message you are giving us is somewhat mixed. We're being asking to spend
money to solve the problem with federal dollars that may not be there. Maybe
we need to stay focused on working with what’'s here and now and sharing what
is available. '

Unidentified Speaker: I have rights with state of Oregon, but will share when
there's a shortage. No one from ag wants to eliminate salmon. 1 was really
disturbed by your statement sbout the typical best guess of your technical
people; that doesn’'t belong here - we need real science. The Klamath historic
regime must be remembered, there is mot much water in summer. Your asking for
FERC minimums which can only be maintained because of stored water. You have
to remember this and other benefits from storage. The TF changed from we’ll
help to we're going to make sure this tool is what takes it away. We have got
to work this out together. I haven't seen agriculture in Klamath County take a
salmon out of that river yet, but 1've seen other entities at this TF make
their living taking salmon out of river. 1 recognize Indians rights, but they
vere working on a natural river, not stored water. They are the entity with
the right to the fish here and 1 have a water right. Let’'s work it out, but
not just grab FERC minimums, lets go with what works, not a typical best
guess. ' '

Miller: We're not here to take away frem farmers. Tribes ere here to
substantiate our right within a process. We want a government to government
process end work with everybody zlse, but we aren’t getting it at the local

level. So we’'re stepping up process with BOR and other departmental people.
It has been difficult. The tribes have been here for thousands of years.
Everything here is a part of our lives. As the farmer sees his interests, so
we see ours. We can't fish because of lack of water; fish are a staple of our
livelihood. VWe did a neceds assessment for the Klamzth Tribe in 1988 that
showed that 70% of their people in Klameth County live on $5000 or less a

19



year. Our people's needs are met by subsistence harvest, fish and wildlife. L.
We too are suffering from low lake levels and seceking relief. 1 hope you all S fa
understand this. The last 100 years has been unacceptable and we're trying to

turn this around. :

Stokely: For those of you that want the TF to go &sway, we have two
representatives from the Upper Basin farming comrunity here on the TF. This
group operates by consensus. Without this group you may not have a seat at
the table. One thing 1 learned today is that if FERC minimums met, then
19,000 AF are left. - There is obviously a need to accommodate other uses in
some years. It is incumbent upon this group to develop an equitable way to get
reliable water supply for all users in the basin. I think your best bet as a
agricultural community is to work with this TF.

Rohde: There are five dams on Klamath. No issue was made of FERC minimums
until recently. The way the BOR has managed Iron Gate flows last 10 years is
that FERC minimums been used as a target. Only during the winter have these
minimums been exceeded. Only now that we’'re in drought phase do the concerns
start to be raised about the science behind the flows. The rationale needs to
be questioned but FERC minimums need to be maintained as conservative
protection until better scientific information is available.

8. Action: Decision on how to ensure Klamath River Restoration Program Goals
are not compromised when WY 95 water allocation decisions are made.

Shake: Any thoughts on how TF input into the BOR allocation can be improved in
the upcoming year? '

Fletcher: Have already addressed this. We have addressed this at the June 22
TF meeting. We have the letter signed by you (Handout M) which spoke in
support of FERC minimum flows until better information is available.

Stokely: Rather than focus on the science behind the FERC minimums for this
year or next years allocation, we meed an equitable allocation process where
we share the pain, but don’'t lose resources. Need an emergency plan to avoid
train wrecks. 1If we're going to reduce flows, we need to do it before fish
are spawning in the river. It will happen again if we don't have a plan.

Bulfinch: Mike (Ryan) said they have no authority to change FERC flows.
However, the flow going down the river now has nothing to do with FERC
minimums. How can we allocate what water is there?

Shake: 1 remind the TF that we don't allocate; we mare recommendations that
are biologically based to the BOR. Let’s focus on hew.we can provide’
meaningful input into BOR in the process. BOR makes cecision. We need to
decide how our input can be mesningful and if we can have consensus.
Bulfinch: 1 want to address this concern in my presentation tamorrow.

Solem: I was not involved in long range plan, but there zre some obligations

of the TF to address needs of other water users in the plan the way 1 read it.
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Reading the plan, there is no question that there is supposed to be some

emphasis on human needs.

Bingham: 1 was involved in process. The charge still is upon us to represent
interests of the fish. Ilooking at the .economic side of it, the salmon
industry where 1 come from has been devastated; the fishing season was
economically meaningless. The comrercial salmon fishing industry north of
Fort Bragg has been absolutely devastated and tribal fishers have suffered
tremendously. 1f you are going to bring in the human and economic factors,
people dependant upon fish have to be considered too. We have to represent
the interests of the fish in this matter. Above all else, we need to avoid
the politicizing of the process of determining what instream flow needs are.
Felice'’'s point about an independent panel to peer review the results is a good
point, but we probably won’t get anything useful to us this year. FERC flows
were the best information at the time, stay within the FERC flows until we

have better process.

Solem: FERC minimums have not been met every year and minimums have been a
target. BOR has tried to figure out a balance and did a reasonable job
‘getting everyone through the year. In 1994, management was not that far off
from flow minimums for fish. Lake levels did dip below 4137, but after the
diversions had been shut off. 1 hate to see us get locked into a number
however it was developed which takes away flexibility for people who sit down
and manage instead lets sit down and come up with some equitable distribution
based on what reasonably could be the distribution for the next year.

Bingham: 1 agree with those thoughts, but again'it is not our charge. We hope
BOR does consicer all needs, and distribute the pain equally, but it should

not happen in our forum.
Shake: We need a motion.

**Motion(Fletcher): I move that we stick with recommendations that came out of
TF on June 22 motion in the letter to Mike Ryan.

Stokely: We need a consensus to do otherwise.
Shake - Reconvene at 1:00,

Lunch
**Motion Withdrawn (Fletcher and Bingham)

Discussion: No further discussion.

Shale: Let me review where we are. Position of TF remains that BOR needs to
consider minimum flows es cdefined in the FERC license in their decision making
process. We encourage BOR to keep us involved in the process. None of the

zzencies or organizetions are precluded from providing their own input. The
final decision rests with BOR. Ve appreciate the willingness to open the
process up. BOR needs to be invoived in Section 7 consultation with Service
regarding the fish in Klamath lzke, eagles, and other species.
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9. Technical Work Group (TWG) Update - (Bob RoHde and Ron lverson)

Pob Rohde summarized the background regarding instream flow scoping efforts
which the TF has undertaken, TF direction, the August, 17-18, 1994 TWG
meeting, and led us up to NBS' 3-5 year commitment to the Klamath Basin, the
Phase 1 proposal that NBS has put forward (this proposal now includes seven
elements and supersedes the August 22, 1994 Phase 1 proposal), and the draft
letter from the TF to Secretary Babbitt. The latest Phase -1 Proposal and
draft letter are found in Handout O. Bill Shake provided background regarding
NBS for the audience and stated that they do objective, impartial scientific
studies and are very competent scientists in good standing. Rohde noted that
National Biological .Survey originated the instream flow methodology; has the
personnel, desire, and resources (Handout P); would be available to the TF at
no cost (five of the seven elements); that scoping they proposed is necessary
before they can determine whether a flow study needed. Shake, Rohde, and Jack
West all emphasized NBS's offer is a good opportunity, offers an array of
options for flow studies, and recommended the TF go ahead with this
opportunity. ' ' :

uestions:
Stokely: What can’t NBS do?

Rohde: Elements 4 and 7, Nutrient Loading in Upper Klamath Lake and River
Channel Morphology. Funds for trese two elements may be available elsewhere
(TF, Pacific Power and Light, or others).

Shake: Is this work in '95 budget for NBS?7

Rohde: Yes, according to Sharon Campbell at NBS. They are ready to go now but .
want the TF blessing.

Solem: Institutional Jurisciction and Authorities Analysis, is that commonly
done in scoping process? VWhat is Dr. Lamb's capacity? o

Rohde: Lamb is political scientist; the entire team is recommending him. We
need to find out what we know versus what we don’'t know in terms of '
institutional suthorities and jurisdictions as well as the science; who are
water users; what is current water use regime; the tribes role -lay it all
‘out. Based on this perspective, what are the opportunities to make the process
work. For example, if you made & particular decision, who would be affected
by that decision? '

Fletcher: Lots of what is mentioned in this proposal meeds to be fleshed out.

Dr. Lamb a political scientiét; we’'ve heard soze concerns raiszd already. As

" Dave Zepponi mentioned, politics are already & concern. Don’t we want to keep
scientific?. :

Rohde: Politics are a reality with water allocetion in the Klamath. The TWG
is authorized to begin the process but will play into this much larger
political &arena.




Fletcher: To give you an example of my concerns, Dr. Aaron Douglas from NBS
gave a presentation regarding economic modelling of different fisheries and
how they would fit into this perspective. 1 have a real problem with dollar
values being placed on traditional and cultural resources. We need to make
sure we don't fall into trap of putting dollar values on these resources.

Shake: 1 agree with you. My experience in these situations is that
conclusions are very clear as to the inability to measure these types of
values. Folks on the other side need to be concerned as well; are the
economists going to value water for agriculture fairly. Personally I think
its a great opportunity to get top notch, highly credible scientists without a
high cost. I'm a strong supporter of getting the instream flow study on-line,

and have been for a long time.

Public Comment

Unidentified Speaker: You talk about no costs, and this being a good deal for

us, there’s no politics involved. I'm sure these are good scientists, but
when you talk about Babbitt putting these people out here, how do we know that
he's not going to put environmental politics into it. How do we know that it

is true science that will be valuable to us? 1 would also like to ask on the
monies already spent, how long has TF been in force? How much money has been
spent to date? We're talking about a lot of money and what 1 can’t understand
is how we put the cart before the horse. The science should have been done.
I'm upset we've spent this much tax money, don’'t have the true science, and
don't seem to know what's wrong with the fish.

Dave Vogel (Klamath County representative on TWG): There was lot of confusion
between an instream flow study and scoping for an instream flow study at TWG.
The present proposal is a scoping to decide what kind of study should be done.
1 want to meke sure everyone understands this. While, the proposal before you
will be very valuzble, the study will not answer the gquestion of what flows
are necessary for mext fall. Since there will be no cost to the TF and since
the XES study is valuable, perhaps you should advoczate proceeding with the
Phase 1 study, but make it clear that a flow investigation downstream of Iron
Gate should be initiated soen. The way the process is going now it could be
many years before the study is completed in the river to answer questions.
“You have two separate issues: one the NBS work which is valuable; and, two the
completely different issue of getting in the river to answer these instream

flow questions.

Bingham: Do wou think the scoping is necessary?

Vogel: If you wznt to look zt whole basin, it is. But not for the discrete
rezch Iron Cate to Shasta River. This year peorle could get in the river, do

T
the study, and have questions,

Sheake: Zf we decided &t June's meeting that we wanted to get the study
underway, siow would this compromisc the scoping process?

Vogel: They would complement each other.
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Stokely: How much would an in-the-water study from Iron Gate to the Shasta
River cost? :

Vogel: 1t depends on how intensive an investigation you want to do. 1
recommend that the TWG make up it’'s mind on what is most important for salmon
production in this reach, then focus on instream flow investigation on that

potential limiting factor. For example, if it's fall spawning flows for
chinook, an instream flow study can be done relatively cheaply, the river is
relatively small here.. If we have a cooperative effort with agencies

contributing in-kind resources, you could have & report for less than
$100,000. '

Tom Stokely: Is there consensus on what limiting factors are?
Rhode: I'm concerned with the emphasis on that particular reach.:

Stokely: So it would be fair to say that the scoping document (Phase 1)
proposed would help identify areas of concern?

Vogel: It would begin the process, but it wouldn't answer the question. I
disagree with you on emphasis. 1t isn't necessarily saying that is the most
important reach for salmon, but it is the most important to resolve the issues
of concern right now.

Rohde: This issue over that reach only came up thls year, it hasn't reaily
been a major issue.

Fletcher: 1 would like to reiterate some of the things Bob said. 1 am of
opinion that relezses at Iron Gate have an impact much further downstream than
the Shasta. Through the Scoping process, we can identify different areas of
concern and the times of year we are concerned. We can get a real clear path
for studies with the scoping process. : :

Vogel: 1 don't disagree, what I'm trying to emphasize is a dual path. With
absolute certainty I guarantee that after a large scale scoping is done for
the entire basin then people will start picking reaches of the river. We have
a high conflict reach identified now and could conduct the basin-wide scoping
concurrently with the flow study in the Iron Gate to Shasta reach, rather that
waiting many years down the road to get in the water.

Shake: Thanks Dave We've pot it separated into two issues. Before us is
the proposal. Do we have a motion? '
**Motion (Rohde): I Move the: 77 write a letter in support of this Phase 1
proposal to fecretary of Interior thanking him for his support in initiating

‘this process, dedicating the KBS to the task, znd thzt we Lzgin ASAP.

Seco:.d.

***Consensus
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Shake: Now for the second portion that Dave Vogel raised regarding how to pget
some information immediately. We have $44,600 in carry over funds. 1 would
like to zero ir. on working in the river at the next TF meeting. 1 supgest
that the TF get together and that we build on what was done at Redding. 1

a TWG meeting before the February TF meeting and have a recommendation
TWG to TF on how we can begin instream work this season. 1 understand
concerns, Troy, and want you to be there to address those.

want
from
your

Fletcher: Will need to give TWG the discretion to deviate from only scoping

with the S44K. 1 am all for it.
Rohde: The seed money is for the purpose of scoping only. 1f you want to give
us clear direction to focus on river itself, we'll do it.

Shake: We agreed on scoping and NBS will now do that. 1 suggests that TF
charge the TWG with meeting before the next TF meeting and coming up with a
recommendation for using carry over funds to do in river flow studies to begin
ASAP. 1 would ask BOR, Pacific Corps, and others to supplement funds so that
we can get in the river and begin doing the work. Hearing no objection from
the TF, we give this assignment to TWG by the February TF meeting.

U.S. Geological Survey Stations

Iverson: Before 1 start, Bob had you finished?

Rohde: Just note that in the wording in bold in the revised notes of the
August, 17-18, 1994 TWG meeting is the input that I got from Dave Vogel
(attached to Phase 1 proposal in Handout 0)

Ron Iverson reviewed the intent of USGS to discontinue gages (including five
in the Klamath Basin) and the related resporses, including the TF appeal to
continue gages (Handouts Q1-Q3). This sppeal apperently fell on deaf ears.
KRFRO with concurrence of Region 1 will fund the operation of streamgages in
the Klamath, Shasta, and Scott Rivers for FY95. Ve haven’t seen anything in
writing from BOR to pick up any other gages. Beyond this year however, he
doesn’'t see any fix; the 104th Congress may cut the whole USGS. The USGS had
a FY95 Klamath initiative which didn't get funded. They will try again in
FY96. 1t would be a research initiative which will pick up some of elements
of the scoping study which NBES can't cover. Ron suggested that we include in
the letter to Secretary Babbitt agreed to earlier, specific support for the
FY96 USGS initiative. This could give a several yesr reprieve for gages on
the Klamath. '

Shake: Ron, tizt's a good ides, can you implerent it?

Iverson: Yes.
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- majority of smolts were moving out during the period when traps were down.

"10. USFWS results of Fall Outmigrant Trapping and Spawning Survey (Jim
Craip/Tom Shaw). .

Qutmigrant Informstion

Jim Craig verbally summarized outmigrant findings and-saltwater challenge test
information. He has more spring trapping results most of which involve
recovery of coded wire tagged (CWT) fish. He caution BOR not to relate the
apparent good production with the below FERC minimum flows. There are a lot
of other things which go into good production years, i.e. better escapement,
and lower spring flows in 1993 vhich made trapping easier. :

Questions:
Binghami Are you making any attempt to estimate populations at all?
Craig: No, we haven’'t done any trap efficiencies at all.

Fletcher: <Can you make any recommendations about the flow based on this
information? '

Craig: Not at all, we're out there just trapping fish and coming up with an
abundance index which we can relate to past years. .

Shake: How does this relate to other years?
Craig: It indicated much higher prodﬁction than we had seen since 1989.

Catches were 8-10 times higher. I caution you that in 1990 traps were blown
out for & week and half and seining work downstream did confirm that the

Rhode: Screw traps are intended to track the movement of fish; not an attempt
to do population estimates. It's too early in the process to ¢o enything
otherwise with this data.

Craig; Pulse flows did have the effect of increasing the outmigration speed
of fish through the system. The effect is decreased the further down the
system you go and is negligible by time get to lower river trap (Big Bar
Trap) . : :

Mainstream Redd Survevs:

Tom Shaw reviewed the second sesson for Redd surveys (Handout R). 50% of redds
were within 6 miles of Iron Cate Dam and its Tom's feeling that this

.distribution is due to all hatchery fish in the system.

Questions
Fletcher: Are theve any recommendations regarding flow you can meke based on

this data? Can you justify meeting FERC minimums or not meeting FERC minimuns
with this information?
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Shaw: Fish are spawning around the same areas. The more water, the more you
flood the edges, the more habitat you have.

Shake: Do you have any sense for the ratio of hatchery versus non hatchery?

Shaw: No. They started fin clipping the fish in the beginning, but the
hatchery was inundated with fish this year and couldn’t handle that many
hatchery fish coming back. We did look for left ventral (LV) and RV clips,
because they started clipping the fish. We did not see any clipped fish that
had spawned. The majority of the ones we looked at were prespawn mortality.
Only looked for clips below Shasta River and didn't see any here.

Fletcher: When did you start seeing fish?

Shaw: We did an early trip this year on October 12; fish were not spawning;
the next week we saw 70 redds in the same section, 200 redds total (Tom is
this correct?) The last week of October/First week of November were the peak.
This was the same pesk as last year and we saw it throughout the river.

Shake: Regarding the natural spawning escapement goal of 35,000 fish, how do
we put all this all together?

Paul Hubbell: All of the pieces of the puzzle (escapements, harvest, hatchery
returns) will come to me next week.

Shaw: 1 want to stress that this year there are almost 800 redds above the
Shasta FRiver, whereas there were maybe 80 last year. Looking at the Table in
the handout, downriver, there is a 3-4 fold increase, but upriver, above
Shasta River, there is a 10 fold increase. It might be hatchery fish
spawning, but theré is definitely an increase in fish spawning up there.

Kautsky: You report & number of redds from Indian Creek up. That number goes
to Psul and is inciuded in the number of naturally escapement in this reach?

Hubbell: What 1'11 expect from Tom is an estimate of the number of naturally
spawning fish., 1 hope he doesn’'t just give it to me as a redd count.

Shaw: That's what I cid last year. The only way we can'get a number of fish
is to actually go to each redd and count the number of fish on it. That's
virtually impossible. It’s really tough to tell how many fish spawned, that's
why we went to the redd count.

Kautsky: 1Is there discounting for hatchery fish in natural counts; hatchery
"fish which create redds in the veach below Tren Cate?

Hubbell: You're looking at me but I'm relying on Shew to give me the encwer;
all I'm going to do is plug his line inte the Table.

Shaw: Without taking all the hatcrery fish inte the hatchery and giving them
a visible tag, there is no way to tell if spawners ere hatchery fish.

Kautsky: But the returning hatchery fish are clipped, aren’t they?

27



Shaw: Not exactly, the hatchery fish were clipped before they were returned
at first, but then the hatchery got inundated with fish.

Hubbell: All fish which were returned to the. river alive were marked and we
have that number. Remember, that if fish spawn outside the hatchery (as in
this example) by definition they are classified as natural fish regardless of
vhere they were rloduced and wouldn’t be subtracted from the natural spawning
total. '

Shaw: When CDFG closes ladder for 2 weeks and the fish can't get in, there is
no way to téll if those fish are hatchery fish.

Hubbell: Ve colléctively decided years ago to identify fish that didn't get
spawned artificially at the hatchery as natural. By definition, these would
count as naturally spawning fish.

Bingham: Can we get back to this on item 127 Point of order.

Shake: Yes

23. KWUA REQUEST

Solem: KWUA hired Vogel Environmental Services to do some survey work to
follow the flows in September and will present information regarding those
surveys.

Dave Vogel presented findings of their investigation of potential benefits of
increased releases (900 cfs) below Iron Gate Dam, with the understanding there
were three reasons for the flows: 1) passage at Ishi-Pishi falls, 2) cooler
water for theocse salmon which had migrated into the upper reaches above Ishi-
Pishi. and 2) physical access for salmon to prinéiple tributaries such as’
Scott and Shasta Rivers. Vogel presented data (Handout GG) to the effect
that: '

-0 Return timing of wild adult chinock salmon and Iron Gate Hatchery
(IGH) fish may not be inhibited in their upstream migration by
lower fall flows in the Klamzth River.

o The current Klamath flow regime (FERC minimums) may be putting
freshwater life phases of chinook salron at risk. When warm water
from the upper levels of the Iron Cate reservoir is entrained, the
result is water temperatures increase sllghtly (they are not
certain of this);

0 That ~when salmon are artificially inducecd to migrate urstream
before the habitat (including water temneratures) is rezdy, more
= r } ¥
harm may be domne to the fish than good, with the existing Kleareth
g ' E
wzter temperature regime below Iron Gate possibly linked .to high
prespawn mortality ouserved vy the USFWS (Tor Shaw's talk zbove).
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o ~ High water temperatures associated with 900 cfs in August and
September may have created a thermal block, limiting tributary
access. '

o For those fish which did spawn, many egps (at least from early

spawning fish) probably died due to high water temperatures.

He cited this evidence as the reason they are advocating an instream flow
study and temperature modeling so that it can be determined accurately what
flow conditions should be for freshwater life phases of chinook salmon in the
middle Klamath (i.e. if the FERC flow regime is appropriate, and, if not, what
is more biologically sound).

Questions:

Fletcher: Dave, you just made an excellent case for why we need to consider
water quality above Iron Gate Dam. Did you look at run timing information.
for lower river related to water temperature? We were concerned with some of
the same things you have discussed as related to sazlmon entering the lower

river.

Vogel: It would be useful to have that information. It is easy to induce fish
to do what you want, but if you induce too many fish into river too early, it
.may do more harm than good. We can’t definitely prove this, but throw it out
for discussion. There is a substantial loss of early fish. It may make the
case for more water storage.

Bulfinch: There is a substantial loss of fish this year versus last year.
How does dissolved oxygen play into this?

Vogel: BOR's thermograph should have collected this data.

n

Question

Mary Jackson: What is normal prespawn mortality when there is no drought?
Vogel: Any time you get above 10 percent mortality, something's wrong.
Fletcher: Did you consider mortality with regard to recreational fishing?
Vogel: Anytime you handle fish in such warm water like this summer, it'’s a
problem. The point is that even with the human element removed, exposing fish
to these type of water conditions, there would still be high prespawm

mortality &nd poor maturation of gametes.

Unidéntified: Do you have information timing of netural returns to Shasta and
Scott?

Vogel: No, but CDFG has the information.

Fletcher: The high water temps are indicative that need to get a grip on
water quality in the basin.
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11. Proasctive Measures to Prevent ESA Listing of Klamath Spring Chinook (Joe
Polos): This agenda item was prompted in part by NMFS® status review of
anadromeous stocks (Handout S). The KIMC Technical Advisory Team looked at
information, but work has been deferred due to other priorities. The chair of
Tech team believes that he was never given an assigrunent.

Shake: The whole idea is that NMFS is reviewing coast wide anadromous stock
status. My thought to get out in front and avoid listing. We still need to
focus on what can be done in our June meeting to prevent listing of spring
chinook stocks, and secondly have you Tech Team people look at the status of
the stocks to provide information to NMFS in the status review.

Polos: That information stocks was compiled up to 1992.

Troy: It is important to be proactive. Yuroks have tried to target away from
these fish. 1 wouldn’t mind if this group put bug in ear of KFMC to ask Joe
and others to list these concerns.

Bingham: In the project selection process, we could ask TWG to give spring
chinook priority for project funding. We could reorient dollars towards
spring run fish. : :

Polos: In one of the last Klamath Council meetings, 1 was apparently assigned
to do this. 1 don’t remember this assignment, but will do it.

Shake: Lets leave assignment as stands. If you and the Tech Team can update
the stock status, then it will be available for NMFS. Then you and TWG will
identify limiting factors you see for spring chinook, then we will develop
ranking factor to highlight those in time for FY96 request for proposals
(RFP). ' :

Polos: There was that Spring chinocok group estsblished; several people were
involved from the Council. This group included Orcutt, West, Carpenter, and
others who were volunteered or solicited. '

Rohde: The rating system is predetermined by the TF. It may not be best
vehicle to accomplish this; what comes to mind is that in the RFP process that
we indicate that we are looking for proposals which benefit spring chinook.

Shake: Consider this an assignment to Ron/KRFRC s:taff and include this in the
RFP for FY1996.

~12. CDFC Report: Projects Funded. Regulation, Status of Returns, anrd Hatchery
Fractices (Benthin)

Funding
¥ike Rode updated TF on status of funding for Stzte Projects (Handout T). 1t
was enphasized that the process isn’t necessarily szme order of priority as

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office (KFRO) and that sources of furding may
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have different priorities in the State. The total at this time for the State
match comes to $246,614.

Shake: 1 have one concern 1've raised for several years and that is matching
funding requirement from CDFG. 1 know the constraints CDFG is working under.
We may run into problems down the road when we ad up the totals. We haven't
figured out what the in-kind matches are yet. We as the TF need to deal with
this issue, look at the numbers and figure out where we are regarding total
federal match and other matches. At some point we will need totals and be
able to demonstrate that we've met the intent of the Act.

***xBingham: I request that this be an agenda item for a future meeting.

Regulations

Benthin provided regulations and concluded that they will be drawing up the
regulations for a new angling cvcle in the near future. CDFG welcomes input.
Before the next meeting he'll give the Calendar of dates for comment to the TF
members. Fletcher indicated an interest in commenting and was assigned by the
Chair to remind the TF to make & recommendation to the Commission between now

and next summer.

Status of Adult returns.

1994 returns to Iron Gate Hatchery and natural spawner returns were summarized
by Randy Benthin (This informaticn has subsequently been updated Megatable

Harndout U).
Questions -

Rohde: How are ICH eggs taken in terms of guantity throughout the run?

Benthin: They are taking eggs across spectrum, but heavy at beginning in case
of catastrophic event so that they get 10 million quota. Early eggs are then
culled back to 10 million target later in the season and replaced to be
representative of run.

Fletcher: 1 understand lots of hatchery fish showed up at the Shasta Weir?
Can you quasntify? What were the impacts?

Benthin: 29 vent clipped fish (of 2,333 Tron Gate clipped chinook) showed up
at the Shasta Racks. There were 22 adipose clipped fish (3 had shed tags, 8
.vere from Iron GCste, and 11 were from downstream pond rearing programs). All
adipose clipped fish that showed up at the Shasta Racks were sacrificed.
Fletcher: Can we get that info?

CLFC: Yes.

Shake: Mail it to Ron KRFRO znd have them distribute to TF.



u

Benthin summarized natural escapement estimates and emphasized that these data
were preliminary and that it is hard to get at good run counts; CDFG provided
counts which were finalized in December (Handout U).

Hatchery practices

Benthin: Previously in this meeting we have reviewed the hatchery fish release
policy at 1GH. The practice in question has been debated and decided upon
with the TF and CDFG; we feel it is the best practice for this section of the
river. There is a concern that this practice somehow affects the genetic
integrity of natural stocks of the Shasta River (Darner letter Handout V). We
don't agree with that, but it is on the agenda for debate. We did clip and
return some 2,300 unspawned fish to the river which will hopefully contribute
to the overall population. In May, 1993 there was a Three Chairs committee and
a report sent to them from CDFG on the evaluation of Iron Gate and Trinity
Hatcheries' production. As a result we did modify some of our hatchery
practices. In August 1993 we adopted modified hatchery production goals -and
practices and have operated this way ever since. This year there were more
{ish which entered hatchery than they had room for, so some were marked and
returned. : '

Fletcher: Fishermen have constrained harvest to allow Scott and Shasta fish to
return. We are extremely concerned that once they get there, the chance of
spawning with hatchery fish is increased. It is hard to sell restricted
harvest to fishermen under this situation.

Benthin: I understand. That's why I reported the number of clipped fish
entering the Shasta River (0.6 percent). I don't consider that a significant
number. There is evidence of straying both directions. The report we
prepared & couple of years ago discussed that extensively. Simply because a
fish arrives at the hatchery doesn’'t mean it originated there. The only way
to tell for sure if they mark all smolts. We can't do that. '

Fletcher: LB (Boydstun) at KFMC has expressed the same concern relative to
harvest managers being able to account for these stocks. If we are going to
be cognizant of protecting wild stocks in harvest management, we need to
protect these stocks in other management activities.

Benthin: 1 agree.

Bingham: I will speak in defense of CDFG’'s policy. There was an extensive
review which took place in CDFG regarding this. We had a blue ribbon
committee that this TF convened a nurber of years zgo. Barnhart's report says
genetic components of upper basin stocks, possibly even some components of the
Sthasta stock, ave quite similar. But Randy has raised interesting question,
should we be marking all production at the hatchery? 1t corntinues to be an
jssue and we can’'t fish within 150 miles of the mouth of Klezmath because of
it. It is a big concern and everyone (KC, PFMC, CD:rG) involved reced to cocme
to a consensus on it. We have never gotten close.

Benthin: It could mean marking nearly 20 million fish/yr.




13. Public comment

Dave Webb (Shasta Valley resident): 1'm unhappy with the CDFG response. Not
2 vears ago a CDFG area team met and examined biological information available
and decided that fall Shasta chinook warranted state listing as threatened.
This created consternation among people making a living in the Shasta valley.
Redding concurred with this recommendation but Sacramento decided to give us
in the Shasta Valley an effort on the part of CDFG equivalent to a listed
species. Now when people in the Shasta Valley call to ask for details on the
hatchery problem, they are told that Shasta fish and hatchery fish are the
same. If you want people to cooperate in a restoration effort, you don‘t jerk
them around. Restoration won't work under these circumstances. 21 adipose
clipped fish showed up this year for some reason; only two showed up in the
last five years until this year. This year clipped fish showed up October 17,
one week after Iron Gate closed its ladder; I don't think this was a
coincidence. Vent clipped fish showed up 3 days later and adipose clipped
fish one week later.  If you want restoration to work, you are geing to have

to be managers.

Wilma Heine (California, a farmers wife): 1 have addressed this group before.
We stand for farming; you stand for fish restoration. We can’'t afford FERC
minimums; you insist on them. This is not cooperation. You receive $1
million per year, yet it’s impossible for you to spend $100,000 for a flow
study? Send us FERC. What do you do for one million per year? You cannot

tag your hatchery fish.

Mark McOwen (water user in Klamath Basin): 1 have addressed you before.
During that meeting you assured me that the upper Basin didn’'t need equal
representation. However, we should have had 14 seats when you downstream
people pointed your finger at us upstream and blame the problem for loss of
salmon on the upper basin. You assured me the last thing you want to do is
take our water. Yow all I hear from this comrittee is FERC minimums. You
seem to believe these minimums are the solution to the salmon problem. VWater
users up here have been hurt just as bad as the fishing industry. We come to
this meeting today to let you know that sending warmer water downstream in
early August is a poor solution to the problem. Biologists know there is a
temperature frame associated with these FERC minimums in which salmon are not
going to live; eggs will not hatch. FERC minimums sre as bad for downstream
as they are for upstream. VWe can't find records for where the hell FERC
minimums came from. During drought years, if we send you FERC minimums, there
won't be water for salmon the next year. -We’ll work with you, but why can't
we have verifiable science. Why do we have to send our biologist downstream
to find out FERC minimums ere not helping fish? &griculture’'s water is less
than.one percent of total flow down the river; we're willing to share &nd
balance. We've wasted enough time and momney on scoping and studies, let’'s get
in the river as Mr. Vogel suggested and find out what the {lows should be.

George Kautsky (Hoopa Tribe): Back to the excess fish policy, the notion thzt

the fish below Iron Gate are naturally spawning fish is correct. But in

practice in recent years, returning fish destined for hatchery perhaps were
not considered when natural fish defined. 1In harvest management we have a
floor for natural escapement, and we may be inflating the realized natural
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spawning escapement inadvertently when counting these fish destined for the
hatchery. This year we could have inflated by 3,000. 1 questions the
validity of doing this. '

Hubbell: Definition of natural spawning did consider the issue of hatchery
straying. We decided the only workable approach is consider fish spawning
outside the hatchery as natural fish. 1 appreciate the concerns about
possible impacts, but 1 don’t have another solution; .if you do, 1'd love to
hear it. '

Shake: We don't need to get into lengthy debate here. How will TF deal with
this?

Bulfinch: Anytime you have hatchery fish mitigating for wild fish you will
have intermingling. Its probably no problem if its 85 Percent natural/l5
percent hatchery, but they are a problem at 50/50. One solution to disposing
of these excess ‘fish is to release them above the Copco lake to the river.
This would let us if they have any remzining tendency to migrate upstream and,
we will know if this stock is suitable for restoration of the upper basin. It
would also let us know if these fish can use the upstream ladders. These are
two questions we need answered before we have upper basin anadromous salmonid
introductions. ' '

Rohde: There are a number of fish counted in the mainstem above Shasta River.
It would be fruitful to break it out natural counts in the Megatable into
those above the Shasta (with hatchery influence) and show natural spawnér
estimates both ways so the KFMC has a basis for discussion in their
deliberations.

Fletcher: I'm concerned about Mr. Webb, people on the Shasta/Scott Rivers, and

the sacrifices made. Ve need to alleviate these concerns to protect their
fish.

Benthin: I didn’t mean to say Shasta stocks are the same as hatchery. 1 meant
to say that there may be some exchange, but its small. '

Shake: 1'm concerned that hatcheries are under the microscope right now
across the country. It is incumbent upon us as managers to minimize impacts
of hatchery stocks on natural stocks. We have had a TF review once. 1Is there
some way we put together a panel? I know IGH management is CDFG's call in the
end.

Benthin: We can get together onetime and give people a chance to air their

concerns., Ve &re open to communication.
Shake: I chargs Benthin with this &nd want you to report back .to us at the
next TF meeting. Fletcher vill be assistirg.
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14. Narural Resources Conservation Service’'s Salmon Initiative (Jennifer

Foster)

Foster provided background regarding the Initiative’s program to provide
assistance to the Tribes and Private landowners to address their salmon
recoverv issues (Handout W). 1t is organized on Regional level with tech
center in Portland, but state offices have the latitude to do what they want, -
Assistance is provided through Resource Conservation Districts. The types of
assistance available are 1) watershed planning and implementation (Public Law
566), and 2) on farm technical assistance to help with conservation measures
for local landowners. The initial funding was in 1994; California dollars
went to a salmon coordinator and three projects: Hayfork, Santa Rosa, and
Ligunitis Creek. Congress has decided not to fund PL566 in FY1996. Jennifer
is trying to work with local districts to screen pumps and canals. Future
funding will be mostly for technical assistance.

Shake: This is an excellent opportunity to bring private sector into salmon
restoration effort. How does TF tap into these resources?

Foster: I'm working on it with it through CRMPs; the problem is that plans

"are not in place for Scott and Shasta watersheds. 1 hope that next year, the

requirements will allow for more flexibility to get technical planning
assistance or to pget projects on ground in the future.

Shake: You folks need to come to our meetings so we know how to implement the

process.

Foster: 1 agree.

Benthin: CDFC has a statewide fish screen coordinator in our Sacramento
office. Let's work together to get cost sharing going. Let’s talk later.

Foster: 1'm trying to get cost sharing on screens going from our end.

Shake: Thanks, Jennifer. Please provide the address and_phoné number of the
California Salmon Coordinator (John Lowry) to Ron Iverson so that KRFRO can

distribute.

[KRFRO wrote to the Salmon Initiative Coordinator on September 26, 1994. This
letter is -in Handout X. (John Llowry's address is c¢/o Natural Resource _
Conservation Service, 2121-C, Second Street, Suite 102, Davis CA 95616-5475.

His phone number is (916) 757-8301).

Chair Bill Shzke then announced thzet under USFWS reorganization now underway,
he will now be the Columbia Besin Ecoregion manager. Dzle Hall will now be
the Klamath/Czlifornia/Centrel valley line meanager. It now makes sense that
Bill step aside. As he dces so, the Chairmanship is up for grabs. He asked
TF if they want Interior representation to continue as the Chsir and the TF
answered in the affirmative. Hearing no cobjecticrn, he declared that the
Interior representative will continue as the Chair of the TF and congratulated
Dale Hall. Bingham, on behalf of the TF expressed appreciation for Chairman
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Shake's dedication, hard work, and Time and energy. Bingham also volunteered
to assist Dale Hall in the transition in his role as vice chair.

15. Oregon Public Broadcast on Klamath Piver Restoration Prograh from November
17,1994 video available for viewing.

November 30

16. USDA/Forest Plan Update (Jack West) and GIS progress (Ron Garrett/ERO) -

Jack West reviewed the President’'s Forest Plan and how it relates to federal
lands within range of the Northern Spotted Owl in Washington, Oregon, and:
Northern California which automatically amended all existing Federal Land
Management Planning Documents to manage on an ecosvstem basis. The Klamath
Province is one of twelve. The Klamath National Forest did not have an
approved plan but does have a draft land management plan which is being
finalized right now. Since the ROD, Managers have pursued operations on a
Provincial scale - coordinating with Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and other
forests. Their direction is to end management in a disjunct way and involve
the public early on in decisions on federal lands. The Forest Service has
been directed to do analysis at several scales for actions that have
significant effect on resources. Any decisions which requires an
Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be
proceeded by Watershed Scale Analyses (WA). In 1995, involved agencies plan
to do 16 WA's in watersheds ranging from 20 to 200 square miles in the Klamath
basin. :

Bingham: What is PACFISH status?
West: I don’'t know; but will get you an answer.

Unidentified: How will you incorporate watershed analysis with basin scale
analysis? '

West: It will be the other way around; basin analysis will help judge where
other, more local analvsis will be done first. "This will determine the
priority for dollars in Klamath Basin on Federal lLands. 1 think of basin
analysis as a tool to focus efforts within the province.

Zepponi: How will private and Native American lands be included?

West: The manageﬁent decisions that will tier to informztion in a Wi will
only effect federal lands. The objective is to take into full considerztion
planned uses of a watershed in lends of mixed ownership; this wilil te a
challenge in watersheds with many owners. WA's zre not a planning doc, hot
NEPA, but an assessment only. It’'s kind of & scale to do some steering level
analysis.

Zepponi: How does the Eastside Assessment/Plan overlay with President’'s Plan?
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West: My impression is that this is a different ecosystem approach. The Upper
Klamath is not included in the wWestside Assessment, except for areas with

Spotted Owls.

Shake: The Eastside Assessmen:t is to apply same principles as the Forest
Plan: it will still focus on wetershed basis. Maybe Dale can elaborate.

Hall: WA is just that. Its an evaluation of health of the watershed;
information to make sensible decisions, for example where you can restore,
where harvest can take place; where you can repair riparian zones. Going into
the restoration side, both the FS and BLM each getting restoration funds
through appropriations for feceral lands; the FWS and Bureau of Indian Affairs
(B1A) is getting appropriations that are for work on non-federal lands.
Hopefully it will work together. If we have landowners that want to cooperate
on riparian zone or other part of their private lands, we do have avenues and
funding available to do the work. We're trying to figure out ways to
encourage the nonfederal sector to participate with us in restoration and
Congress is helping us get them funded.

Perrochet: As clarification regarding protection of riparian areas to Nat
Binghiam, for anadromous streams within the Klamath Basin (within the range of
the Spotted Owl) protection measures are spelled out in the Record of
Decision.

< F

Sh;He: Next is Ron Garrett of the ERO to update us about GIS.

Ron Carrett summarized their contribution to Klamath Basin River Assessment’
Tear effort and how they coordinate with eastside/ westside assessment plan.
He slso provided some examples of how information might be used. They are now
getring water lavers completed and HSU is setting up hardware and software.

ucstions
Q: Who is entering data?

A: There are 100's of dsta files. 1I've collected almost all of 1:100,000
scale files; we either have them or can get access to them. Problems include
getting complete coverage (they are putting together sets of data which exist
to do this) and making sure the documentation is there to ensure data are good
quality. .

GIS group at HSU (Dr. Steve Carlson and Dr. Larry Fox) is putting clips of
data together. : :

Q: Can you make your Internet address zvailable?.
A: Yes, before 1 leave. We do great c¢ecal of coordirztion with Califorrnia
It

a
and Oregon regarding data. has been a very positive evperience to see this
‘'work and the cesire by so mernv people to see it come tozether.

Rohde: We’re not ready with Internet to export graphics to users yet, are we?
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A: Some is available.  The best way to do it to call HSU. 1'm don’'t think

the hardware is in place to access it and I'm not sure when it will be.
available. ' |

Q: GI1S can be misinterpreted. How will you deal with this?

A: Good question. We have an evolving mechanism in place. We need to
provide data on a qualified basis. 1t is an iterative process; we need feed
back. '

Q: If some agency did not have data, you could have patchy covefage, say for
coho distribution. How will you deal with this? ' ' :

A: This is a possibility, we will have to qualify information as valid here.

Jack West: This GIS WA effort is 1:100,000 scale. You don't make on the
ground decisions at this scale. It is a broad planning tool. You need to go
down scale for on the ground decisions. With the coho example, you certainly
couldn't say no coho are in a stream because information layer isn’'t available
or complete. You would need to go to at least the next scale down to validate
before making any decisions.. :

Garrett: Yes, I didn't explain this as much as 1 should have. To reiterate,
this is very course grain scale. Part of the process is asking questions at
large scale. You’'d want to go to a medium or fine scale for some of the
questions you want to ask. '

Q: So will you get into finer scale later?

A: Yes this is just the first iteration.

17. Update on Subbasin Planning (Sommarstrom, Webb, Brucker, Fletcher)

17a. Sommarstrom (Scott CRNMP coordinator) could not attend but an update of
the Scott Valley CRMP planning efforts was conveyed by Hamilton.and is
provided in Handout Y. '

17b. Webb (Shasta CRMP coordinator): Bev just passed out to you our original
plan formulated about 3 years ago. (Handout Z). The planning effort is rather
broad but based on the best available information at the time. Since then we
have recognized a need for better prioritization of our problems, a'way to
rank our problems, how to spend time and money best, and a way for me to
direct the time and energy I put in so that it is most effective. So, at
present ve don't have a good prioritization policy, that is one of the thing
we're working on:

&s far as the planring process is right now, we guickly reccgnized that CRMP
members have no real expertise in fisheries bioleogy. So we asked CDFG to
deliver on their promise to give us &n equivalent- to (State) listing and have
them write out the biolegy for us, let us take that bioiogy, corment on it,
and overlay our politiczl understanding. So now we have an original rough
draft plan from CDFG, reviewed it and returned it, and are waiting on the

[Fe D
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rewrite of it. My expectation is that it will be another six months to have a

real document in hand.
Unidentified: What kind of problems are you prioritizing?

Webb: We think on the Shasta that high water temperatures, that sediment
load, nutrients, small impoundments, lack of gravel recruitment, lack of
rearing, lack of high spring flows, are all a problem. But, we don't have a
good picture of which problems are the most important and what priorities
should be. We don’t know how much focus should go on the short term and how
much on the long term solutions. There are several life history phases of
fall chinook in the Shasta River that we need to understand better in regard

to which ones to protect.

Shake: When the TF decided to go with Subbasin pIanning and CRMPs, one of the
purposes was to identify the kinds of needs that you mentioned and come back
to us with project proposals to implement those needs.

Webb: One thing for you to think asbout, at some point the TF will need to
have a recognition system for people along the river who out of the goodness
of their hearts are taking the steps to make a difference in restoring and
protecting fish. They get no.benefits from those fish and never will. Who the
recognition should come from, I'm not sure, maybe the TF, or fishermen or the
Tribes. If we have people who are willing to take the lead in restoration on
private land, who break ranks with other private landowners, then we need to

express to them appreciation.

Another thing which can be problem, you as individuals and as a group need to
take seriously concerns you hear from us regarding out of basin impacts, We
can only realistically deal with what happens in the Shasta Valley, yet we are
subject to what cccurs downstream &nd in ocean. If you do not address these
concerns seriously. an adverserial relationship develops which exists right
now. From this, only finger pointing at others for the problem takes place,
not- a commitment to solving the problem from within (i.e. its not_my
responsibility). We can’t succeed as adversaries. Finally, as we finalize
this plan, research and data needs will be identified and need to be
addressed. You will see proposals for this and we will submit them to other
sources of funds as well. But in the absence of a plan, we are dead in the
water.

Rohde: 1 heard vou say that we don't have a good prioritization process, that
CRMP members have no expertise in Fisheries Biology, a pretty good list of
your problems. You indicated you have research dzta needs. You seem to need
expertise and menagement planning zssistance to come up with long range
decisions on how to address the problems that you recognize but don’t krnow how
to priovitize. I recommend that, along with specific on the ground project
proposals like riparian fencing, you should look at a central propossl which
will assist you in strategic planning capability for your overall preblems.

Webb: As the Shasta Plan reaches its next level it will start pointing us this
way. At some point it should ge out to each of you as well, we need your
feecback, :

(&N
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West: 1've been thinking about the CRMP process and planning commonalities
with the Fresidents Forest Plan (Watershed Analysis). BIM has a big stake in
the Shasta Valley; you should tap them. 1It's their responsibility to
coordinate federal management with landowners. The only way this scale of
planning will work is if public (and CRMPs) make it work. The CRMP should
lean on the BLM to make the Shasta Valley a priority for assessment with
private landowners. '

Benthin: CDFG is in process of putting together needs assessment for the
fisheries resource in the Shasta. It is not to the point where it can go
public or to the TF, yet. By the next June, there will be a CDFG Shasta
proposals before the TF. 1 am confident we will be at this point by the next
funding cycle. '

Fletcher: It's hard to sell restoration when others are not taking
responsibility or making sacrifices. As harvesters, we are aware of the
Coordinated Resource Management Plan’'s (CRMP) efforts, the need to protect
Shasta stocks and we try to structure our fisheries to provide relief to show
you that we are doing something on our end.

Bingham: Have you been able to keep the CRMP up to speed on biological
issues? - '

Webb: They understand at the level of our original plan and understand the
pross needs, but how they make trade offs (i.e. fencing versus tailwater
recovery), that's where they need-help. I don't. think anyone in this room has
the answer to this question. We need to identify data gaps, so that we can
make good rational choices. 1 have no problem with them understanding basic
needs in our original plan, but to go beyond is more than you can ask from
people that are not biologists and have no desire to be.

**Motion (Bingham) Provide an award for landowners who have done something
significant in the watershed for fisheries resources and each year award it to
someone.

Seconded.
Discussion

Webb: One observation, small landowners may make greater contributions (or
sacrifice) proportionately, yet the larger landowner makes a bigger difference
for the river. I would be reluctant to identify one person only.

“ohde: This award should be a community wide thing, not a contest between
individuasls. We should write a letter to each individual lzndowner thanking
them for their contribution to our efforts in restoration rather than an
individual awzrd.

Bingham: If the award went to a whole CRMP, that would be appropriate too, 1'd
leave it up to staff to discern what the best way to go was, but it should
recognize if not individuals, groups who are willing to step forward, and have
done something. You could find out through personal communication whether or
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not such an award would be a problem for someone, and {f so, not do it. But
there is value in recognizing those individuals who have made a significant

contribution.

Shake: Good point, as a modification to your motion between you and Rohde, a
letter of recognition/appreciation would be appropriate. Let's have staff
give us some ideas and at the next meeting, have further discussion.

Fletcher: We need to recognize people throughout the Basin. A lot of people
hear what's wrong with their areas, but we need to point out what’'s right as

well.

West: I'm in support. The key word is meaningful way. Receiving a letter has
some meaning but I would like to know from the landowners what a meaningful
award to them is (be it paying the property taxes on the area they fenced or
whatever); have them tell us.

Crawford: 1'm certainly in agreement with the Shasta Valley CRMP and the
‘efforts that gone on that deserve accommodation. Siskiyou County is very
aware of the effort undertsken in the Shasta Valley. At the same time, there
is a lack of awareness of efforts which have gone on throughout the entire
basin, the upper basin, in particular. Landowners up there on the Sprague
River, or Wood River, or farmers updating irrigation practices to save water,
these upper basin folks are sacrificing, yet will probably never see the
benefits. 1In the upper basin folks deserve recognition that is due them.
Jack had a good idea, somehow these people need to be rewarded for their
efforts. '

Shake: With the concurrence of the TF let's table the motion and give the
assignment to staff to come back to us at the next TF meeting with ideas.

***Motion tabled

17c. Peter Brucker (Coordinator for Salmon River Restoration Council): Peter
summarized accomplishments, including the development of 'a community action
plan, enlisting community members into workshops, prioritizing restoration
efforts, implementing restorations, and monitoring.

Questions:

Q: PFPoachers were mentioned, and education in regard to poaching. Are you
involved with spring chinook?

A: Yes, that's where we targe~ed the poaching probler initially. At workshop
three years ago, we told pecrie that there were only 180 fish in the river and
that every fish they take will ensure that there will not be fish in future
yvears, ke prefer to teach and have people make own their decisions.

17d. Fietcher: Ve're asking the TF for z letter of support for a funding
request by the Northern California Indian Development Agency to California
State Coastal Conservancy for the development of a watershed enhancement
program and restoration plan for the lower Klamath River. This areaz has its
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own unique problems of concern. Some of the problems have been brought on by
land management practices, There are large delta's formed at mouths of
streams in this reach. About 50 per cent of the land is owned by Simpson
Timber company. Key to this effort is that Simpson Timber has ‘agreed to go
along with this, to sit down with us and other groups and start to address the
problems in the lower watershed. I think this fits in quite nicely with some
of the Forest Plan efforts discussed earlier. There is a chance that we can
be creative terms of directing resources, cooperation (Federal, private, and
tribal interests), and getting funding to focus on the lower Klamath. The
first step in the process is getting stake holders together and coordinating a
work plan. And that's where this draft letter (Handout AA) comes in (letter
has now been signed). )

**Motion (Bingham) This is a necessary step. 1 move that we send this letter
of support.

Seconded.

Discussion

Iverson: There is one bit in the last paragraph which is out of date. The
letter says the TF has not funded projects in the lower Klamath River in 1995.
Actually, there are couple projects which we did.fgnd.

Fletcher: What 1 meant to say was that in June, the TWG came back to the TF
and recommended that several projects not be funded absent a coordinated plan
for lower Klamath. I can fix this in the letter.

Trig Sletland (Sierra Club legal Defence Fund): 1 want to support Troy's
recommendation to the TF regarding the letter. If 1 can take two more
minutes, I1’d like to comment on some of the action before the TF yesterday.

We were asked & vear ago by the Oregon Natural Recources Council and the
Klamath Forest Alliance to begin looking at some of the problems with
anadromous fish resources, with fish and wildlife resources in the upper
Klamath basin. We began looking at the history of the resources, talked with
the Tribes, the commercial and sport fishing organizations. As you know there
are many problems with Klamath Fish and Wildlife Resources. Our way of
attacking the problem is to force the issue to .a head. Obviously we are not a
consensus building organization. Our position on behalf of our clients is
that the FERC minimums must met, that the project is not lawfully operated
unless they are met. Our position is also that the levels of Upper Klamath
Lake determined by the Klamath Tribe must be met, and the minimum needs of the
wildlife refuge must also be met. Our definition of 'met’ is that these needs
be sddressed up front in the planning process so that we don't get vwell into
-the spavning season and find that we don’'t have the water for fish. This has
hzppenedé yeer after year after year, especially in the iast five vears of
drought. Ve believe there are strong legal claims that support these
positions .which I just mentioned anc¢ we intend to &ssert them as necessary
with the Interior Department in. the near future. '

*t*¥Consensus on Motion before TF.
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18 . Request to pet Pacific Power and Light, Department of Water Resources,
Technical Work Group, Tribes, CDFG, and USFWS lewiston to meet to consider the
feasibility of drawving from storage at Iron Gate and Copco Reservoirs to
alleviate quantity, quality, and timing problems of flow downstream of Iron

Gate Dam. (Fent Bulfinch)

Kent Bulfinch referred to the diagram (Handout BB) which provided a summation
of most information needed to know for this discussion in relationship to
water withdrawal from lron Gate Reservoir. The present FERC minimums were
established over 30 years ago and water quality did not even emerge as an
jssue; the Clean Water Act was not created until 1972. The decline of Klamath
runs has been constant since 1968, despite FERC minimums being met for the
most part, so water quantity is not the whole solution; water quality must be
considered as well. The poor water quality from the top draw at Iron Gate
Reservoir was verified by a study by the California Department of Water
Resources (CDWR) in 1992 which stated that the poor water quality from
releases at Iron Gate Dam had adverse effects in the Klamath River for a
considerable distance downstream (Kent would say at least 20 miles). If we
could restore 20 miles of mainstem, Kent believes we would be well on our way
toward our goals. His propossl is that interested groups (above) meet to
discuss the feasibility of developing the capability of drawing from storage
at Jron Gate and Copco Reservoirs to alleviate quantity, quality, and timing
problems of flow downstream of Iron Gate Dam. He see’s no procedural
obstacles for the TF in proceeding and recommends that it be priority.

Questions and Comment

Rohde: The TF and restoration program need to hone in on these kind of
dynamic problems. 1I've talked with PPL and they are more than willing to

discuss this issue.

Bulfinch: Cne other detail regarding the cold water tap, we can't eliminate-
the contribution of the dam to the IGH. That'’'s why we cannot limit it to Iron
Gate Dam, we have to tap cold water resources at COPCO as well for the
hatchery. We have to treat this as a unit, not an individual impoundment.

Bingham: These concerns are in the long range plan. Thanks, Kent for
bringing this possibility to our attention. I would like to see this go
forward with some kind of effort and realize this assessment. Information
yesterday from Dave Vogel would lead us to believe that temperature may be
just as much of a problem as flows. The similar problem at Whiskeytown
Reservoir which was addressed with a temporary curtain appears to have been

highly successful.

Bulfinch: There zre verious methods, however, bottom draw is not adviszble
due to heavy nmetals in the bottom water level &s shown in the 1992 report
(above); we have of accumulations in one reservoir of 80 vears znd in another
30 years, so we don't want to stir up the bottom material. What 1 would like
to have done here is for the parties to agree on what parameters (flow,
temperature and dissolved oxygen) we want and then have the hydraulic
engincers tell us how they are going to give it to us.
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Todd Olson (Fisheries Biologist with Pacific Power): We welcome Kent's idea
and are open to sit down with the interest groups and talk with you. The cold
water in lron Gate Reservoir is limited in quantity and does have an impact on
the hatchery. Awhile back the TF asked us to evaluate additional sources of
water for the IGH. Next week we are hoping to release two reports to address
this: the first of these reports should really shed some light on Kent's
proposals and the second discuss ground water availability.

Fletcher: Could you clarify your new flow regime targets?

Bulfinch: We want a flow that meets your trust obligations with the quality
requirements as well made a condition of the new FERC license.

Shake: A suggestion in regard to proposed flows, we’ve asked the TWG to look
at flow needs and make recommendations to us regarding input into Mike Ryan's
process. 1f they thought about water temperature and oxygen, maybe they can
come up with 2 sets of figures (recommendation and FERC minimums?). Then,
Kent, you and others can set down with Pacific Power before our February
meeting and talk about how we do a feasibility study (i.e. we want colder
water and more oxygen, is this possible).

Bulfinch: The tribes know what they want in terms of flows. We need to have
this a minimum.

Shake: I suggest we add this assignment to the one we already gave to TWG's
and to look at how they may change their recommendation to include
consideration of water temperature and dissolved oxygen. 1 suggest the TF
assign Kent the lead to meet with Pacific Power before the next meeting and

come back to TF in February with recommendations &as to how we might proceed
with the concept.

Fletcher: 1 support and feel more comfortable with this aﬁproach.

Solem: I'm interested in the concept as well. I'm concerned with the proposed
flow component. You have to understand that there is very little storage
capacity in Upper Klamath Lake. Those FERC flows probsbly have something to
do with high spring runoff. There is no place to put storage other than the-
Klamath project, so most goes downstream. In most years we're trying to get
rid of water in Upper Klamath Basin. The Klamath Project is a third flood
control that people forget about. To try to charge FERC minimums and to store
more water so we have it later in the year is difficult to do right now
(without additional storage). We need to look at using reservoirs for more
storage.

Bulfinch: Except for drawing water at the lower levels tc inmprove gquality, the
drawdown for additional storage or downstream flows would be only on an
emergency basis. Last vear when irrigators were cut off erd thére was an
effort to stretch water as far es possible, Pacific Power cid provide flows
voluntarily to the extent their hardware would allow. If, in an emergency,
the Jron Gate hardwasre would allow us to draw 68,000 AF, you could run 1,000
cfs for 68 days (Kent, please review for accuracy), without cutting of{ anyone
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from the Upper Basin, so that would have gotten irrigators out of the harvest

period.

Stokely: We may be confusing water quantity and quality. Dave had some
important points. I added up the nunbers and this proposed flow schedule
would be sbout 721,000 AF instead of 821, 000 AF so there would be reduction
in flows in the river. There may be structural or operational measures that
could vastly improve conditions. 1 agree with Bill that we need a feasibility
study and TWG should look at it. It will cost some money. Can't the $44 K
carryover be used partially for this? We may need some modeler to do some
runs to see what kind of benefits we can get in terms of cooler water. Rather
than set the objective of we want, we should do the feasibility study to see
what we can get. We may not get what we want, but there were substantial
benefits both in terms of cooler water and power from temperature control

curtains at Whiskeytown.

Miller: 1 have no problem with looking at feasibility of Kent's proposal.
We're looking forward to FERC relicensing to advocate for fish passage and
other needs. We don’'t want the results to close the door on any of our

options, but 1 see no problem going forward.

Claude Hagerty (Farmer): 1 have a suggestion and I want you to at least look
at it. It may not fit with current environmental thinking. 1In the 1800's
a diversion of water to mine the Klamath River, we know now that

miners used a
was a very poor environmental practice. But why not take a page out of their
book, divert water, and run it around through canyon walls to cool it down,

then drop it back into the river. Why not take the principle, and technology
with what Kent proposed, and consider it?

Shake: Trnank vou. A proposal is on the table, do I see concurrence?

Benthin: Remember, these number's are conceptual, no one should take them as
the answer, they’'re just a starting point; lets not get locked into any

number.

Crawford: FKent said earlier that the Tribes are the only one’s who know what
water they need, agriculture is acutely aware of what they need as well.

Shake: Those of you who are interested in working on this issue get together
with Kent. You can set up a meeting with Pacific Corps and get back to us at
the February meeting. It would be appropriate at that point to also have a
briefing on the two reports from Facific Corps mentioned earller

12. Undate of Reauthorizacion for Tripity Frogrem (Chip Bruss), end Reports on
of Fiscal Yesr 1995 restoration proiscts_(Steve Lewis and John

siatus On |

ilzon)

Chip Pruss (ROR): Last April I appeared before the TF anc asked for
information for the Secratary to meke an informed decision on Trinity program
extension. A week later, 1 submitted the inforration garnerzd to the
Secretaries office. DCGI did not &accept any of my alternatives and created
additional alternatives. These alternatives zre constantly changing.
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Options now being considered include extending the program to the mouth of the

Klamath; the Secretary could appoint a coordinator to make sure all aspects
are coordinated with the TF and KFMC; and new members may be added to Trinity
TF. One option may be to extend the program for five years. Stokely and Lane
are putting together an information paper that would propose to extend the
program to have the same expiration date as the Klamath program and fund it at
$42 million.

Now the bad news. The Trinity program legislation stipulates that the Trinity
Restoration Program will end on September 30, 1995. This legislation allows
for up to $2.4 million O&M funding. Most of this is for monitoring to CDFG.
This monitoring provides basic information for informed decisions to bodies
such as the TF. These funds will not be provided for such things as harvest
monitoring after September 30, 1995. What impact this will have on
Megatable, I will leave to Paul Hubbell.

Paul Hubbell: Chip has summarized the current situation as CDFG sees it.” Not
long ago we wrote a letter to BOR Regional Director Patterson, requesting
assurances for funding the program beyond 1995, and advising him that CDFG
will begin to wind the program down if they don't get a response. We haven't
heard back and are in a mode preparing to wind down.

Shake: What you are saying that harvest ménitoring, escapement estimates, CWT
info will not be available?

Hubbell: In essence, yes. The programs ongoing are run :
size/harvest/escapement; CWT programs in the Trinity; spring chinook work in
south fork Trinity; Steelhead work there. Right now my department does not
feel they can fund any of this work and, absent BOR or other federal funding,
will terminate the program.

Shake: What you just said is that these are not as & high a priority?' Or you
don't have the authority to spend the money for these efforts?

Hubbell: We don’t have the money.
Shake: Looks grim

Stokely: Does this mean the Megatable will be unavailable because you don't
have the data for the Trinity side?

Hubbell: In it's present form, no; pieces would be unavailable after the
current year. Certainly the Trinity hatchery returns would continue to be
availsble, but ths natursal escapements, harvest in the system would not be.

" Stokely: What does that do to the Klarmath Fishzry Mznagerent Council
split a

allocation process? Or the PFMC process. How can you
don't know how big it is?

Hubbell: You should ask those entities.
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Fletcher: We need to be extremely concerned because we are asking for a
greater level of allocation based decisions to be made as far as dividing up
the pie. This could vitally impact The harvest management process.

Shake: Absent reauthorization, BOR could still redirect funds if Roger
Patterson considered it a high priority, is that accurate?

Bruss: It depends on whether it came out in our Construction or O&4 funding.
O&M is one large pot that Congress gives us every year,; each Region takes it's
slice out of the pie. By the time you get down to this program it would be
sliver unless Roger Patterson fights for it. The word I get is that the O&M
is budget broke before it hits the door.

Bingham: What are annual costs of programs, the harvest monitoring and

escapement?

Bruss: 2.4 million has been provided in the last two years, this year, 1.1

million.

Bingham: How much does CDFG spend on Klamath side getting similar information?

Hubbell: >%400k; its more expensive on the Trinity side because of additional
activities being carried out there. ' '

Bingham: It would seem provident to prepare a bare bones budget to go forward
with. Fisheries managers may want a budget to get just the information they

need to manage harvest only.
Hubbell: Such component figures are available.

'd iike to second what Nat just szid. We haven’t had a Three Chairs
1 would esk that you and Ron get together ancd try to set one up
ASAP, and invite Boyd Gibbons to come to it., One of the zgenda items would be
to discuss the furnding for this monitoring program. We can’t do all the
things were doing here in the basin without a credible monitoring program.

Shake: 1
meeting.

Hubbell: 1 am personally encouraged by those remarks. If they haven’t been
sent already, there will be forthcoming letters to both FWS and NMFS seeking
assurances of funding (or support in any form) for 1996 and beyond.

Shske: Please, Ron, you and Chip take this on-as an assignment to get the
Chairs together ASAP, &nd invite Boyd CGibbons and his staff.

20. Stzzus of Fiscal Year 1995 Restorstion Projects

lewis summarize Py 19641695 and Hemilton Fy1995 (Handout CC) restoration
rioricties for their respective programs.

projects and furding p

2o substantive questions followed,
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21. Summary and Assignments

The next meeting will be February 16 and 17, 1995 in Eureka. The meeting
after next was set for June 20 and 21 (Tuesday and Wednesday), 1995. 1t was
decided to have the meeting here in Klamath Falls, because the TF will be
taking action on the UBA. ' :

Adjourn

A tour of Refuge/Upper basin by ERO followed.
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ATTACHMENT 1

KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE MEETING

November 29 - 30, 1994
Klamath Falls, Oregon

Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force members present:

Randy Benthin

(for Rich Elliort)
Nat Bingham
Kent Bulfinch
John Crawford

(for George Thackeray

Troy Fletcher

Elwood Miller
Rod McInnis
Mike Orcuctt
Bob Rohde
(for Leaf Hillman)
David Solem
Tom Stokely
Jack West
(for Barbara Holder

Attendees:
Terry Anthony -
Teens bBsker

John Bartholow
B. Battanduff
Craig Battenduff
Jim Bowen

Peter Brucker
Randy Brown

John Bruss

Bob Byrne

Mike Byrne

David Cacka

Hery Carlson

Jim Carpenter
Allen Cooperrider
Jim Creaig

" Richzrd Cross

Doug Denton
John Derton
Randal Dinehert
Don Douglas
Randal Dureluct
R. J. Eagers
Erian Emmen
Mike Fahner

California Department of Fish & Game

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry
California In-River Sport Fishing Community
Siskiyou County

Non-Hoopz Indians Residing in the Klamath
Conservation Area

Klamath Tribe

National Marine Fisheries Service

Hoopa Valley Tribe

Karuk Tribe .

Klamath County
Trinity County .
U. §. Department of Agriculture

Klamath County Planning

U. S. Bureau of Reclamation

National Biologiczl Survey

Self

Self

Self

Salmon River Restoration Council

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U. S. Bureau of Reclamation

Self

Lava Beds Resource Conservation District
Self

University of California

Cell Tech

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Szrvice - ERQ
U. S. Fish and Wdidlife Service - CCRO
Yurok Tribe

California Dept. of Vater Resources
Self

U. S. Geological Services

LVID

U. §. Geological Services

Self

Klamath Tribe

Fahner Farms iInc.



Attendees:
Rick Fielitz
Fred Fisher
John Fortune
Jennifer Foster
Ronald Garrett
Maruin Garcia
Mike Green
Bruce Halstead
Ron Hahn

Dale Hall

John Hamilton

Sam Henzel
Gene Hashin
Barney Hayt
Bill Heiney
Dick Heiney
Julle Heiney
Wilms Heiney
Luther Howsley
Paul Hubbell
Nancy Huffman
Otto Huffman
Ronald Iverson

Modesto Jimenez
Mary ‘Johnson
Valerie Johnson
Joyce Jones
Dorthy Kandra
Nadine Kanim

George Rautsky
W. D. Kennedy
David King
Frank King

Kirk Kirkpatrick
Francis Kolkow
Rod Kucera
Chuck Lane
Steve lewis
Jack Lisky

Mike Methevws
Eruce McCoy
Chris McCullough
Mike Meolllen
fon McVay

Jack O'Conior
Toddé Olson
James Otoman
Felice Pace
Julie Perrochet
lLee Porter

‘Tulelake Growers _
"U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Klamath River

Bureau of Indian Affairs .

Self

Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

U.S.D.A., Natural Resource Conservation Service
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - ERO

Klamath Tribes

U. S. Bureau of Reclamation

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - CCFRO
Boating Interests Upper Klamath Lake

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Portland

U. S. Fish and Wildlfie Service - Klamath River
FRO

K.D.D."~

Self

Farming

Tulelake Growers Association

Tulelake Growers Association

Tulelake Growers Association

Tulelake Growers Association

K. D. D.

California Dept. of Fish and Game

Self

Farming

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Klamath River
FRO :
Klamath Tribes

Yurok Tribe

KDKF - .TV :
Northern Califonria Indian Development Council

FRO

Hoopa Valley Tribe

Self

Agriculture

Self

Self

Self

Klamath County F. B.

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Weaverville
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - ERO
Self

U.S.D.A. Winema National Forest
Horsefly Irrigation District

Salmon River Restoration Council
Self

Self

Self

Pacific Corp.

Self

Klamath Forest Alliance

U. S. Forest Service - Klamath N. F.
U. S. Soil Conszrvation Service




Attendees:
Thomas Robison
Mike Rode
Joseph Riker
Don Rivard
Mike Ryan

Trey Senn

Tom Shaw

Tryg Sletteland
J. Staurton
Mary Taylor
Doug Tedrick
Paul Tschirky
Edgar Trunkey
Shelley Tucker

David Vicorine .

Dave Vogel
David Webb

Dale Webster
Chuck Wells
Sherly Wells
Camille Womack
Bev Wesemann

Dave Zepponi

T. A. Roblson Farms

California Dept. of Fish and Game

City of Klamath Falls

Bureau of Indian Affairs

U. S. Bureau of Reclamation .

¥lamath County Economic Development Assoc.

U. S. Fish and Widlife Service - CCFRO

Sierra Club legal Defense Fund

Tulelake Growers

Tulelake Growers

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Tulelake Grange

Rossha Ent.

U. S. Soil Conservation Service

Farming '

Klamath Water Users Association _

Scott River Conservation Resource Management
Program

Yurok Tribe

Concerned Friends of the Winema

Concerned Friends of the Winema

Klamath Tribes.

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Klamath River

FRO

Klamath Water Users Association



November 29

8:00 am
8:15

8:30

10:30

11:00

fu=)
[es)
I~
(Wal

12:Z0pm

1:30

ATTACHMENT 2

FINAL ACENDA

" KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FISHERIES TASK FORCE

NOVEMBER 26-30, 1994

- KLAMATH FALLS, OREGON

Convene/Introductions
Adoption of Agenda and Past Minutes

Correspondence (Hamilton)

A. USGS Related
B. Responses
C. Information

Upper Basin Amendment :
Al Status (Upper Basin Ad Hoc Commi:ttee, Keith Wilkinson)

B. Review of Task Force Direction

Public Comment

Action: Decision on how to proceed with Upper Basin
Amendment

U.S. Buresu of Reclamation (Mike Ryan)

AL Status of
1. Lake levels
2. Flows
3. Forecast
B. Report on decisions re water allocation in Water Year
(WY) 94
1. Summary of meeting with Tribes
2. Summary of meeting with FERC
Cc. Decisions on Allocation in WY 95
1. Response to Task Force Letter
2. How will decisions be made in WY 95
3. Who are participants
4. Wien will meetings take plzce
D. Public Comment
Lunch

Action: Decision on how to ensure ¥Xlarmath River Restoration
Program Goals are not compromised when WY 95 water
allocation decisions zre made.

Technical Work Group (TwG) Update
2 Scoping of Instream Flows - Upd te (Bob Rhode)

.



3:00

3:30

3:45

5:00

5:30

5:45-

6:15px

11.

12.

13.

14,

Recess ' . ' .

15.

-C. USGS gauge responsibility (Ron Iverson)

B. Other TWG updates

D. Next step on instream flow needs assessment

Preliminary 1994 USFWS/CCFRO Results (Bruce Halstead)
A. Fall Outmigrant Screw Trapping on Mainstem Klamath
B. Klamath Fall Chinook Spawning Survey

Brief report on Tech Team list of concerns and action to be
taken to prevent ESA listing of Klamath Spring Chlnook
(Contact to be determined)

CDFG's 95 Projects and Regulations (Randy Benthin)

A. Letter of 8/8/94 - projects funded
B. Regulations
C. Status of Returns
1. Irongate
2. Trinity hatchery
3. Natural stocks
D. Hatchery marking/disposal of excess fish

Public Comment and Task Force con51derat10n of CDFG excess
fish policy

USDA Soil Conservation Service’s Salmon Initiative (Jennifer
Foster)

lnformatlon - Oregon Publlc Broadcast on Klamath River
Restoration
Frogram from November 17, 1994 video.




November 30

8:00an 16.  USDA/Forest Plan Update (Barbara Holder)
: A. G1S progress and examples of layers (Ron Garrett)
B. Watershed Analysis progress
8:30 17. Update on Subbasin Planning
A. Scott River CRMP (Sommarstrom)
B. Shasta River CRMP (Webb)
C. Salmon River CRMP (Brucker)
9] Yurok Tribe (Troy Fletcher; request for support from

Task Force)
9:30 _ Public Comment and Decision by Task Force on Yurok Tribe requést
10:00 18. Request to'get Pacific Power and Light, Department of Water

Resources, Technical Work Group, Tribes, CDFG, and USFWS Lewiston
to meet to consider feasibility of bottom draw at Irongate (Kent

Bulfinch)

10:30 Public Comment and Task Force Decision on Request
11:30 19. Update on ongoing FWS grant programs in Basin

A. ERO (Steve Llewis) ‘

B. Update of Reauthorization for Trinity Program (Chuck

Lane) '

11:45 20. Task Force’'s 95 Work Plan Status (Hamilton)

A. Work Plan

B. Surplus funds from '94

C. Funding line &s outside funds materialize
12:00pm 21. Summary and Action

A. date, location, agenda for meeting after next.

12:30 Adjourn

2:00 Tour of Refuge/Upper basin by ERO (If enough interest; please
respond. Will need warm clothing and boots)
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ATTACHMENT 3.

TASK FORCE HEETINC.HANDOUTS
November 29-30, 1994

Responses to past letters

Handout A. Frampton to Bingham (9/23/94) re
reauthorization.

Correspondence provided for the information of TF

Handout B. Jeff Thomas to TF Memo (6/26/94)

Handout C. CDFG Request for Nominations (9/6/94)

Bandout D. Hamberg to BOR (8/19/94)

Handout E. Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund to Ryan (9/2/94).
Handout F. Yurok Tribe to M. Ryan, BOR 10/13/94.

Handout G. Wild and Scenic River designation (9/26/94).

Handout H. Zepponi letter to TF Chair

Handout 1. Synopsis of Upper Basin Amendment
Handout J. Ryan report to TF (11/29/94)
Handout K. BIA letter to FERC (11/16/94)
"Hendout L. BIA letter to BOR (11/16/94)
Handout M. TF letter to FERC/BOR (11/11/94)

Hendout N. Copy of letter from CDFG to BIA Solicitor

Handout 0. EBingham to Babbitt letter with Phase 1 Enclosure
Handout P. KBS to Rhode letter (9/15/94)
Handout Q1-03.USGS related correspondence
1. USGS letters to Task Force regarding gage
stations to be discontinued (8/3 & 10/7/94).
2. USDA Forest Sciences lLab letter in support of
gages (9/29/94)
3. Response to Sonmarstrom re stream gaging
(10/19/94).

Handout R. CCFRO Redd Counts in Mainstem Klamath

EQBQQE£_§  NMFS letter requesting Chincok Stock irformation
Handout T. S:tztus of CDFG Klzizth Projects

Bandout U. CDFG Megatasble.

Handout V. Copy of letter from Fztrick Darner re Hatchery
Straying issce



- Agendum

Agendum

Agendum
Agendum

Agendum

Agendum

fild

)

#18
#20

ji22

#23.

Handout W .

W
X

Handout .

Handout Y.

Handout .

Handout AA.

Handout .
Handout .
Handout .

Handout EE.
Handout FF.

yA

AA

BB
cC
DD

EE
FF

GG.

Handout GG

USDA NRCS info on Salmon Restoration Program
Copy of letter to Luanna Kiger '

Scott River Watershed CRMP Committee Status
Report

Shasta River Watershed CRMP Committee Status
Report

Letter from the TF to California State Coastal
Conservancy

Copy of letter from K. Bulfinch

Task Forcé 1995 Work Plan

Trinity County to Babbitt (11/16/94
Hoopa Tribe to Stokely (9/12/94)
Trinity County Background (9/12/94)

Preliminary Assessment of Increased Klamath
River flows for Salmon During the Late Summer
and Fall of 1994. Vogel Environmental Services.
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KLAMATH RIVER E2ZSIN FALL CHINOOK SALMON RUN-SIZE,
HARVEST AND SPALWNER ESCAPEMENT--1994 SEASONY

The 15394 adult fall chincck salmon run into the Klamath River systenm
has acain turned out to be significantly smaller than that projected
presezson. 1t 1is, however, the largest run recorded since 1989.
This year's grilse return is the largest recorded since 1988.

Earlier this year, based on management decisions affecting the 1994
season fishing regulations, fisheries scientists projected that
81,200 adult fall chinook salmon would return to the Klamath River
this fall. Using this figure, they projected an in-river harvest of
14,300 adults, with the remaining 66,900 going to natural and
hatchery spawning escapenents. The following table presents, in
abbreviated form, 1994 preseason adult harvest and spawner
escapement projections, along with corresponding postseason
esticates.

Preseason Postseason
projection estimate (*)

Harvest

Indian net | 11,800 11,595 (98.3)

Angler '. . 1,400 ' 1,768 (126.3)

Net & ancgler mortalities (unlanded) _1,100 _ 963 (87.5)
Subtotals 14,300 14,326 (100.2)

Spewner Escapement

Natural _ 35,100 33,361 (85.0)

Hatchery . 31,800 14,536 (45.7)
Subtotals 66,900 47,897 (71.6)
Totals 81,200 62,223 (76.6)

*Percent of projected figures in pzerentheses,

Ccrmplete run-size, harvest and spawrner escaperent figures for both
adulits and crilse for years, 1878-1994, &re presented in the
accornpanying table.

Y prepared December 12, 1994 by the California Department of Fish
and Game, Klamath-Trinity Frogram.
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LAmMENTIO, CA  Ga244.2090
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| _
December 15, 1594

Dr. Ron Iverson _
- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klamath River Fishery Resource Office

P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

. s B
Dear Dr.--JIxerson:

Attached for your information is the table titled,
"Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement,
In-river Harvest and Run-size Estimates, 1978-1994", plus a

cover sheet summarizing 1994 season results.

Please note that all figures for years, 1978 through
1993, are now final; 1994 figures are preliminary, and subject

to revision.
Sincerely,

- / .
)b Fltttd
Paul M. Hubbell, Supervisor

Xlamath~-Trinity Program
Field Operations

Attachment




- .math River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In~river Harvest and Ron-—-size Estimares,
‘ 1978-1994 * :

Page 1 ¢’ 7
SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

| R AOTBRER 50 | 1 i g OT9 vREA - e {1980 3o |
Hatchery Spewners i Griise Adulls  Totals Grilse cults  Totals Grilse  Adults  Tctzais
lron Gate Hatchery (GH) [ 915 6,925 7,840 257 2,301 2,558 451 2,412 2EE2
Trinity River Hzlchery grH) L_1_3_35_ 6,034 7.358 964 1,335 2,299 2,256 4099 - 6335
Subtotals | 2240 12958 15,199 j| 1,221 3,636 4857 2707 6,511 9.2:E
Natural Spawners _
Trinity River basin ' ] ' ]

(at cve Wilicw Creek. exciuding TRH) 4712 31,092 35764 3,836 £§028 11,964 16,837 7,700 24537
Salmon River basin: 1,400 2.600 4 000 150 1,000 1,150 200 800 1,000
Scott River basin 1,909 3423 5332 428 3,396 3,824 2,245 2,032 4277 ¢
Shasta River tasin 6707 12.024 18,731 1,040 7,111 8,151 4,334 3,762 8,096
Bogus Creek tesin 651 4928 5,579 494 . 5,444 5,938 1,749 3,321 £,070
Main Stem Kamath River '

(excluding IGH) 300 1,700 2,000 466 4,190 4,656 867 2,468 3.33%
Misc. Klamath tributaries _ :

fabove Hoopa and Yurtk Rezenabions) 735 2,765 3,500 147 1,068 1,215 500 1,000 1,500
Hocca and Yurok Reservetion tribs. ! --b -—- b - = 100 ¢ 400¢ - sood 250 ¢ -400-¢ 650 ¢
Subtotals . 1€414 58482 74906 | 6.761 30637 37398 )| 26,982 21,483 48,465

Total Spawner Escapement ] | 18654 71451 90,105 |[ 7982 34273 42255 |[ 29,689 27,994 57663

IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest ise  Adulls Tolals Griisg _Adults Totals Griise  Adults Tcizs
Kameaih RVE! poisw Hay 101 2adge) 122 £54 976 || 2°6 4£4 700 838 727 1.5€2
Trintty River basin @hove Wit Crex) 1 --d -= o 75 1,157 1,922 2,456 988 3,282
Ealence of Kemetheveiem 11260 £40 2.800 1.200 500 1,700 2600 2771 $3N
Subiotals 2.082 1,684 3,776 | 2181 2,141 4322 5.891 4 496 10,267
Indian Net Harvest® :

Kzmath River peaow Hay 101 brdgej -- - -= -— -- - 495 9,605 101
Kamath Rver ftay 01 o Thty meuty) | —— -~ —= - —- - - 272 1528 1,820
Trinity River Hooca Peceranon) | -— -~ - = F - - -- - 220 880 1199
Subticials . 1.800 18,200 20,000 {{ 1350 13.650 15,000 987 12.013 13.620
L Total In—-river Harvest - . 3882  1SE£94 23,776 | ES,SS‘I 15,751 19,322 ] r €.878 16,509 232387

IN-RNER RUN

Criise

_ Crilce ]
722856 T 61345 1i3gEn 11533 61577 ;| 26567
P42 3¢ .76 44 23 87 } 118
o 1es 1.456 1,600 108 1082 1200 ! 79

T 22722 92835 115557 || 11,685  $1,199 6264 || 36764 45854 £2:°:

{continued ¢ next pz2s!
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Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawper Escapement, in—rivct Harvest and Run—size Estimates,
19781994 *

A S

SPAWNER' ESCAPEMENT

Gnlse

Adults

Tolals

Cu!se

Aduns

Adu!ts

To‘e

Halchery Spawners Totals

lron Gate Halchery (6H) 540 2,055 2,595 1,833 8,353 10,186 514 8371 £.8E5
Trinity River Hzichery Ry 1.004 2.370 3,374 4,235 2.058 6,293 2N 5,494 5765
Sublotals 1.544 4. 425 5,969 6,068 10,411 16,479 785 13865 14 €30
Natural Spawners

Trinity River basin .

(above Willow Creek excluding TRH) 5906 15,340 21,246 8,149 9,274 17,423 853 17,284 16,137 .
Salmon River tasin 450 750 1,200 300 1,000 . 1,300 75 1,200 1,275
Scott River basin 3,408 3,147 6,556 4350 5826 10,176 170 3338  3:88 .
Sheste River basin 4,330 7,890 12,220 1922 6,533 8,455 753 3,119 3872
Bogus Creek basin 212 2,730 3,642 - 2,325 4 818 7,143 335 2,713 3.0+8 -
Main Siem KJamaih River o
(excludng IGH) 1,000 | 3,000 4,000 1,000 3,000 4 000 200 1,800 2,000 ¢
Misc. Kameth tributaries o

bove Heopa and Ywok Rezenasons) - 500 1,000 1,500 600 1,500 2,100 140 1,270 1,410
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs. --b -— Db -= b --b -- b -- b --Db --b -- b
Subtotals 16,507 33,857 50,364 ] 18,646 31,881 50,597 2,526 30,784 33210
[ Total Spewner Escapement | | 18051 38282 56333 || 24714 42362 67,076 || 3311 44643 47060

' :N-mven HARVEST

L

R IR Py IRy R

Angler Harvest  CGrilse Acults Totals Grilse  Adults Totals Gnlsa Aduls _Tcis

Kiamzth River & cicw Hay 101 knzge) 536 1,71 2,250 l l ‘\ ?52 3,539 4791 60 750 £i0

Trinity River Lesin @hove whiw Creek) 1,456 3174 4630 | ] 2.321 4,875 116 2,360 247€

Belence of Kzmeth sysiem , 5260 1,085 6355 % 8. 678 2.479 11,157 175 1125 1300

Subtctals 7252 5583 13,235 12 484 8339 20,823 351 4235  ¢if

Indian Ne! Harvest® - :

Kemath River peiow Hay 101 brdge) 12 23,097 24009 ;| 220 4,547 4,837 12 800 €2

Kdamaih RIver ey 101 b Tandy mosh) 1,504 8,405 9,509 i 1,095 8,424 9,619 121 5700  £82%

Trinity River oxa Rorerason) 449 1,531 1.680 ] 314 1.511 1.825 30 1,350 3.4

Suttotals 2465 33033 35498 ;| 1798 14482 16,281 163 7,890 €03

" Yotal In—river Harvest 9717 32016 48733 || 14283 22821 37,004 || 514 12125  jzese

IN-RIVE RUN -

it e Ve LA e e

Toiels Toiels || Grise  _Aduhs  Tclals

fn—ih crHa.‘v: t ang Es: oz 105,056 } 38,597 65,383 304,180

ANZing Monelity @u o tereg 265 ll 250 167 417

Nzt Mereliy ==\ o hervesy | 2.840 144 1,152 1,303

{ Total In—river Run (28110 eo061 108371 |{ 39381 66502 105200 |[ 3845 7450

Freca e 1210

{continued on 1




math River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapcmcn( Tn—river Harvest and Run—size Esnmalcs

1978-1994 *

Page3of 7

L SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT : f
| R0 L SRS LR VA S EE o R | DS A8 2 Dy [ L pAXIEReR 1986 i

Hatlchery Spawners Grice  Adulis To.a‘s Grise  Aduits Totals Grilse  _Adulls Teiels
Iron Gate Halchery (GH) 764 5330  6.094 r_72_159 19 951 22110 1,461 17,096 18,557
Trinity River Hatchery aR4) 766 2,166 2932 || 18166 2583  20.749 3609 15795 194Gz
Subtotals | 1530 7,496 9026 || 20325 22534 42858 5070 32,891 37,961
Natural Spawners
Trinity Rivers basin o , .

(abcve Willow Creek, exziuding TRR) 3416 5,654 $,070 29,454 9,217 38,671 20,459 92548 113,007
Salmon River basin 216g 1,226g 1,442g 905 2,259 3,164 949 2716 3,665
Scott River basin 358 1,443 1,801 1,357 3,051 4,408 4,865 3,176 8,041 .
Shasta River basin 480 2,362 2,842 2.227 2,897 5124 683 3,274 3,857 !
Bogus Creek besin 465 3,039 3,504 1,156 3,491 4,647 1,184 6,124 7.308 '
Main Siem Klamath River ' -
(excluding IGH) _ 200 1,350 1,550 156 468 624 196 603 799 |
Misc. Klamath tributaries '

{abon + Hoopa and Yurok Recervations) 150 990 1,140 646 4214 4860 606 4919 5525
Hocpe and Yurck Resenvation tribs. --b ~--b  -- 50 h 80 h 130 K --b ~-— b -- Db
Subtotals [T5285 16,064 21.249 J (35951 25671 61628 || 28942 113360 142302

‘Total Spawner Escapement | | 6815 23560 30,375 |{ 56276 . 48211 104,487 |[ 34012 146251 180263

IN-RIVER HARVEST

. el
S S 2N .d« i | EL e

Angler Harvest Adults Totels |! Crilse  Adults Tota)s Cnlsa Aduns T m)s
Klamzih River gecw Hwy 101 brdge) 248 722 i : 1,479 24271 3,906 | 704 2,456 3,160
Trinity River Lasin gtove w3ia Cronk) 736 1,129 . 5,442 1547 5556 3,438 12,039 15477
Balance of Kemaih ¢ s‘em 2,056 2440 | 4274 10011 5278 5.266 6532 11788
Subtotals 3.240 4232 | 311195 35821 14777 9408 - 21,027 30.435
Indian Net Harvest®

Kameth RIVES fwow Hay 101 bridge) i 132 11,878 12.090 1} 132 $,700 5,832 191 15,286 15477
KIamzth RIVer tiwy 0110 Ty magh) | 183 5622 5805 11 476 3,925 4,401 377 5,033 5,430
Trinity RIVES (3:cca Feseration) ] 140 1,170 1,310 | 947§ 1941) 2888j 286 4,808 5.0¢c4
Subtotzals ! 453 18.670 18,125 |« 1,555 11,568 13,121 854 25127 252881
| — ; : i i i -

\ Total In—r1iver Harvest b 107 22,010 23,417 |. 12750 15,148 27.898 l[ 10.262 46,154 8g.4i6

] IN-RIVER FUN

j\'_o»(_al_s oo ge_ no\als s

In-i~ver Harvest 250 Escepement | 222 45,5-.70 132,385

Am_. ng Monality @ otanesy | } 19 €7 296 '

Net Morzlity @ of teres | 36 1.4%4 1,048 |

H B — - . “l Al
; Total In--river Run | 8277 47123 133730 |[ 44.530- 152836 39365
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‘Xlamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawper Escapement, Io~river Harvest and Rup -size Es!irbalc.s,
1978-1994 *

Pag

[ ' SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Halchery Spawners Cnlse Aduhs _ Tolals . Gnlse Adults . Totals Giilse  Adulls Tolzs |
lron Gate Haichery fcH) 1825 15,189 17,014 609 16,106 16,715 831 10,859 11630 |
Trinity River Halcherym 2453 13,94 16,387 4752 17,352 22,104 239 11,132 112N
Sublotals 4,278 29,123 33,409 5,361 33458 38819 [ 1,070 21991 23061
Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin : R |
(above Willow Cresk, exclucing TRH) 5,849 71820 77,869 10,626 44616 55,242 2,543 29,445 31588 ;

Salmon River tasin 118 3832 3,950 327 3,273 3,600 695 2915 3610
Scon River basin 797 7,769 8,566 473 4,727 5,200 1,188 3,000 4,788
Shasta River basin ' 398 4,299 4 697 256 2,586 2,842 137 1,440 1577
Bogus Creek basin 1,208 9,748 10,956 225 16215 16,440 | 444 2,218 2662
Main Stem Kamath River . : '

{excludng 1GH) 65 863 928 164 2982 3,146 214 . 10114 1,225
Misc. KJamalh Witutaries _

Above Hoopa and Yurck: Rezorvabons) 237 3,286 3,523 || 418 4,167 4,585 248 3,239 3,487 !
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs. --b --b --1H 55 K 820 k 875 K| 40 k 600 k 640 k
Sublotals 8,772 101,717 110,488 12544 79386 91930 5509 43868 45.377

[ Total Spawner Escapement | | 13.050 130840 143,890 |{ 17,905 112844 130,749 |[ 6579 65859 7238

IN-RIVER HARVEST §Q
Angler Harves? ;_Ciilse Aduns Totals LCnlqe Adults To1als Gnlse Adults 2!
Kiamaih RiVEr sz Hay 101 5n3ge) | 146 2455 2801 | 724 73367 © 34871 |[ 137 1328 1ees
Trinity River basin @ravewiowCasy 923 9433 10356 11 2735 9341 12076 || 209 3054 223
Balence of Kiamath sysiem ! 4367 8281 12648 | 2552 €495 12,047 1,821 4,393 €314
Subtotals 5436 20,169 25605 || 541 32208 27614 | 2267 8775 11042
indian Net Hervest®
Klamath River foicw Hey 101 brdge) 36 39,978 40014 || 138 36914 37052 |[ O 37,330 37130
Klarmnath River (dwy 101 1 Trinzy mou) 117 8,136 8,253 173 9667 9,840 120 4,961 £081
Trinity RiVer f4eca Fazsrvason 262 4882 5244 || 267 5070 5337 71 3474 3548
Subltotals 415 ~£3096 53511 |: 578 51651 52229 191 45565 487Es
[ TotalIn—river Harvest | | 5851 73265 79116 || scee 73854 79843 || 2458 £¢340 seise
[ IN-RIVER RUN _ L
RIS RE
Tolals | Criilse  Aduils To ale “Giilse | Adults | Tc: s i G _Adults »_,__‘_‘_
In—tiver Hevest enc Seczzemznl | 16,907 204,105 223,006 | 22854 8688 210892 [0 9037 i, 5,393 Ser st
Angling Meazliny oo o b ! b 108 403 g12 || 108 444 552 || 45 176 ez
Net Moreifty @ o beriem '. 33 4248 4281 !} 46 ¢332 4178 . 15 3645  3Ei2

{ Total In~river Run 19,043 208756 227,799 || 24048 191274 21532 || 9,097 12400 133117

(contnueccn




amath River Basip Fall Chinook Salmoo Spawner Escapement, In—river Harvest and Ron—size Estimates,

1978-1994 * :
Pagesot 7
L SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT
Hatchery Spawners Crice  Adults  Tolals ruse Adu!ls Totals Gnlse Adults _Toie
lion Gate Katchery 0GH) 321 6,704 7,025 4,002 4067 3737 3,581 7378
Trinity River Heichery aa - 371 1.348 1.719 205 2482 2687 211 3,779 39000
Subtotals [ 692 §.052 £.744 | 270 6,484 6,754 3,948 7,360 11,308
Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin
{above Willow Creek, excluding TRH) 241 7682 7,823 382 - 4 867 5,249 2,563 7,139 9702
Salmon River basin 5861 40711 4667} 143 1,337 1,480 547 778 1,325
Scon River basin 236 1,379 1,615 146 - 2,018 2,165 965 1,873 2,838
| Shasta River basin 118 415 533 10 716 726 66 520 886
| Bogus Creék basin s3 732 785 20 1,261 1,281 556 538 1154
‘ Main Stem KGamath River .
(excluding IGH) =9 505 £64 8 572 580 234 366 600
Misc. Klamath tributaries : '
fploove Hoopa and Yurok Fessratons) 30 €94 724 9 495 504 153 280 433
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation iribs. L 17k 118 k 135kl Ok 382k 382K 59 k 474 k £33
Subtotals {1350 15596 16946 || 718 11,649 12,367 5143 12028 17379

{ Total Spawner Escapement | | 2042 23648 25690 || 988 18133 19,121 |[ 9,081 19,388 28478

IN-RIVER HARVEST

E‘Qz’i}ﬁmf%% | Sxpater S99 sttt i *‘%’Pmm

Angler Haovest { Crilse ' Acults  Totais Crise  Adultls  Totals | Grilse  _Adults T
Kizmain BVer Coca cay 101b5:56) | se 251 349 ! 18 314 233 i 13 20 33
Trinity RiVE? LESIN hove Whow Cos | 328 350 i§ 94 1177 1,27 158 314 472
Balancs ciiCameath sveism i 2_ 20 2634 4654 1| £73 1.892 2,465 { 3,848 668 L £97
Subtctals 2 100 3.853 $.653 ! 626 3.383 4069 {{ 4,120 1.002 §122
Indian Net Harvest* ' . ' !
Kiameth RIVET Bekow Hey 101 bridge) | 13 3,648 3681 i 7 3,902 3909 i 124 1,152 1,276
Kamath RIVES f4wy 101 1o Tinzy moutt) 141 3,447 3,568 ‘ I( 25 5,016 5,041 ‘ 200 3,687 3.887
Trinity RIVET dieope Raeation) 36 811 847 i 30 1280 1,310 42 946~ ¢se
Subicials 150 7006 8096 || 62 10198 10560 || 366 5785 _ EiE:
i
| Total ln—river larvest 2200 11,459 13745 || 748 13581 16329 il 4486 6787 11273
- _ ) N |
1
Tetals = Aduns\'
In—rrvef Hanvest end Escepzment | 4332 35,107
AngUng Monaiity o o taresy | 42 71 ‘

NetMornelity @% of terves ! | 15 632

. [ votalin—riverAun__ ‘[ e3ee 35810 40199 |{ 1755 3zsas 26353 i 13688 06658 a0 i |

Frcaned 12/12.5¢

{continued onnexizzz |
w



Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In~river Harvest and Run—size Estimates,
1978-1994 *
Page

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

-Pi‘_fﬂ.. s TR ST STVRL AR > 7 ",’ : Lol .-.._.." 1‘3}‘ ?:',.f.:
Halchery Spawners Grilse  Adults  Totals Grilse _Adulis Totals
ltor. Gate Hatchery ¢6H) 883 20828 21,711 758 11,475m 12,233
Tiinity River Hatchery (R4 736 - 815 1,551 4,251 3.061 7.312

Sublotals 1,619 21643 23,262 5009 14536 19,545

"Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin .
(above Willow Cieeb_ excluding TRH) 2,465 5,905 8,370 3,150 11,209 14359

Sa!mon River basin 456 3,077 3,533 426 3,833 4,259
Scott River basin : 265 5,035 5,300 462 2,367 2,829
Shasta River basin 85 1,341 1,426 1,411 3,947 5358
Bogus Creek basin 431 3,285 3,716 619 7,585 8,204
Main Stem Klamath River .
{excluding IGH) 31n ) 647 n 678 ny 620n 3228n 3,848n
Misc. Klamath tributaries ' _
{above Hoopa and Yurok: Raxenations) 92 2,470 2,562 154 1,126 1,280
Hoopa and Yurck Resernvation Iribs. Oh 98 h 88 Ny Oh 66 h 66 N

Sublotals 3825 21858 25683 6842 33361 40203

[ Total Spawner Escapement | | 5444 43,501 48,945 || 11851 - 47,897 59,748 |

f
!

L

IN-RIVER KARVEST

Grilse . Adulis To!gl's

Tt

Angler Harvest Grilse Adulls  Tolals

Kamath RIVE! ¢ 53a Hay 101 biidge) | 23 6E9 632 231 538 769
Trinity River Dasin (sove Wew Cess) 172 391 SE3 308 366 674
Eelance of Kleamath sysiem i 1,730 2,112 3,842 2121 864 2985
Subtotals {1925 3,172 5,097 2,660 1,768 4 428
Indian Net Harvest * : :

Klamath River peiow Hwy 101 brdge) 62 3,017 3,078 81 4313 4394
Klamath River 4wy 101 1o T2y mouth) 80 5127 5,207 78 5,016 5,094
Trinity RWVer (Haopa Reervsson) 33 1,492 1,525 94 2266 2,360
Subtotals 175 8636 8811 253 11.585 11,848

[ Totalln—river Harvest | [ 2100 12808 14908 || 2913 13,363 16,276 |

[ IN-GMLRRUN

Totals cu
In—river Harvest end Escepement 14,764 €1,260
Angling Morielity @ o revesy £3 25

Net Moreality g~ o tervesa 20 c28 ¢48

[ Towalin—riverRun ] | 7587 57143 64740 |[ 14837 62223 77,060 |

Fresaec Y/12%4
- {continued on ne




Klamath Rwer Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, ln -river Harvest and Run-size Estimates,

1978-1994 a/ [continued)

Page 7 of 7

al

b/
c/
da/

e/

f/

h/

i/

i

1/
m/

n/

Precared December 12, 1884, Al figures are California Cepanment of Fish and Game {COFG)
counts/esumates unless otherwise indicated. All figures for lron Gaie and Trinity River hatcheries
represent counts of fish entering those fecilities. All spawner escapement figures for the Shasta
River basin for 1978-1987, plus those fcr Bogus Creek basin for 1980-1931 are based on counts
made at counting stations located near the mouths of these sireams. Al remaining spavvner
escapements and all harvest figures are estimates developed from data obtained through ongoing
field investigalions in the Klarnath-Trinit. system. Figures for years through 1993 are final; 1994
figures are preliminary, subject 1o revisicn., '

Figure not available.

USFW'S estimate.
In 1978, the Xlamath River system sport saimon fishing season was closed August 25 There

vvas essentially no sport harvest of a!l chinook in the Trinity River basin in 1978.

USFWS estimates for yeers through 1882; 1883 through 1993 estimates jointly made by USFWS
and Hoopz Valley Business Council Fisheries Department (HVBCFD); 1994 estimates jointly made
by HVBCFD for the Hoopa Reservation and Yurok Tribal Fisheries Department for the Yurok
Reservation.

Factors for non-landed czich montality calculated by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team
{KRTAT, 1986, "Recommended Spawning Escapement Policy for Klamath River Fall-run Chinook®).
U.S. Forest Service estimate. .

HVBCED estimate. Estimate for streams in Hoopa Reservation only.

In 1285, the Klamath River sysiem spoet salmon hshmg season was closed 1o the taking of a!l
saimon below the U.S. Highwey 1C1 bridge from September 8 through December 31; the Klamath
frem the U.S. Highway 101 bridge o Iren Gate Tem and the Trinity River from its mouth to
Lewiston Tem wveere closed 10 the 1zking of selmon 22 inches and lenger from September 23
through Cecember 31, 1285,

Estmates for Hoopa Besanvation porucen of catch { =247 griise and 1,241 adults) are of czich
occurnng during open fishing perods only.

Estimates jcintly made by USFWS and HVBCFD,

Final figures for Saimon Fiver basin nztural spewners shown in the December 11, 1891 tzble vvere
incorrect. Corrected figures, plus necessary revisions to the 1830 totals, are presented here.
Figure does not include 2,333 zdults thet, Jollowing entry into Iron Gate Hatchery, vwere returned
to the river glive and unspawned, and v.hich are presumed to ha\e spavwned naturally

COFG estimste based on USFVWS redd count data.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY ‘B
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 - =
September 23, 19%

Mr. Nathanie]l Bingham

VYice Chairman
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097-1006

Dear Mr. Bingham:

Thank you for your letter of July 11, 1994, expressing support for reauthorizing the Trinity
River Fish and Wildlife Restoration Program (Trinity River Program). It is important that a
group such as the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force (Klamath Task Force) is
supporting the reauthorizing effort. In developing proposed legislative language to reauthorize
the Trinity River Program, the Department of the Interior (Dcpartmcnt) will consider the .

elements you suggested in your letter.

The Departiment recognizes the importance of close coordination between the Klamath and
Trinity River Programs. As we continue in our efforts 10 restore the fish and wildlife

resources of the Klamath and Trinity River Basins, we look forward to working closely with

the Task Forces of the Klamath and Trinity Restoration Programs. If you have any further
questions or concerns regarding the Trinity River legislative proposal, please contact Mike
Spear, Regional Director for the Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon, at (503) 231-

6118.

Smcerely.

George T. Frampton Jr. _

Assistant Secretary for Fish
and Wildlife and Parks

Celebrating the United Siates Constitution

Agendum #3 7 7 Sit}-’ 7( 9 oz -



United States Department of the Interior |
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY A _ S 1994
Washingion, D.C. 20240

July 24, 1994

Mr. Nathaniel Bingham

Vice Chairman
Klamath River Basin Fishenes Task Force

P.O. Box 1006
Yreka. Californita 96097-1006

" Dear Mr. Bingham:

Secretary Babbitt has received your letter of July 11, 1994, supporting the reauthorization of the
Trinity River Fish and Wildlife Restoration Program and forwarding elements intended to improve
the reauthonzation process. Please be assured that the Department will review and respond to

your suggestions as quickly as possible.
Thank you for your continued interest in the Depamﬁent of the Interior.

Sincerely,

- Special Assistant to the Secretary and
Director of the Executive Secretanat
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE R Xy

Ecologizal) Services Office
2809 Cottage ¥ay
Sacravenzo, California 95828

R

ﬁ3; ' 3 U
CJUN 251994 |

TG riomath Tagx Force Technical Wetk Group
FROM: Jef!{ Thomas, Instrean Flow Aesessmentt Branch baeesrecievecrosirartanescan
SLRJECT: Instream Flow Study Proposal

There s a need for some clerificstion concerning the study propcsal prepared
bv this office. VUse ol the Instream Flow Incremental Methodolegy (1FIM) was
proprced to agsess the inatyeam flow needs of anadromcus species wvhich use the
F.amath Raver w0 efFawn and rear., There ecems tc be £ome confusion between the
IFi¥ and the habitast simulaticn component (PHABSIM) of the methodslogy. An
instreaw flow atvdy encompasses wore than just results derived from PKARSIM
{1.e., weighted usable area). Jt vse never intended that streamflow
recuirements would be determined sclely on thege results. Certainly, a
ricr-habitat versus streamflow relationship developed for anadromous species
in ths river will be of sore use; but other sireamflow requirements for
maintenance of suitable water temperature and quality, channel integrity, an3d
r:parian vegetation zre importsnt as well., Studies to deterndne these
requirements are part of the 1iFIN process.

Maybe 3t was pot clear in the proporal, but whatever investigations are
censidered importsnt by the instream flov ascescments work group would be
cons.dezed for implermentation in Phase 11 of the project. The product of
Phase I would be Fhase 11 sgtudy recommendations r1eazred after consideratle
research ang discussion by the GROUF. At the appropriate time the GROUF will
assign +he lead {or rFhase 11 study tashs based on the expertise of croup

rerheoyE,

No cne agency or entity will lead the project as g vhole. Thia ghould
alleviate the perceived piobliem that major project Gecisions might be made
unilaterally. 1 would, hovever. not recoménd that the work group operate by
cornewnsus. Rather, some majority fe.g. 2/3 or 3/4) should Setermine the
dirvection of the effort. 1 believe this i{s neceszasy for the prccess to
procz=d past the meeting stage.

Paver EBcosystem. We vili gladly participate in & cooperative effort to
restoze #ng protect this eccsystem. - - . : .

tzea-ing for this cffice, we do not seek teo ¢contre]l the study of the Xiamath

20
{S;é v gmm
‘ .

Yett A, Theomas
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ARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
ININTH STRECT
&Ol 944209
MINIO. CA 94044 2090
;16) 653-7664
-.Augus! 31, 1994

To: All Interested Persons
REQUEST FOR NOMINATIONS

Klamsth River Basin Conservation Area Restoration Program-
Council Memberships

The State of California is seeking qualified individuals to serve on the Klamath Fishery Manzgement Council
and the Klamath River Basin Fisberies Task Force, Botb groups hzve been established pursuant 1o the Xlamath
River Basin Restoration Act (Public Law 99-552). Nomipations should be seat to the letterhead address and
must be received by Oclober 14, 1954, Nominstions must include a summary of the pominee’s qualifications
for the particular position, including the length aod type of relevant expenience. Individuals may pominate’
themselves or be pominated by otber individuals or organizations. Curreat members may be reappointed, but
must be renominated, All positions described in this announcement are filled by appointment of the Governor

of Californja, and serve at his’her pleasure.

Klamath Fishery Management Council

The Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) is chargad with estzblishing a Jong-term plan and policy for

the maragement of in-river and ocezn fisheries that sffect Klamzth and Trinity River basin anadromous fish
stocks; m=king barvest reguletion recommendations to the fiskery regulztory agencies; and conducting public

beam)g< regarding ocear end in-river barvesting of Klamzth £0d Tricity basin fish stocks. Nominees are sought

1o represent the following fishing groups (cne representative for each group).
L] The commercial sslmop fishing industry

o The in-river spor fishery

b The offshore sport fishery

KFMC members must be knowledgeable 2nd experienced in the menzgem2n! and conservation, or the
recreztional or commercial barvest, of the anadromous fish resources of nortbern California. These
appointments will be made afier consultation with appropriate users of the area snadromous fish resources.

Klems=th River Ezsin Fichedes Tecl Force

The Klzmzth River Bacin Fishenies Task Force (Task Force) essists the Secretary of the Interdor reperdicg the
formulztion, coordinztion, «nd implemsentztion of the Klemsth Piver Batin Conservatlion Area Restorafion
Program_ The Tack Force mzets regularly to assess the stztus of fiskery babitats for anadromous fish stozks of
the basin, end to review proposed projects zimed &t profecticg or restorizg their habitats using funds
zpproprizled by the Federzl government end mztcked by noz-Federz] fuzd sources. Nomipees are sought to

. represent the following fisking groups (one representztive for.each group).

. The comimercial s2lmop fishing industry

° The in-nver sport fisbery



To All Interested Persons
August 31, 1994
Page Two

Task Force mebers should te knowledgeable about tc;hniﬁucs-of salmop bsbitat protection and restoration,
and have a basic upderstanding of salmop life history and biology.

Mecting Freques g

Tbe KFMC usually meets over two consecutive days durmg the months of September, February, Mucb and
April. Meetings ususlly take place ip Arcata except the March and April meetings, which are beld in
coojunction with the meetings of the Pacific Fishery Management Council in Portland, Oregon, or San
Francisco, The Task Force usually meets for two consecutive dsys during the months of February April, June.
and Oclober st various locations througbout the Klamath-Trinity basin.

Trave! Expenses

Mewmbers are reimbursed for-actual trevel expenses incurred while stlending official meetings. Adrmmstnuon
of, and support for the two groups is provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Nominslion Procedure

All nominations must be accompanied by the following information and must be received by Octlober 14, 1994, .

1. Name of pominee
2. Address and telephone number of the nominee - : .
3. Position and Group (KFMC or Task Force) _ , .

4. Experience (specify the armount and kinds of experience which qualify the individual to serve in the
particular position)

s. Name, eddress, and telephone number of individual or organization submitting the nominstion
For more information, contact Mr. LB Boydstun, et the letterbead address, telepbone 916/653-7794 or
Dr. Roo Iverson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P. O. Box 1006, Yreka, California 96097-1006, telepbone
(916) 842-5763.
Sincerely, ~

@wﬂw

Boyd Gitbons
Director

cc: Dr. Ron Iverson
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OAN HAME Y M COsmpmrrge .
v ey Oompram wm.nmrm

KOs mrv.odent

1 . mC«»x R *‘MM‘:ﬂ!c‘-
| TR Congress of the Wnited Btates o=
R asdimpion, BC 20518 '
Angust 19, 1994
Dan Regrd, Coqmissionet
Bureau of Rachmatos
of te Imertor
9 C Sweet, N.W.

\amma. D.C. 20240
Dear Commissiober Boerd:

T am writing regurding of the Klgmawx Frofect and the extremely poor water:
cooditions impscting sahbmon nmcxluualhnncrdmlo&sc(‘urrwuvem _

' T have Jearaed recently that Jeshal water sempenamsres av killing juveaDe chinook slmon in e
Xlamath River. Afier 3 s Emmonkvd&uwumch@mtnmww Uds 1s a severe
blvwlot}feklamtho‘unok wh}chhasbw\msiyundcrmpcd the lagt four

Yoas.

' Given e Garent axtreme cooditions, 1 vege you to evaluale shether any additions] water can
| bemdeavmab,cfwmmwmmﬁsﬁeqnwdsmmcbwum T understand hat e nocds
: oftheu:mandbmdl-oﬂRiverudSho'moscmersmmmmbaynmustbewm:duwand

dat some waled das alr:bdybecnmkevaﬂabkfapulmdlbmmw&mpl mltdgalon for this
vear’s seduction below FERC minimumms.  Nonetheless, more is needed.

For the kg term, lmmmmmmonawmmromhmmpwm
evahialed o cunient repwce nzeds m the Eﬂfmﬂy, sisffw (h:ﬂd’tbeyannmu
ofUmLtcnorl)compklcaﬂovsﬁMydeabudd the entire

adﬂbontorm y is progress on the T.inity m}.i)d*ve ,dxmp!e.memap’,anfm
% comsiday Ue nccu of fish andk%dh,c. x2d 3) refine an

ronmdm 1},@:\;
w gb&k ;wcess ulating yeody waler allocetions with panicipation of user and

Salneon $10cks out the are sufiering % verd declines and our fishermen are bed
wrvcd 0 &t o e to altow for gpawning meat of fisk whose p &m dying delore
reeching the ocezr. T esnnat overeruphesize the need 1o ensure that opeaboﬂ of
Projeet fairly belances 31 rests in the dagla,

. Thank you for your consikration. llookfcrmdtowmmmmyoowmolvcdﬁsdimam

¢ {on /ﬁwé«w? .

DF&?’ ,'Lx"fj
Memder of mgﬁss
. . ¢&: Poger Pamson, Regional Directos, Mid-Pactfic Region
112 & s . 4 1 ST e 3’7“’#:@':‘:’3‘ 2‘:\‘:;:;?0
s On A2 Sxtpirt O, € 133 Tvecta TA woesde - ' formall Ca, 2 Ca fa4ss
!{::‘%.uw (a2t R R4 222 13 A FYEPT VY Ot 025-palrt C- 00N B350

XX O KL R New
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SIERRA CLUB LEGAL
DEFENSE FUND, INC.

The lau Firm for the Lnvironmental Mo e~ene

103 Hoge Building, ;ogSecond Avenue, Seanle, WA g8:c4-1711 (206) 343-7340 1ax (206) }45_15:(

;ﬁd%c;im September 2, 1994

Siaf Ao

Prcr Aawy Michael J. Ryan

Krissen L Borla ~ Xlamath Froject Manager:

Lrura S e - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Avenes dae €600 Washbumm Way

Kagderine S Pocle Klamath Falls, OR 97603-936€5

Delonh A Sivas™

O Comrsd - s

Teyge B Senciand Dear Mr. -Ryan‘. - |

R s Anehes .- . - :

Lias . Lange Thank you for meeting with representatives of our

G Nanager . client Oregon Natural Resources Council .(ONRC) and me

: on Aucust 25, 1994. As 1 indicated at the end of our

O ' meeting, I have a few questions about Klamath Project
amcses Calforms : opev-at\ons that we did not hzve time to discuss.
AL O ONRC and our client the Klamath Forest Alllance

Bezeman Morins zre concerned that reductions below the existing -

Ceonver. Colond:
Herolah Havwa:

Tumesw Alinia

minimumn flcw schecdule at Ircn Gate Dam this year have
ar.d will continuce to cause ¢reatly reduced survival of

New Oricans Levosians édwindling arnacrcmous salmonic :C":‘LﬂéthﬂS. In a2 letter
Tatehaswee Finss to Recicnal Director Patterscn atea April 21, .19%¢,
Wistingan D C = .

the U.S. Fish &nd Wildlife Service (Service)
recommenced that Reclamation support a program cesmned
to monitor water cuallty and fish mlgratlon and
spawning in the river this summer. ‘Could you please
inform us whether this monitoring procram has been
instituted, and if so, of the extent of Reclamation's.
support and the results to cate? Assuming that
interior hezs gathered some usable mcnitoring
irformation, how does Reclarmation plan to use it; i.e.,
what changes will be macde in project operations?’ :

In a letter to Commissicrer Eczrd dated Rugust 19,
1¢%4¢, Cecncressmzn Dan Kamburc rzceoxrrencded "that
cperaticn of the Klarath Procject be investicated and
reevaluzted basec on curxy mt rzsource ree=ds in the
recion.™ ¥e reccmmencded thrat Interlior: ")
cormplete @ flow stucdy &nd water budzet fcr the entire
Klemath syscem...; 2) cevelcp and implement a plan for

project operation 3in crought }eafs that considers the
reeds of fish and wildlife; and 3) cdefine an objective
public process for formulating yearly water allocations e




September 2, 1994

Face 2

i

»l »

and participation of user and corservation groups."
Please inform us of the status and timelines for
implementation, if any, of each of these

‘recommendations.

Please also describe for us the process by which
Klamath Project water resources will be forecasted and
allocated for 1995. We are particularly. interested 1n
learning when forecasts ‘'will be made and ‘which

'probab111ty of exceedance percent11es w111 be used

We would also appreciate your sendlng us coples of
Reclamation's agreement with Pac1f1Corp for operation
of Link River, 'Dam, and representative contracts with
category A, B, and C project water .users. Flrally
please send us summary data on inflow, storace,
releases, 'and suooly to 1rrlgators and refuges from the .
prOJect s reserv01rs since 19700

ve 1ook forucrd to working with you on behalf of.

our clients and the flSh and wildlife resources of the : ‘

Klamath ‘Basin.

Sincerely,

fW 2P
RYG SLETTELAND

cc:'Wendell WOod Dnane 'Valantine - ONRC
Felice Pace, Klamath Forest A111ance
Bill Shzake, USFWS
Congressman Dan Hamburg
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YUROK TRLBE

0. Box 218 + Kamath, CA 95548 93¢ 517 Third, Sute 18 « Eureka, CA 95501
(707) 444 0433

(707) 422-2921 _
FAX (707) 482:6465 FAX (707) 444-0437

- Oc:ober 13, 19%4

Mike Ryan, Project Manger
Klamath River Imgahon Project
6600 Washbum Way

Klamath Falls, OR 97603

Dear Mr. Ryan,

Afer meeting with representatives from the Karuk. Klamath, and Hoopa Valley Tnbes, the
Yurok Trbe feels it necessary to send this letter in regard to potental flow reductions from lron

Gate Dam.

Ay flow reductions below Iron Cate Dam camnot be condoned by the Yurok Tnbe. The potental
reduction of fow below lron Gare Dam was discussed by the sbove menboned Tnbes and i was -
determined that the needs of endangered sucker species dependent on lake levels cannot be pitted
aganst the neede of anadromous fsh dependent on flow relezses om lron Gate Dam  Klamath
Pzsin tibal rescurces are m this zerious situaton (inadequate water for both lake levels and nver
9ow) d:e to the failure of the Burezu of Reclamation to beed tnbal concerns earher this year.
v‘v"r_)c zhove nurfnal water delvenes (m terms of quantty) were medc for agncultural purposes,

c:”mro'rmed

FHonor the commmstment you made through out this year to delver no less than 900cfs below Iron
Gate Dam  As you know, we zzeady consider this flow far below the amount necessary for the
protection of our fisheries rescurces.  From early mdicabons it appears that returns this fall are the
best since the 1989 season  We nope the struggle these fish went through to reach spawnmg areas

in the Klamath River was not m v2m

The bottom Eae is that fadure by =e Bureau to address tnbal concerns throughout this past sunmer
and early fall heve placed Tnbal resources at nsk

Sunie L Long
Crziperson, Yuck Trbe

‘ cc: Karuk Tribe, KJzmath Tribe, Hoopa Valley Tnbe
Congressmen Den Hambrg
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Hoopa Valley Tnbe
P.O. Box 417
Hoopa, A 95346

Klamath Tnbe
P.O. Box 436
Chiliquin, OR 97624

Karuk Tribe
P.O. Box 1016
Happy Camp, CA 96039

Congressman Dan Hamburg
114 Carmon Blvd

House of Representatives.
Washington, DC 20515

Mr. Mike Ryan

Project manager

Klamath River Irrigation Project
6600 Washburn Way

Klamath Falls, OR 97603

Mr. Ron Jaeger

Area Director

Bureau. of Indian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Mr. J. Mark Robinson
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: DPCA, JL-21.1

- 825 North Capitol St., NE

Washington, DC 20426 S

Mr. Dale A. Pierce

Acting Field Supenvisor

US Fish and Wildlife Senvice
2300 Cottage Way
Secramento, CA 95825




Mr. Randy Brown

US Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 630

Lewiston, CA 96052 -

Mr. Ron Iverson

KFMC and KRTF

US Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 1006

Yreka, CA 96097

Mr. James Bybee

National Marine Fisheries Service
777 Sonoma Ave., Room 325
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Mr. John L. Tumer

CA Fish and Game

P.O. Box 944209
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Mr. Bob Rhode

Karuk Tnbe

Department of Natural Resources
P. O. Box 282

Orleans, CA 95546

Mr. James gons

Acting Regional Director

Federal Energy Regulation Commission
901 Market St., Suite 350

San Francisco, CA 94103

Mr. Doug Denton

CA Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 607

Red Bluff, CA 96080

Mr. Bill winchester

Norith Coast Regional Water Quality
Contirol Board

5530 Sky Lane Blvd,. Suite A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403



Mr. Richard Elliott
Califorrua Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001

Ms. Barbra Holder

. Supervisor

Klamath National Forest
1312 Fairland Rd.
Yieka, CA 96097

Mr. Robert Franklin
Hoopa Valley Tribe
P.O Box 417
Hoopa, CA 95546

Mr. Mike Rode

California Fish and Game
No. 3 North Old Stage Rd.
Mount Shasta, CA 96097

Mr. Tryg Sietieland

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund
203 Hogc Bldg.

705 2nd Ave.

Seattle, WA 98104-1711

Ms. Diane Fienstien
Senator

Room 331

Hart Senate Office Building
Washingion, DC 20510

Ms. Barbra Boxer

Senator

Room 112 _

Hart Senate Office Building
\Washington, DC 20510
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Prafc Nonbw ot Repion
909 Fim Avenue
Seank. "nhil.f‘lm Qg104-)0060

IN REPLY REVER TO

L7423(PNR-RP)
Klamath River, OR-W&S

GEP 2 6 1334
Dear Concerned Citizen:

The National Park Service is pleased to inform you that Department of the Interior Secretary
Bruce Babbitt has designated the upper Klamath River in Oregon into the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. Designation as a National Scenic River will forever protect the
outstanding natural and cultural resources found in the Klamath River Canyon.

The comments we received from you on the Draft Klamarh Wild and Scenic River Eligibility
Report and Environmental Assessment and the draft Finding of No Significant Impact were
instrumental in developing our final report to Secretary Babbitt. We also appreciate all of the
Jetters received even before the draft report was released; they were used to develop the draft
Your input into this process and your past interest in the Klamath River were extremely
important in shaping the study and in the recent decision by Secretary Babbitt on designation.

In the course of the study, the National Park Service found that the Klamath River has seven
different classes of nationally or regionally significant resources. This echoed the Bureau of
Land Management's earlier study of the river. Among the outstanding resources associated
with the river are threatened and endangered species such as Lost River suckers and bald
eagles; historic features such as the Topsy stagecoach road; prehistoric sites; exceptional scenic
beauty; outstanding fishing and whitewater boating opportunities; and Native American
traditional use dating back thousands of years.

Thank you for your interest and participation. If you have any questions regarding the |
Klamath River, please contact Cheryl Teague at (206) 220-4112. If you would like a copy of

the final report, please phone or write Cheryl Teague at the National Park Service, Pacific
Northwest Regional Office, 909 First Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98104-1060.

Sincerely,

(ot oo

Charles H. Odegaard
" Regional Director



In the course of the two wild and scenic river studies,
requirements of the Historic Preservation Act, the Endangered
Species Act, all NPS directives, all applicable executive orders,
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the American Indian
Religious Freedom Act, and all other legislation applying to the
Klamath River were followed. All existing and proposed river
management plans have likewise complied with all known provisions

of relevant legislation.

Public Review: A draft report and environmental assessment was
released for a 45-day public review - period beginning on

March 4, 19%4. An extension was requested by the Oregon
Sheepgrower's Association and U.S. Congressman Robert Smith. A
10-day extension was granted. All comments postmarked by

April 28, 1994, were considered timely. During the review period,
312 comments were received; 251 letters supported designation, 61
were opposed. There were 30 letters received late, of which 28
supported designation and 2 opposed it. In addition, 1,273 letters
were received prior to release of the report of which 1,231 were in
support and 42 were in opposition. Most letters were expressions
of opinion, and of those that did provide substantive comment, none
necessitated major change to the assessment. Minor changes have

been incorporated.

Finding of No Significant Impact: Based on the analysis of
potential environmental impacts contained in the attached
environmental assessment, I have determined that the project does
not constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment. Therefore, an environmental

impact statement will not be prepared.

Decision: It is my decision to recommend the project as described
in the Designation Alterative of the environmental assessment.

%M -
September 22, 1994

Bruce Eabbitt Date
Secretary of the Interior




FDNDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Project Name: Klamath Wild & Scenic River Stugdy

Project Description: In response to a request by Oregon Governor
Barbara Roberts to designate the Klamath River as a National Scenic
River under section 2{a) (ii) of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, the National Park Service undertook a Klamath Wild & Scenic
River Eligibility Report and Environmental Assessment.
Recommendations from this report are then forwarded to Interior
Secretary Bruce Babbitt for his action.

In the course of developing this environmental assessment, only two
alternatives were reasonably available to the National Park Service
(NPS) . Under section 2(a) (ii) of the National Wild and Scernic
Rivers Act, the only possible alternatives are designation or no
action. _

Following designation, the only reasonably foreseeable physical
impacts are those that might result from a possible increase in
visitor use of the river. These impacts could include disturbance
of nesting bats and birds of prey, disturbance of Native American
prehistoric sites, and vandalism to historic sites/structures.
However, due to monitoring and manacement plans, any potential
impacts are expected to be minor. To miticate for potential
impacts, the State of Oregon and the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) will implement an extensive monitoring plan. When the limits
of the carrying capacity are met or exceeded, the river management
plan, znd other mzragement plans for the area, will be amended to
correct the problem. This could include everything from a permit
system limiting access to development of other facilities. In
addition, the BLM is not providing improved rcads into the ares,
which will naturally limit impact. Thiiere are no impacts expected
to floodplains or wetlands. '

The Klamath River is currently heavily protected, both through
State and Federal 1laws, regulations and planning efforts.
Desicnation will not have significant further effect on management
of the area or land use. Based on the monitoring/mitigation plars
of the State and EILM, there will be no significant impact to the
environment as a result of designation.

Compliance: The Klamath River is one of the most heavily studied
rivers in the western United States. The Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission has studied the river in ttre Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Salt Caves Hydroelectric Froject, the ELM studied
the river for wild and scenic river cesignation in 1990, in the
Final Elicibility and Suitability Repcrt for the Upper Klamath Wild
and Scenic River Study, and the BIM zcain studied and planned for
the river in the Draft Klamath Fzlls Resource Area Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impzct Statement. The preferred
alterative in this last document included designation of the river
as wild z=d scenic, and the propcsed manzcement plan was developed
accordingliy.” '
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=== Klamath Basin Water Users Protective Association

409 Pine Swreer  Klamath Falls, OR 97601 (503) 883-6100 FAX (503)882-8819

ABSOCtut|

SEp - £ £24

August 29, 1994

William Shake, Chair

Klamath River Fisheries Task Force
United States Fish & Wildlife Service
Eastside Federal Complex

911 N.E. 11th Avenue

Portland, OR 97232

Dear Mr. Shake:

You are undoubtedly aware that Mike Ryan of the Bureau of Reclamation, Klamath Project has
acquiesced to the demands of the Klamath, Yurok, Hoopa and Karuk Tribes. On Friday, August 26,
1994 the Bureau of Reclamation directed Pacific Power and Light to increase flows at Iron Gate
Dam to 900 cfs. The Bureau of Reclamation further agreed that the Upper Klamath Lake surface
‘elevation should not drop below 4137 since refugial habitat may not be available below this level.
They believe the 4137 level conforms to the biological opinion on the "Effects of the Long-term
Operation of the Klamath Project on the Lost River Sucker, Shortnose Sucker, Bald Eagle, and
American Peregrine Falcon™ (USFWS Ref: 1-1-92-F-34, July 22, 1992, pages 36-37). Outside of
a miraculous rainfall event within the next two weeks, farmers dependent on water supplied by the
Klamath Project, will not have sufficient moisture to finish their crops. We expect the Bureau of

Reclamation's decisions to result in multi-million dollar damages.

The Klamath Water Users Association must devote all of its resources to resolving this devastating
crisis. Therefore, the Klamath Water Users Association is unable to prepare the revision of the
Upper Basin Amendment to the Long Ranige Plan for the Klamath River Conservation Area Fishery
Restoration Program by the October Klamath River Fisheries Task Force meeting.

David Zepp
Executive Director

pc: KWUA Executive Committee
Dave Vogel, Vogel Environmental Services
Klamath River Fisheries Restoration Task Force Representztives
Ron Iverson, Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
Steve Lewts, Ecosystem Restoration Office
Kfamath County Commissioners
UBA Revision Participants and Staff

Promoting Wise Management of Ecosystem Resources

®
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AGENDUM 4

Synopsis of the major events that have occurred in the Kiamath River Fishery Restoration
Program, to date:

1886 Public Law 99-552, the Klamath Act, was enacted by Congress. The bill authorized the

1989

© 1990

1891

Secretary of Interior to develop an anadromous fishery restoration program for the
Klamath River. The bill authonzed formation of two federal advisory commitiees, the
Klamath Fishery Management Council and the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task
Force. Degraded water quality and reduced flows are described by the bill as
coninibuting 1o the reduction in anadromous fish habitat.

The Task Force acknowledged that the Kiamath River Basin Fisheries Resource Plan
(published in 1985, known as the CH2M Hill Report) was inadequatle and outdated. The
Task Force decided to develop a new fishery restoration plan.

The Task Force recognized the need to look at water. quality and quantity issues
upsiream of lron Gate Dam, and therefore determined to include these into their plan.

The Task Force held a public scoping session in August, 1990, to hear what the people
of the upper basin had to say on these issues.

The Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force compleled, adopted, and distributed their
long-range fishery restoration plan, which covered issues primarily affecling the Klamath

Basin from Iron Gate Oam, downstream {o the mouth.

The Task Force completed the draft upper basin amendment 1o the long-range fishery
restoration plan in the fall of 1891, and distnbuted it to the public for comment. This
document was mailed to numerous libraries, public agencies, and pnvate individuals in

the Kiamath Falls area.
Comment period for the draft UB amendment ended November 15, 1991.

April - The Task Force review commitiee considered all comments received on the UB
amzndment, and recommended (al the April meeting) that the Task Force adopt the
amendment document, pending editorial work by siafl.

June -- Task Force wntes 1o ns adviser Secretary Lujan, expressing concem over years
of drought-related reduced waler releases from the Bureau of Reclamation’s Klamath
Project, with 1892 sheping up as the worst year of all. Flows called for in the FERC
iicense for lron Gate Dam zre requested, .."at & minimum.”

June 1o Oc ober —~ A fat shezaf of correspondence is generaled between concerned
individuals in the upper Klameth basin, verious elecled offi=zls, and several leveis of
the Fish and Viidhife Service and the Inlerior Depariment, concerning the upper tasin
armiendment.  The June Tesk Force letler appears to b2 a slimulus.  Principal
correspondents include the Kilamath County Commissioners and Mr. Francis S.
Landrum, resident of Klamath Falls. Principal issues raised include: Concem over
potential losses o irricaled agriculture in providing waler for downstream fishery needs;
asseriion of the supremacy of the interstale Klamath Basin Compact, which gives first



1993

priority to agniculture, concem over a water grab by downsiream Califomnia interests; and
assertion that the Klamath Task Force lacks authonty 1o gel involved in the upper basin.

November — Through a bill carried by Congressman Bob Smith, the Klamath Act is
amended lo add Klamath Tribe and Kiamath County representatives 1o the Task
Force..."At such time as the program is expanded {o include portions of the Kiamath
River upstream from the Iron Gate dam”...

November — The Klamath Task Force, considenng the controversy newly generated by
the upper basin amendment, elects to reopen public comment on the document.

January - A workshop was held 1/25/93 in Klamath Falls lo publicize the document,
followed by a comment penod of about 60 days, bracketing a formal meeting of the
Kiamath Task Force in Klamath Falls on 3/30- 31/93

February — Upper basin amendment public comment period opens 2/10/93.

March - The Task Force Chair appoinled an ad hoc committee to work with
representatives of Klamath and Modoc Counties and the Klamath Tribe, to develop a

consolidated recommendation for action on the upper basin amendment document.

April ~ Upper basin amendment p_ublic comment pernod closes 4/16/93.

- May - Digest of public comments compleled and provided to ad hoc committee énd

1084

upper basin representatives. Upper basin ad hoc commitiee held first meeting to
resolve problems associated with the upper basin amendment. Decision: Need further

meeting.

June - Upper basin ad hoc committee held a second meeling o develop a
recommendation for the Task Force. Decision: Need furlher meeting.

July — Upper basin constituents (Klamath Tribe, Modoc, and Kiamath County
representatives) met lo discuss their posmon on the upper basin amendment. Decision:

Need further meeling.

August — Upper basin conslituents met, but not all scheduled participants were able to
atlend. Meeling to be held prior fo Task Force meeting in October.

September — Upper basin constituents met and decided to continue work as assigned
by the Task Force Chair.

February — The Task Force moves that the present ad hoc process accelerale to report
on their progress at the Aprl and June Meelings, including a package fiom the &d hoc
commitiee o the Task Force lo be forwarced for epprevel by the Task Force.

March — Upper basin ad hoc commitiee met and drafled motion for Task Force
censideration. Draft motion propeses thet Klamath County, Modoc County, and Klemath
Tribe will work on revising upper bzsin emendmenl. Upper Basin Amerndment
Participants ask to allempt to resolve Upper Bzsin Amendment issues and provide
leadership 1o passage of an Upper Basin Amendment.




April 19-20 TF meeting — The Task Force agrees to 1) seat the Klamath Trbe and-
Klamath County on the Task Force at the June meeting, 2) the onginal Long Range
Plan will not be expanded into the Upper Klamath Basin, 3) expansion of the Kiamath
Restoration Program will occur upon adoption of the amendment, "which wnll preferably

happen at the June meeting, or no laler than the October meeting”.

June 22-23 TF Meeting — New members Miller and Solem were seated representing the
Klamath Trbe and Klamath County. The Task Force directs that the public be able to
comment during the Oclober (now November) meeting and that a final draft resulting
from that meeting go out for public review. The adoption at the following Task Force
meeting (February 16-17, 1995, in Arcata) would be Public Noticed at least 60 days in

advance.
September ~ The scheduled October 13-14 meeting in K. Falls was postponed in order
to allow the U.B. Amendment Participants more time lo prepare. a revised Upper

Klamath Basin Amendment o the fong-range plan. The meeting was rescheduled Nov.
29-30, 1994, in Klamath Falls.
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November 29, 1994
Mike Ryan, Area Manager
Klamath Basin Area Office

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

presentation to Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

Status o
1. Lake Levels (refer to attachments)
a. Upper Klamath Lake as of 11/26/94
elevation = 4137.70
storage = 107,200 acre feet
b. Gerber Reservoir as of 11/08/94
elevation = 4806.55
storage = 10,560 acre feet
c. Clear Lake Reservoir as of 11/02/94
elevation =~ 4521.55
storage = 52,110 acre feet
2. Flows
a. Upper Klamath Lake

3. Forecast

b. Gerber Reservoir

c. Clear Lake Reservoir

Inflows during October equalled 44,100 acre feet,
approximately 53% of average. Based on inflows chrough
November 26, we estimate November inflows will be
approximately 86,000 acre feet or 79% of average.

Outflows from Upper Klamath Lake are being regulated to
maintain 900 cfs below Iron Gate Dam. Outflows are

currently in the range of 400 cfs.

Inflows to Gerber Reservoir are low.

runoff.

Gerber Reservoir is not currently releasing water.

Inflows to Clear lake Reservoir are low.
not receive significanc inflows to Clear Lake Reservoir

until spring runcif.

Clear Lake Reservoir is not currently releasing water.

The National W

The National Weather Service's 9Q-day forecast for December 1994

through February 1995 will be issued later today.

We typically do not
receive significant inflows to Gerber Reservoir until spring

We typically do

eather Service's 30-day forecast for December 1994
predicts below normal temperatures and above normal precipitation.



1994 Water Supply _
Refer to attached water schematic.

Reclamation’s Klamath Project reservoirs released 894,590 acre
feet during the 1994 water year.

Keno Dam released 450,323 acre feet during the 1994 water yéar.

Iron Gate Dam released 639,810 acre feet during the 1994 water
year .

1995 Water Supply
It's too early in the water year to allocate the 1995 supply. A

potential listing of Klamath River coho salmon may impact water
decisions for next year.

The priority for allocation of 1995 supplies will first be to comply
with the Endangered Species Act. Then we must fulfill the Interior
Secretary’s trust obligation to Indian Tribes. Water supply for
agriculture and refuges within the Klamath Project are next.

Notwithstanding the potential impact from a listing of coho, the most
difficult task is definition of Interior’s trust obligation to Indian
Tribes within the Klamath River basin.

Some interests felt alienated from last year’s water management process.
It is not Reclamation’s intention to exclude people. We’re working on a
way to improve this. :



4138

4137.5

4137

4136.5

water surface elevation

4136

N
U

Upper Klamath Lake

1995 Water Year Elevations
- | T T
4137.70
| >
o ) e —
i - _m/-// -
~
14136.79
01Ot 11=0at 21 =0t 31-Oct 0-Nov 20-Nov

ov 29, 1994
.S. Bureau of Reclamation




Gerber Reservoir

1995 Water Year Elevations
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KLAMATH RECLAMATION PROJECT

Simplified Water Schematic
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Sacramento Area OfTice =
_ 2800 Cotage Wan
INRLPL RLARTO ' Sacramento, Califof nia 95825 L
NOV 1 6 1994

Mr. J. Mark Robinson, Director

Division of Project Compliance and Admlnlstrat1on
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop: DPCA, HL-21.1

825 North Capitol Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Dear Mr. Robinson:

I am writing to express the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ (BIA) concern
over recent actions taken by the US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) in
the operation of the Klamath Project (Project). The BIA, as is the
BOR, is charged with the trust responsibility to pmotect the
resources of Klamath Basin Tribes. All Indian Tribes in the Basin
depend upon its fisheries resources. The viability and health of
these fisheries resources depends upon adequate protection of the
quality and quantity of water available to the habitats upon wiiich

they rely.

It is our understanding that during the current below normal water
year (1994), flow releases below Iron Gate Dam have been allowed to
drop below minimums identified by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). At the same time, water deliveries for
agricultural purposes are maintained at levels close to normal. Ve
believe these agricultural water deliveries are made at the expense
of tribal resources in the Klamath Basin. Various resource
agencies charged with the protection of Klamath Basin fisheries
resources and Basin tribes have all expressed concern over flcw
releases below Iron Gate Dam which drop below FERC minimums. The
BIA shares these same concerns. .

Natural escapement in the Klamath Basin is at an all-time low
level. Tribes in the Basin with reserved fighing rights have been
‘unable to meet even emergency mipirmum levels of subsistence since
15€8. The right to fish depends on acdeguate protection of the
habitats upon which those fish rely. When fish populations reach
levels as low as they have been during the past ceveral years,
everything in our power should be done to protect their habitat.
This means maintaining flow releases below Iron Gate Dam at FERC

‘ minimums.




We believe that flow reguirements necessary to restore anadromous
fish populations to optimum levels must be assessed. Until such
time, we are requesting that BOR take appropriate actions to ensure
that FERC minimums are maintained;

Remember, we are only requesting that minimums be maintained absent

scientific information to the contrary.

We would like to stress that we believe the requested actions are
fully consistent with federal trust obligations to the tribes.

Sincerely,
/s/ Gracie A. Muriilo

Acting Area Director

cc: \XRTE, Chairman
CDFG, Boyd Gibbons and Nike Rode

USFWS, Dale Pierce and Randy Brown'

Gary Rankel Chief, Branch of Fish Wildlife & Recreation
Hoopa Valley Tribe

Karuk Tribe of California

Yurok Tribe of California
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United States Department of the Interior i

[ -y ]
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BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS """-“-?":._
Sacramento Area OfTice
. 2800 Conage Way
™ RLPLY REALRTO Sacramento, California 95825
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NOV 1 6 1994

Mr. Roger Patterson, Director
Mid-Pacific Region
US Bureau of Reclamation

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

Dear Mr. Patterson:

I am writing to express the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ (BIA) concern
over recent actions taken by the US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) in
the operation of the Klamath Project (Project). The BIA, as is the
BOR, is c¢harged with the trust responsibility to protect the
resources of Klamath Basin Tribes. All Indian Tribes in the Basin
depend upon its fisheries resources. The viability and health of
these fisheries resources depend upon adequate protection of the
quality and quantity of water available to the habitats upon which

they rely.

It is our understanding that during the current below normal water
year (19924), flow releases below Iron Gate Dam have been allowed to
drop below minimums identified by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). At the same time, water deliveries for
agriculitural purposes are still maintained at -levels close to
normal. We believe these agricultural water deliveries are made at
the expense of tribal resources in the Klamath Basin. Various
resource agencies charged with the protection of Klamath Basin
fisheries resources and Basin tribes have all expressed concern
over flow releases below Iron Gate Dam which drop below FERC
minimums. The BIA shares these same concerns. .

Natural escapement in the Klamath Basin is at an all-time low °
levels. Tribes in the Basin with reserved fishing richts rzve been
unable to meet even emergency minimum levels of subsisterce since
1989. The right to fish depends on adeguate protecticn of the
habitats upon which those fish rely. When fish populations reach
levels as low as they have been during the past several years,
everything in our power should be done to protect their habitat.
. This means maintaining flow releases below Iron Gate Dam at FERC

minimums.



We believe that flow requirements necessary to restore anadromous
fish populations to optimum levels must be assessed. Until such
time, we are requesting that BOR take appropriate actions to ensure
that FERC minimums are maintained.

Remember, we are only requesting that minimums be maintained absent
scientific information to the contrary.

We would like to stress that we believe the requested actions are
fully consistent with federal trust obligations to the tribes.

Sincerely,

/s/ Gracie A, Murillo

Acting Area Director
cc: |KRTF, Chairman
CDFG, Boyd Gibbons and Nike Rode
USFWS, Dale Pierce and Randy Brown -
Gary Rankel Chief, Branch of Fish Wildlife & Recreation
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Karuk Tribe of California
Yurok Tribe of California
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Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
Working to Restore Anadromous Fish tn the Klamath River Basin

July 11, 1994

RE MmN

RECEIVED

Mr. J. Mark lob(n-on Director
Division of Project Couplttncv and Adninll:tltion

Federal Energy Regulatory Comnission JUL 10 1994

Mail ’toyx DPCA, HL-21.1 : .

8§23 North Cepitol Street, KE LAMA

Vashington, DC 20426 K TH FALLS, GREGON |

Mr. M{chael J. Rysn, Klamath Project Manager -
U. §. Buresu of Reclamation

§600 Vashburn Vay

‘Klazath Talls, OR  97603-8365

Dear Messrs. Rodinson and Ryan:

As Chairnan of the Klamath Task Force, 1 aa writing you todsy
regording: 1) recent sotfons taken by the U. 8. Bureau of
Reclesation in opersting the Klamsth Project (Project); and 2)
recommendations for uss of "supplensutal® relsases of vater fros
Upper Klamath Lake contsined in a letter sent to you by the
California Department of Fish and Ganme dated 1 April 1994, The
Task Force recognizes that the continuing drought hes challenged
the abtlfity of the U, $. Bureau of Reclamation to protect the
natural tesourcss of the Klszath Besin while cont{nuing to meet.

the needs of the agricultural comsunity dapendent upon Project
vater.

——ram. -

As the Congresvionally-created advisory body charged vich the
restoracion of anadromcus fish populations i{n the Kleasth River
Basin, the Task Force vishos to voice grsve concerns over both the
1994 stressflev releases belev the Project, -es vwsll as the vay (n
vhich this year's vater slloocarion decisien vas made. We
recognise snd appreciate the &Ctecpt by Upper Basin sgrioculturasl
varer users to asaigt in protacting the ansdromous fish below Iron
Cats Den by waking 23-30,000 sare feet availebles to augment
screaxflovs ¢during eritical pericds. Howaver, even wvith these
addicions, the allocation to Xlazeth stresaflows for 1594 rezmaing
tlgnif!c;ntly below minimua requirements idencif{ed by the Federal
Lnexrgy Regulatory Commission in its 1{esneing of Iron Oate Dan.

Alteady, {n January of this year, fall chinook salbon redds in the
calnsten Xlamath below Iron Gate Dea vere direccly fapacted by
streanflov reductions. Estimates provided by the U. $. Fish and
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Wildlite Sexrvios {ndicate that perhaps 253 of the tedds i6encified
tn the(r fell surveys vere {mpacted dy devatering. Thiyp loss {»
eopecially unfortunate in that conservetion sessures by the
Depsrtments of Interior and Commerce had boosted spawvner returns
to the Klamath this season gt the cost of foregons harvest by
goesn sport and comnsrclial, and In-river sport and tribal
fisheries. '

We strongly support studies of streamflov nesds {n the Klamsth
balov Iron Cate Dam. These sre necessary 1f we are to {sprove our
ability to restore and waintain this valusble scosystea. At the
sane time, ve fesl that until such studles are cowplated, Preject
relesses thet fsil to achieve FIRC uinimuns belov Iron Cata Dan
are unjusti{fied and 3re tvo de avolded {f st all possible. In
1{ght of the current sub-minimum stresmflov conditions wve e
ploased to ses that Reclamstion {s supporting incressed monitoring
of fish outmigration, as the i{nfornation obtained through these
efforvs pay furtheg define streanflov needs.

As a final suggestion intended to {wprove the process of Project
vater allecation {n the coaing yvers, ve urge you to angage in st
a ninfzum, srurual consultations vith all appropriate parties, ‘
inelud{ng goverrment agencl{es and sffected parties, vell iIn
advance of allocation decisions. Noti{fication after the fact, ¢
vas the case in the ohinocok-redd-damaging January 1994 stresmflev
reductions reforenced sbove styongly suggests an unvillingness teo
find cooperative solutfons and & disregard of the at-risk status
of the Rlanath River’'s galmon populations.

Sincerely,

A
Yillian Shaks-
Chaf{rnsn
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October 27, 1994

Ms. Ann Crichton

Office of the Solicitor
Division of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street N.W.

Mail Stop 6456

Washington, DC 20240

‘ . Dear Ms. Crichton: _ '
- _ Environmental Concerns Regarding the

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Klamath Project

This letter responds to a written request (letler received September 23, 1994) by
Ms. Kimberly L. Fondren of your staff for information relative 10 environmental concerns
the California Department of Fish and Game may have regarding water allocation at Link
River Dam, Oregon. We have since received a phone call from Mr. John Stelger of your

staff suggesting that we reply directly 1o you.

By reference 1o water allocation at Link River Dam, we assume you are interested in
all water diversions maintained and operated under the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s

(Bureau) XJamath Project (Project) that may impact anadromous fisheries in the Klamath
River below Iron Gate Dam (IGD) as well as resident fisheries of the upper Klamath RJver

Basin, most notably the Lost River and shorinose suckers which are listed as endangered -~
under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered Species

. Act (CESA).

The Department, raises the following concerns:

Overallocation of Water to Offstream Uses

The primary and overriding factor that contributes to the negative impacts of the
Project on the Klamath Basin aquatic resources is the overallocation of water to agricultural

uses. This has resulted in inadequate quantity and quality of instream and inlake water for
the maintenance, much less recovery, of severely depleted fish stocks, including fish species

listed under CESA and FESA as well as polential candidate species. The problem of
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insufficient water for fish and wildlife has been aggravated dunng droughl.yws (most
recently 1992 and 1994) when even less water has been available for all.competing uses.
During such times, aquatic resources are naturally stressed while irrigation water demands
may increase substantially. Nevertheless, during critically dry years, apparently full or near-
full irrigation deliveries for agricultural uses are stll being made while neglecting aquatic
resources by reducing downstream anadromous fish releases and lowering lakes and
reservoirs within the Project area to record low levels.

All State, Federal, and tribal resource agencies, including the Department, have
unanimously agreed that minimal protection for anadromous fishery resources requires flow
releases at IGD no less than Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) minimums
established in the early 1960s during the licensing of the Klamath Hydroelectric Power
Project. This concern has been expressed to the Bureau a number of times in wriﬁng, and it
has also been emphasized that FERC minimums are not to be considered ideal, since it is
believed they will not be sufficient 1o recover severely depleted anadromous stocks. There is
a strong correlation between large runs of Klamath River anadromous salmonids and those
years where annual flows far exceeded FERC minimums.

Also, FERC minimums have not been met below 1GD for extended periods of time
during the past decade. For example, in mid-January 1994, the Bureau suddenly reduced
IGD relezses from the then existing FERC minimum of 1300 cubic feet per second (cfs) to
550 cfs, an almost 58-percent reduction in flow below FERC requirements. Except for four
shori-duration pulsed flows to facilitate salmonid outmigration, flow releases at IGD have
been significantly less than FERC minimums for all of 1994. We believe that flows less than
FERC minimums and the timing, suddenness, and magnitude of the reductions have a strong
probability of generating numerous detrimental impacts on anadromous fisheries and the
aquatic environment. The expected impacts include the following:

1.  Stranding of redds and newly-hatched salmonids, resulting in egg/fry mortality.
Based on fall 1993 redd surveys, it was estimated that 25 percent of the redds in the - -
mainstem Klamath River were lost in 1994 when the Bureau reduced flows in the
river. » " T = :

2. Interrupted or delayed outmigration of smolts, both natural and hatchery-spawned
fish, resulting in increased mortality from predztion, high temperatures, and low
dissolved oxygen. _

3. Delzyed immigration and, thus, delayed spawning of returning adult fall chinook
salmon, which can result in increased adult mortality from predation, disease, and
stress plus lowered reproductive success. Furthermore, delayed spawning can result 5
in delayed outmigration of progeny, thereby increasing mortality for this life stage. . .

Past flow manipulation has shown that at least 850 cfs is needed to pass adult fall
chinook over Ishi Pishi Falls.
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4.  Reduced spawning and nursery habitat in the mainstem Klamath River.

S.  Increased water temperatures that lead to direct mortality of outmigrating smolts

(large smolt losses were documented in the lower river duning the warmest period of
~1994), sublethal stress, reduced condition, and thermal migration blocks that affect
~ both smolt and adult migration.
6. A general disruption of the aquatic ecosystem that favors warmwater and slow flow-

tolerant species (mostly introduced exotics) and disfavors coldwaler species such as
salmonids. _

Overallocation of water to offstream uses has also seriously impacted resident fishery
resources within the upper basin of the Project area, especially Lost River and shortnose
suckers. Since agricultural uses are the highest priority in the Bureau’s water allocation,
irrigation delivery demands, timing, and planning have imposed tremendous stresses and
artificiality on a formerly complex natural system. This all contributes to the detriment of
the endangered suckers. Many of the reservoirs and lakes within the Project area, most
notably Upper Klamath Lake and Clear Lake Reservoir, are regularly drawn down (often
severely) and some streams (sections of the Lost River) are turned on during the irrigation
season and tumed off completely during the nonirrigation season to facilitate offstream water
delivery and storage. In 1992, Clear Lake Reservoir (a National Wildlife Refuge) was
almost totally dried up (the east lobe did dry up) and in 1994 Upper Klamath Lake reached
the lowest elevation ever recorded while the Bureau’s imgation deliveries were reduced only
10 percent. Not only have these actions had immediate detriment to aquatic resources, but
they have also bankrupted the storage capacity of the system so that impacts are felt for one
or more subsequent years. Specific impacts to suckers and possibly other aquatic species

are: .

1. Lake and reservoir elevations have been lowered, .and rivers and streams have been

spawning, rearing, and refugial cover. Reservoir tributaries and springs have been
made inaccessible to spawning fish.

Water quality has been reduced. This can lead 1o stress, poor condition, lower
fecundity, summer-kill (as happened in Upper Xlamath Lake in 1994), and winter-kill
(as happered in Tule Lake Sump in 1993).

Jowered and desiccated resulting in a dramatic reduction in critical habitat needed for - -
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Impacts of Project Facilities and Operation .

We believe that Project facilities and operation inflict continuous and ongoing irﬁpacts
on Lost River and shortnose suckers, including the following:

.  Unscreened diversion facilities and pumps divert, entrain, and kill substantial numbers
of suckers that are not recovered during end-of-irrigation season salvage operations.

2. Operation for irrigation within the Project results in maximum drawdown at many
reservoirs by season’s end with the result that water conditions in many of these
reservoirs become anoxic and unsuitable for suckers. To compound matters, the
Bureau has used some of these waters as refugial sites for rescued suckers during
salvage operations. We do not know what sucker mortality may have resulted from

this practice but suspect it may be substantial.

3, Since sucker genetic studies are far from complete, the Bureau’s relocation of suckers

during salvage operations may be compromising the genetic integrity of numerous
sucker subpopulations by mixing different stocks of unknown genetic history. -

4.  The Bureau’s on and off and on again irrigation delivery practices and end-of-
irrigation season shut down of the delivery system desiccates large stretches of what
were formerly natural waterways. Year-round minimum flows need to be established

for these streams.
‘The Bureau’s Lack of Cooperation and Cominunication

The Bureau's history in operating the Project has been one of making major decisions
without adequate consultation. Although the Department, the tribes, and other resource
agencies have repeatedly asked to be included early in the decision-making process, this has
not been done. When the Bureau has reduced :downriver flows, there has either beennoor.. ... .
very little forewarning. The Bureau has not provided opportunities for prowdmg biological
input at an early enough date to influence Project operation plans.

Even though the FESA and CESA, a joint Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the Department and the Bureau, and other documents stipulate that the Bureau must
include the Department in the formal consultation process relative to threatened or
endangered species, this has not occurred. The Bureau, in apparent consultation only with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, has completed a number of interim long-term biological -

opinions, a final biological opinion in 1992 and then a revised biological opinion for Clear .
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Lake in 1994. In each case, we were not notified until afier the opinions were finalized.
Likewise, the Bureau did not allow the Department to participate in the development of the
sucker recovery plan. Furthermore, the Bureau is required by State law to each year secure
a State permit for the salvage of endangered suckers. This permit includes a number of -
reporting requirements detailing the results of salvage operations. The Bureau chose to
ignore these requirements in both 1992 and 1993.

The Department has expended much effort in attempting to recover the severely
depleted aquatic resources of the Klamath River drainage by working cooperatively through
numerous agency and public partnerships. However, this effort will be in vain without the

cooperation and assistance of all major basin players, including the Bureau. We believe the

populations of numerous Klamath River basin aquatic species have diminished to the point
where their needs must be given top priority for any hope of recovery to occur. In light of
the past water allocation history in the Klamath Basin, and the dire water shortage faced by
aquatic resources this coming year, we recommend that a water summit be convened in the
near future by the Depariment of Interior in Klamath Falls, Oregon, to address these

concems.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or desire more specific
information regarding the foregoing, please contact Mr. Richard L. Elliott, Regional
Manager or Mr. Randal C. Benthin, Fisheries Management Supervisor of the Department’s
Northern California - North Coast Region office at 601 Locust Street, Redding, California

96001. Their telephone number is (916) 225-2364, and facsimile number is (916) 225-2381.

Sincerely,
[ VIS U S P I §
DY (_-;-‘_._.-L BT LR Uy
: A Perovich, I

Ly
 Boyd Gibbons
Director

cc: See attached list
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cc:  Mr. John Steiger
Office of the Solicitor
Division of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW
Mail Stop 6456
“Washington, DC 20240

Ms. Kimberly L. Fondren
Office of the Solicitor
Division of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW
Mail Stop 6456

~ Washington, DC 20240

Mr. Richard L. Elliott
Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street

Redding, California 96001

Mr. Randal C. Benthin
Department of Fish and Game
601 Locust Street

Redding, California 96001

Mr. Ron Jaeger

Area Director

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

Mr. Mike Ryan

Klamath Project

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
6600 Washbum Way

Klamath Falls, Oregon 97603

Mr. James Bybeé

National Marine Fisheﬁes Serviéc

777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325
Santa Rosa, California 95404

Mr. Stan deSousa
Pacific Power & Light Company
920 SW Sixth Avenue

- Portland, Oregon 97204

Mr. Troy Fletcher

- Natural Resource Committee

Yurok Tribe _
Post Office Box 218
Klamath, California 95548

Mr. James Goris
Acting Regional Director

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

901 Market Street, Suite 350
San Francisco, California 94103

Mr. Bob Rhode

Karuk Tribe

Department of Natural Resources
Post Office Box 282

Orleans, California 95556

Mr. Doug Denton

Department of Water Resources
Post Office Box 607

Red Bluff, California 96080

Mr. Robert Klampt

North Coast Regional Water Quality

Control Board

5550 Sky Lane Boulevard, Suite A

Santa Rosa, California 95403




L3

Ms. Ann Cnichton
October 27, 1994
Page Seven

Mr. J. Mark Robinson
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
| Mail Stop: DPCA, JL-21.1
825 North Capitol Street, NE
| Washington, DC 20426

Mr. Joel A. Medlin
| Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825

Mr. Randy Brown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

| ' Post Office Box 630
: Lewiston, California 96052

vMr. Ron Iverson
Klamath Fisheries Management Council
and Klamath River Task Force
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Post Office Box 1006
Yreka, California 96097

Mr, Marvin Garcia, Chairman
Klamath Tribe

Post Office Box 436
Chiloquin, Oregon 97624

Mr. Frank Warrens
Pacific Fisheries Management Council
2000 SW First Avenue, Suite 420
Portland, Oregon 97201

Ms. Barbara Holder, Supervisor
Klamath National Forest

1312 Fairlane Road

Yreka, Califonia 96097

Mr. Robert Franklin
Hoopa Valley Tribe
Post Office Box 417
Hoopa, California 95546
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California Commercial
Salmon Fishing Industry

California Depariment of
Fush and Gamne

California In-River Sport
Fishing Community

De! Norte Counry.

Hoopa Indiap Tribe

E. mbolt County

Karuk Tribe

Klamath County -

Klamath Tribe .
National Marine Fisheries Service

Oregon Deparunent of
Fish anf Wildlife

Siskiyou County
Trinity County -
U.S. Deparunent of Agnculture
U S. Department of the Inierior

Yurok Tribe
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Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force

Working 1o Restore Anadromous Fish in the Klamath River Basin

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office
P.0. Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097-1006
(916) 842-5763
FAX (916) 842-4517

December 15, 1994

Honorable Bruce Babbitt
Secretary of the Interior

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street Northwest, MS56217
Washington, DC 20240

Dear Mr. Babbitt:

Public Law 99-552, the "Klamath Act®, was adopted by the
Congress on October 27, 1986 and signed into law by
President Ronald Reagan. The Klamath Act created a Klamath
River Basin Fisheries Task Force (Task Force) and directed
the Task Force to assist the Secretary of the Interior in
the formulation, coordination, and implementation of a 20-
year anadromous fishery restoration program.

The Task Force, has identified the need to research
anadromous fish water flow requirements throughout the
Klamath River basin. We appreciate your assistance in
authorizing the National Biological Survey (NBS) to work
with us to begin our Phase 1 Klamath River Basin
Investigation of Flow Related Information. This effort will
also identify potential participants (please see attached
Phase I project). The NBS is well equipped to provide
qualified experts to assist the Secretary and Task Force in
conducting instream flow research. We anticipate the need
to work closely with the NBS throughout the restoration
program and we are hopeful that funds will continuve to be
made available for NBS involvement to help us restore the
anadromous fish populations of the Xlamath River Basin
Conservation Area to optimum levels by year 2006.

The Task Force is also aware of efforts within the U, s.
Geological Survey {USGS) to secure Department of Interior
funds that would complement the wecrk propcsed by KBS. We
reguest your assistance in securing funds for VUSGS so that
their expertise in river charnel merpholcgy and
sedinentation can be integrated irto cur rhese 1 flow
aralysis in fiscal year 1595.



Secretary Bruce Babbitt

The Task Force is grateful for your assistance and we look
forward to working with you to create a national model for
anadromouvs fishery restoration within the 12,000 square mile
Klamath River baein in southern Oregon and northern

california.

j : Sinceriigg

Nathanigl Bingham
Vice Chairman

Enclosure (1)

cc: Bob Rohde




ENCLOSURE 1

Klamath River Basin Investigation
of Flcw kelated Information and Participants

PHASE 1

November 27, 1994

Introduct:ion

Anadromous fishery resources of the Klamath River Basin have
historically been a significant factor in the social and ecoénomic
fabric of northwestern California and southern Oregon. This is a
rich history, dating back thousands of years for the Native
Americans of the region whose cultures evolved around this
natural wealth. Health and well-being of the Klamath River
anadromous fish populations and the habitats which support them
have been a concern since the early 1%00’s. All anadromous fish
populations in the basin have declined precipitously and some

face a hich risk of extinction.

The recent extended drought within California and southern Oregon
has focused attention con the limited supply of water and the
diverse, often competing demands for this valuable commodity. At
the core of this issue is the question of quantity and quality of
flowe reeded to support the anadromous fisheries so important to
the social, commercial, and economic well being of the region. A
reliable source of good quality water must be provided if these
fisheries are to be restored and protected.

In recogrition of the importance of providing a reliable source
of good cuality water through out the basin, Pacific Power and
Licht and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamaticn have offered to
contribute matching funds for determining Klamath flow

reguirements.

At trhe June 22-232 Klamath River Easin Fisheries Task Force
(Klamath Task Force) meeting in Yreka, the following motion was

passed:

The "surplus™ FY34 funds ($44,684) will be utilized by the
TWG (Technical Work Group) as "seed"™ money to initiate a
scoping specifically to address flcw reguirements throughout
the Klamath River Basin (including identifying potential
funding sources, identifying the rance of methods that could
be used, inviting other pa2cgle to ke on the group). The Tv3

will shzpe this effort as neeced.

Tre Technical Work Group met on August 17 & 18, 159%4, to
Setermine what would be reguired to fulfill the intent of the
Task Force’s June motion. After two days of discussion with the
Technical wWork Group, several Task Force members and specialists

1



in water studies, the follewing course of action was decided. It
was GCgexnired that in order to acdequately scope flow
rejuirements throuchout the Klamath RKiver Basin the "seed" money
shoulc be vused to conp‘]e all available water guantity and
guality information throughout the Easin into a useable format.

In aciition, it was recognized that everyone who should be
inveived in the sccring process needs to be identified, contacted
and brought into this Phase I process.

Once rFhase ] is corpleted, then the Technical Work Group will
determine what additional information is needed in Phase 11 to
begin & detailed analysis of flcw requirements for the Klamath
River Easin. The rance of methods that could be used to conduct
this analysis will be determined after the completion of Phase 1.

Phase 1 - Project Scoring

Objective:

To identify and synthesize available information useful for
determining if instream flow studies are necessary to produce
essential flow management information for restoring and
protecting anadromous fish populations of the Klamath River
Basin. The specific subjects for whlch information will be

identified and synthesized are:

Baseline Hydrology of the Klamath River Basin;
Instituticnal ‘Jurisdictions and Authorities;

Water Quality and Temperature;

River Channel Morphological Changes and Sediment
Conditicns;

) Srecies Life Histories, including. Pabntat Utilization;
) Egbitat Suitability Crlte*la.

) -~ Nutrient Lcading (Uppexr Klamath Lake).

O L )
— e

~J Mon

There is a subkstantial amount of uvseful existing information for
the Klamath River Basin such as U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
caging stations reccrds, temperature and water guality monitoring
in some locations, ﬂo State and Federal agency sources for
fishery data. Existing information in this regard has never been
compiled in one place. Under Phase 1 this problem will be

resolved.

Frecedurs:

2 liect of contacts, eveileble from the Eccsystem Restoration
Oifice in RKlamath Falls, OR, will ke used tc assist the Fhase 1
scop :ng process. T1he National Eiolooicql S-rvey (NBS)

idcontinent Ecolocical Science Center (MESC) heas offered the
fol1ovﬁng services to r-><po:—c).te the ccop FO processs:: - -
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1) N2S will perform a baseline flow regime
craracterization for the Klamath Basin under the

direction of Dr. Terry Waddle, Kydrologist at the
MSEC center in Fort Collins, Colorado.

The baseline study will contain monthly time step
data for discharge volume

b) The description cf Klamath Basin hydrology will be
tased entirely cn 3svailable USGS streamflcw gages
and readily available project operations records.
Temporal or spatjal gaps in data at this level of
resolution would be identified for possnble later

analysis;

al

Major tributaries, features, impoundments, and

diversions would be included as the availsble data
allows, with no attempt to include every incoming
tributary or diversion between the major segments.

c)

For example, the Klamath River below Iron Gate Dam
would have the followlng major segments at a

manlmum-
: . (1) 1Iron Gate Dam to the Shasta River;
i _ - (2) Shasta River to the Scott River;
; (3) Scott River to the Salmon River;
' (4) Salmor River to the Trinity River;
{5) Trinity River to the Mouth.

Other segments might include:

- Link River Dam to ¥eno Dam;

- Keno Lam to Bcyle Lam;

-  Boyle Dam to Ccpco Dam;

Copco Dam to Iron Gate Dam;
Seagments of the Trinity River.

! No flow routing model would be applied during
Phase 1 analysis. Phase I znalysis would simply
be a description of flcw volume based on stream
caging, dam operation, or diversion records,
although some interpolation of flow volume may be
rade to fill in missing recorés, or periods of
record, as the &available da:ta indicate.

N3S will concduct a preliminary institutional analysis

of the Klamath River Essin. 7Tnis effort will
contribute to the baseline flcw characterizastion by
describing jurisdictions and suthorities that affect
water use and water guality in the Klamath River Easin.
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This work will be directed by Dr. Berton Lamb,
.Folitical Scientist at the MSEC center in Fort Collins,
Colorado, to identify the water managewent related
entities (goverrment, non-government, and private) in
the Easin, their authorities and operational practices.
The purpose of this analysis is to help decision-makers
to evaluate current practices and design new or
alternative legal and organizational mechanisms for
water management in the Basin. These organizational
mechanisms would take the form of protocols, decision
units, cooperative strategies, and new authorities.
This research will help shape the eventuval flow studies
by directing those studies tcward the best potential
practices for the benefit of anadromous fisheries.

3) The NBS will poll knowledgeable agencies, tribes,
universities, organizations and individuals to
determine the availability of existing water guality,
temperature, and fisheries related data for the Klamath
Basin. NBS staff (Dr. John Bartholow, and Jim
Benriksen, at the MESC center in Fort Collins, 00, and
Sharon Campbell, at NBS in Denver, CO) will identify
and synthesize the available information, including
sampling type, frequency, time period, where the
information is stored, and what form the data is
currently in (i.e., hard copy, ASCII, spreadsheet,

etc.) for:

- Water Quality and Temperature (Item 3);

- Species Life Kistories, including Habitat
Utilization (Item %); _

- Kabitat Suitability Criteria (Item 6).

4) NBS staff Sharon Campbell and others will assist the
TWG in drafting acreements for the corpilation,
synthesis, and summarization of infcrration for:

- River Channel Morphological Changes and
Sediment Conditiorns (Item 4);

- Nutrient lLoading In Urper Klzrath Lake
{(Item 7).

‘Funids for the completion of these items could come from
the Xlemsth Tesk Force, Facific Pcwer and Ligcht, Bureau
of Reclermation ar.d/or ciher sburces. '

NES estimates that this Fhase 1 scoping effort can be
corpleted in & 6 mornth period beginninc in Noverber/December,
1¢¢4. NBS wilil keep the TWG appraised of its progress znd
coordinate with those entities performing the items in number 4
aove to provide a final draft report fcr TWG and Klamath Task

Force review.
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T-e final draft report will summarize the historical and
currers available information on the subject areas listed in the
Cbjective section Iteme 1 thrcugh 7. NES will cffer an array of
options for specific flcw studies, along with otrer information
that agpears cerrane, for TWG consideraticn and implementation in
Prase i]. These optiors will clearly identify the areas that
show the most potential for improving flcw cuaniity and gquality
te berefit anadrorous ficheries throughcocut the ¥lamath Basin.
Those options will be ranked in terms of feesibility (social,
eccnomic, legal, time frame to accomplish, etc.).

The purpose of this final draft report is to provide
guidance for the Klamath Task Force and TWG to focus the Fhase 11
flcw studies. toward thcse options that are most likely to
directly benefit anadromous fisheries. This report may also
provide a continuum of propesed actions that can be performed in
a phasecé manner tc approach the desired goal of anadromous
ficher‘es restoration from the headwaters to the mouth of the

=

Klamath KRiver.

ur
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United States Deparunent of the Interior

!
NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY }, : o
Migconiinent Ecological Scrence Center Lo o d I J
4512 McMurry Avenue
Fort Collins. CO 80525-3400 et
In Reply Refer To:
NBS\MESC\82020 September 15. 1994 RSMS:505.04

Mr. Robert B. Rohde, Chair
Technical Work Group

Karuk Tribe _
Department of Natural Resources
P.0. Box 282 .

Orieans, CA 95556

Dear Bob:

We generally support the draft Kiamath River Basin Investigation of Flow
Related Information and Participants - Phase 1. August 22. 1994, sent to us
for review and comment. Our comments on the draft ére as follows:

- NBS has been fdentified as playing @ lead role in sumnarizing the availability
of Klamath River Basin water Quality and quantity information into & useable
form for the Technical Working Group (TWG). We heartily agree that without
some preliminary coherent summarizetion, it would be very difficult for TWG
members to evaluate what cate gops exist that might need to be adCressed by &
contract. However, we hsve agreeC to pursue ¢ more limited role in this
effort. NBS could certainly essist in the deta collection and summarization,
1T it i ecceptable to the Technical Working Group. in two ways.” One. a
baselire flow characterization, was offered and acceEted et your August
meeting and we are prepared to procesd with this tesk using our own funding.
A second task. an institutional analysis. would be our suagestion to further
the scoping process: we could also pursue this task using our own funding.

Task ] - Baseline Flow Characterization

Under the direction of Terry Waddle. NBS would perform 8 baseline flow
characterization for the Klamath River Basin having the following -
sid=boards:

&, The beseline would contein ronthly time step dats for
¢ischerges volume.

B. The description woulg be entirely bésed on availeble USGS
ctreamficw geges and reedily availeble project operetions records.
Temporal or spatial caps in date et this level of resclution wauid
be iZentified for possible leier analysis. '

€. _Pajor tritutéries, festures. impoundments. &nd Civersions
wou'd be 1nlluded es the availabie o5is &)iows. with no attenpt to



include evary inzoring tributary or diversion between the major
segments. For example. the Klamath River below lrongate dam woulc
have the folioming mgior segments at ¢ minimam: 1ron Gate t¢ the
Shasta. Shasta to the Scott. Scott to the Ssimon. Salmon to the
Trinity. and Trrnit{ to the mouth of the Klameth. Other potential
divisions might include Cottonwood Creek and dams at John Boyle.
Keno. and Copco. o

D. No flow rom.in? mode) would be applied. This would simply be
3 description of flos volume based on stream gaging, dam
ogerah‘or.. or diversion records, althouch some interpolation of
flow volume may be made to fill-in missing records. or periods of
record. ac the available data indicate. S

E. This task can be compieted by early April provided that you
notify us to proceed by October 1.

Optional Task 2 - Institutional Analysis

Ungar the direction of Berton Lamd, NBS woulg 1ike to perform @

prefiminary institutional analysis for the Klgmath River Basin. The

nurpcse of an instituticnal analysis is to help decision-makers design ‘
5ega1 end orgznizational mechenisms for allocating water in & river

basir. Mechanisms may take the form of protocols. decision units. or

new guthorities. Institutional anslyses begin with a bssin-wide atlas

of croanizstions, their legal suthorities. end en investigation of how

these organizations currently operate in the field of water allocetion.

This task cculd also be completed by Aprii.

Beyond these two tasks. we see a need to 100k at the whole suite of issues
mentioned in your August 22 Phase I description. We are willing to assist
with many of them and would b2 pleased to play & major role if requested to do
so. As offered at the August Workshop, our staff will provide technical '
support i éssemdling @ more comprehensive contract vor Phase 1 scoping.

We are delighted that the dreft proposat indicates that N8S is welcome to
interact axtensively with the Tesk Force and the Technical Working Group to
fUTfil the objectives 7or Phese 1. We are looking forward to the opporiunity
10 &ssist the Tesk force and the TWG in addressing flow-releted issues planned
for Phese T, Pleazse edvise us 1f the TWG is receptive te the beseline flow
crzragierizeticn es described and the institutione? znalysis as propused. We
vould eise iikz 10 know the taroet completion Gete 7or Phase 1.

SinZerely.

/ - |

Sheron Camndel). Tean teader

w2stern Kiyves ©iosysien Research Team
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United States Department of the Interior.

US GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Vater Resources Division
District Office
Room W-2234, Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825
(916) 978-463)

August 3, 1994

Klamath River Basin
Fishery Task Force

Post Office Box 1006

Yreka, California 96097

Dear Sir:

Ve have been advised by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
that those elements of the cooperative program between the DWR and the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) funded out of the State’s California Vater Fund,
have taken a severe cut effective July 1, 1994. The impact of this cut
primarily sffects the operation and maintenance of 84 streamflow stations in
California. Lloss of any of these stations would be a major loss in the
availability of long-term streamflow information in California.

Enclosed is a list of the 84 stations that have previously been funded jointly
by USGS Federal matching funds and by the DWR from the California Water Fund,
Due to the loss of DWR funding, these statlons will be discontinued shortly
after October 1, 1994, if replacement funding from other sources is not found.

1f your agency Is interested in entering into & joint funding agreement for
the operation and maintenance of any of these stations, the USGS will continue
to provide half of the funding for these sites. All of these stations are
intact, equipped, and operational, so there would be no start-up costs. The
cost for each station for the 15 month perlod of July 1, 1994 to September 30,
1995, is $13,500, or $6,750 each side. '

For future years, our 12 month cost of $10;900 for Federalffiééal year 1995,
or $5,450 each side, is reviewed each year and normally increased by an
_inf]ation'factor.

1f your agency has any interest, or if any of the ststions on the list ecre of
vital importance to your agency, please consider your zbility to fund
operation and maintenance of any of the listed stations. Any responses would
be appreciated by no later than August 26, 1994, so that we can concentrate
efforts to have agreements in place by October 1, ‘1994, for these stations.



1f you sre able to fund any of the
contsct Jim Mullen, in our Carnelian Bay Field Office, at (916)

Jim Bowers, in our San Diego Office, at (619) 637-6859.
| Sincerely,

D

Michael V. Shulters
Dictrict Chief

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Michael Velsser :
California Department of Vater Resources

1020 Ninth Street - 3rd Floor
Sacramento, California 95814
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08-02-94

DWR / USGS Cooperative Streamgaging Progranm

Stations subject to drop beginning July 1,
Streangaging Stations

i:g;ion numng Q!ld naege

10255805 Coyote Creek belov Box Canycn near Borrego
10258000 Tahquitz Creek near Pala Springs

10261500 Mojave River at Lower Narrows near Victorville
10263000 Mojave River at Afton

10253500 Big Rock Creek near Valyermo

10296000 West Walker River below Little Walker River
10308200 East Fork Carson River below Markleeville Creek
10336660 Blackwood Creek near Tahoe City

10336780 Trout Creek near Tahoe Valley

10337500 Truckee River at Tahoe City

. 10354000 Long Vslley Creek near Scotts

10356500 Susan River at Susanville

10358500 Willow Creek near Susanville

11012000 Cottonwood Creek above Tecate Creek near Dulzura

11012500 Carpo Creek near Campo

11015000 Sweetwater R{ver near Descanso

11022480 San Diego River at Mast Road near Santee

11023340 Los Penasquitos Creek near Poway

11042000 San Luils Rey River at Oceanside

11046530 San Juan Creek at La Novia Street Bridge at
San Juan Capistrano

11059300 Santa Ana River at E Street near San Bernardino
11060400 Warm Creek near San Berpardineo

11063510 Cajon Creek belov Lone Pine Creek near Keenbrook
11065000 Lytle Creek at Colton

11074000 Santa Ana River below Prado Dam (NASQAN)
11075800 santiago Creek at Modjeska

11078000 Santa Ana River at Santa Ana

11111500 Sespe Creek near Vheeler Springs

11120000 Atascadero Creek near Goleta

11124500 Santa Cruz Creek near Santa Ynez

11132500 Salsipuedes Creek near Lompoc

11136100 San Antonio Creek near Casmalia

11136800 Cuyama River below Buckhorn Canyon

11143000 Big Sur River near Big Sur

11147070 santa Rita Creek near Templeton

11148500 Estrella river near Estrella

11148900 Racimiento River below Sazpaque Creek near Bryson

11151300 San lorenzo Creek below Bitterwater Creek
near King City

11152000 Arroyo Seco near Soledad

11160000 Soquel Creek at Soquel

1994

County

San Diego
Riverside

San Bernardino
San Bernardino
Los Angeles
Mono

Mono

Placer

- E1 Dorado

Placer

Lassen
Lassen
Lassen

San Diego
San Diego
San Diego .

~ San Diego

San Diego
San Diego

Orange

San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
San Bernardino
Riverside
Orange

Orange

Ventura

Sznta Barbara
Santa Barbara

Sznta Barbsra
Senta Barbara
Sents Earbara
Monterey

San Luis Obispo
San luis Obispo
San Luis Obispo

Monterey
Monterey
Santa Cruz
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DWR / USGS Program drop 1ist beginning July 1, 1994

Strearpaping Stations
ta nurb snd pam County
11160500 San Lorenzo River at Big Trees Santa Cruz
" 11162500 Pescadero Creek near Pescadero San Mateo
11162570 San Gregorio Creek at San Cregorio San Mateo
11169000 Cuadalupe River at San Joss o Santa Claras
11169500 Saratoga Creek at Saratogs . Santa Clara
11189500 South Fork Kern River near Onyx Kern
11266500 Merced River at Pohono Bridge near Yosemite Mariposa
11274500 Orestimba Creek near Newman _ - Stanislaus
11274630 Del Puerto Creek near Patterson _ Stanislaus
11292500 Clark Fork Stan{slaus River near Dardanelle Tuoluame
11325500 Mokelumne River at Woodbridge (NASQAN) San Joaquin
11342000 Sacramento River at Delta ' Shasta
11345500 South Fork Pit River near Likely . Modoe
11348500 Pit River near Canby : Modoce
11355010 Pit Ri{ver below Pit No. 1 Powerhouse near .
Fall River Mills Shasta
11355500 Rat Creek near Hat Creek L _ Shasta
11379500 Elder Creek near Paskenta Tehama
11381500 Mill Creek near lLos Molinos  Tehana
11383500. Deer Creek near Vina Tehama
- 11390000 Butte Creek near Chice Butte
11402000 Spanish Creek above Blackhawk Creek near Keddie Plumas
11407150 Feather River near Gridley : Butte
11413000 North Yuba River below Goodyears Bar Sierra
11414000 South Yuba River near Cisco Nevada
11418500 Deer Creek near Smartville Nevada
11421000 Yuba River near Marysville : Yuba
11424000 Bear River near Vheatland Placer
11451000 Cache Creek near Lower Lake Lake
11453000 Yolo Bypass near Woodland _ Yolo
11468000 Navarro River near Navarro Mendocino
11468500 Noyo River near Fort Bragg . ... = = .- _ Mendocino
11469000 Xattole River near Petrolia : Humboldt
11472150 Eel River near Dos Rios ' Mendocino
11472200 Outlet Creek near lLongvale Mendocino
11473900 Middle Fork Eel River near Dos Rios . ¥endocino
11481200 Little River near Trinidad Humboldt
11517500 Shasta River near Yreka . Stskiyou
11519500 Scott River near Fort Jones ' Siskiyou
11520500 Klamath River near Selad Valley Siskiyou
11521500 Indian Creek near Happy Camp Siskiyou
11522500 Salmon River at Somes Bar Siskiyou
11523200 Trinity River above Coffee Creek near Trinity Center Trinity
11527000 Trinity River near Burnt Ranch Trinity

11528700 South Fork Trinity River below Hyampom . Trinity
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United States Department of the Interior

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVLEY
Vater Resources Division

District Office el i
Room W-2234, Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, California 95825
(916) 978-4633

October 7, 1994

Klamath River Basin
Fishery Task Force

P.O. Box 1006

Yreka, CA 96097

As stated in our letter of August 3, 1994, the State of California on July
1, 1994, cut the cooperative program between the California Department of
Water Resources (DWR) and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). The impact of
this cut affects the ability of the USGS to operate and maintain streamflow
stations in California. This is a major loss in the availability of long-
term streanflow information in California. While we regret this action, the
economics of the situation do not allow the USGS to continue this program on

its own.

Enclosed 1s & 1ist of those stations for which replacement funding has not
been found and are being discontinued. This letter is to inform you that
these stations are being discontinued and that data collection at these
sites will end shortly after October 1, 1994, at which time the stations

will be closed and removed.

any questions regarding this letter may be directed to Mr. James Mullen at
(916) 978-4675 or Mr. James Bowers at (619) 637-6859 or Fax (916) 978-5558..

ael V. Shulters
District Chief




Station
Hunber _

10296000
10356500
10358500
11023340
11111500

11147070
11162370
11266500
11274500
11274630

11292500
11342000
11355010

11355500
11379500

11381500
11383500
11350000
11402000
11407150

11413000
11418500
11424000
11453000
11468000

11469000
11472200
11473900
11481200
11521500

11522500
11523200

“Sireangaging Statfions to be discontinued October 1994

E};o[Locntlpn

Voat Valker River belov Little Valker R!vcr
Susan River et Susanville

Villov Creesk near Susanville

Los Pensequitos Creek near Povay

Sespe Creek near Wheeler Springs

Sants Rita Creek near Templeton

San Cregorio Creek at San Cregorie

Merced River at Pohono Bridge near Yoseaite
Orestinba Creek near Newvman -

Del Puerto Creek near Patterson

Clark Fork Stanislaus River near Dardanelles
Sacramento River st Delta

Pit River below Pit No.l Poverhouss near
Fall River Kills

Hat Creek near Hat Creek

Elder Creek near Paskenta

K{11 Creek near Los Xolinos

Desr Cresk near Vine

Butte Creek near Chico

Spanf{sh Creek above Blackhavk Creek neat Reddie
Feather River nesr Cridley

Forth Yubs River belov Goodyears Bar

Desr Creek near Sasrtville

Bear River near Vheatland -

Yolo Bypass near Voodland

Revarro River near Navarro (hvy 128 narker $5.0)

Kattole River near Fetrolia

Outlet Creek near longvale

Middle Fork Pel River near Dos Rios
L{ttle River near Trinidad

Indlan Creek near Happy Camp

Saloon river at Sones Barx

County _ _

Xono
lasson
Lassen

- San Diego

Ventura

San Luis Oblspe
San Nateo
Nariposs
Stan{slaus
Stanislaus

Tuolunne
Shasta
Shasta

Shasia_
Tehana -

“Tehana

Tehans
Butte
Plumas
Butte

Slerra

‘Revada

Placer
Yole
Kendocino

Runboldt
Xendocino

" Kendocino

Runboldt
Siskiyou

Siskiyou

Trinity River above Coffes Creek nr Trinity Center Trinity
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Handout Q2
United States Forest Redwood Sciences Laboratory
NDepartment of Service 1700 Bayview Drive _

Agriculture ‘Arcata, California 95521

Telephone: (707) 822-3691

Reply to: 4000 Date: September 29, 1994

Subject: Imminent closing of California stream gages

To: RICD,

We have learned that the US Geological Survey plans to close over 30 recording
stream gages in California in October of this year. The closings were
precipitated by the withdrawal of funding by the Californmia Department of
Vater Resources. Not only will the long-term records of flow in these river
sections be interrupted, but the facilities will almost immediately be
removed, making it costly to re-instrument the stations in the future.

Thirteen of these are within the area of the President’s Forest Plan in
California, approximately from the Sacramento River west, and north of
latitude 38 (list enclosed). These stations are valuable because most are on
unregulated, major rivers or tributaries and all have long, continuous periods
of record ranging from 28 to 71 years. They include, for example, the only
operating gages on the Navarro, Mattole, Shasta, Scott, and Salmon Rivers.

The nucber of continuously recording gaging stations has already declined
approxicately 40% over the last 20 years, and with the proposed closings, the
nuzber will decline to nearly what it was in 1950 (figure enclosed), when
water-supply and land-use issues were a glimmer of what they are today. The
cost to the State to support a gaging stations is approximately $5500.

Ve believe that closing these gaging stations will be a major blow to
interagency efforts at ecosystem management in northern California,
particularly in understanding and adapting to large scale climatic variations,
water-supply conflicts, and other land-use issues affecting dwindling fish
populations in the Klamath, Trinity, Sacramento, Eel, and other coastal
basins. Most of the closed stations are in important fisheries for anadromous
salxonids, {ncluding several threatened or endangered runs. The Navarro,
Mattole, and Little Rivers, for example, are small coastal rivers that have
been important fisheries for coho salmon. The closings unfortunately
correspond to a broadening in watershed issues and attempts by government and
state agencies, tribes, and citizen groups to address ecological problems at a
river-basin scale. L T e

Long-term, ongoing records of streamflow are important for the following

redasons..

One of the primary controls on anadromous fish production in California is
streamflow. California is at the southern limit of the range of many
species and the likely limiting factor is low summer streamflow and
sssociated high temperatures. Streamflow records are needed to reasure
and model these limiting conditions at a regional, river-basin, and

tributary scale.
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PETE WALSON, Gore nc -

$1aTL O C_AU’OQNIA-—JH( BSONCEL AGINCY, -~

PARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

T
INTH STREET. PO BOX 942838
MEINTO. CA 94236 000

| ‘ | | 06T 191994

Sari Sommarstrom, Ph.D.

Scott River Watershed

Coordinated Resource Management
Planning Committee

Post Office Box 268

Etna, California 96027

This is in response to your letter of'September 26, 1994
concerning closure of the stream. gaging station on Scott River
near Fort Jones.

Legislative budget cuts for fiscal year 1994-95 eliminated
much of the Department of Water Resources' funding for stream gages
under a Joint Funding Agreement with the U.S. Geological Survey.
Under this Agreement, DWR and USGS jointly operate and maintain 114
gages throughout California. The amount of funding available to
DWR for this Agreement was enough to operate 30 flood warning
stations for the entire fiscal year and the remaining stations for
a guarter of the vear (until October 1, 1994).

DWR and USGS have been working together during the last few
months to find alternate sources of funding for the remaining 84
gages. To date, we have been successful in finding other funding
sources ior cver 50 cf these gaging stations. Since the new
federal fiscal year began on October 1, we have increased our
efforts to secure funds for the remaining gages and appear to be
having some success. '

The U.S. Fich and Wildlife Service has recently indicated to
USGS that they may be able to provide funding necessary to
continue operation of the Scott River gage, as well as gages on
the Shasta and Klamath Rivers. Every effort is being-mgde to
reach an agreement. DWR will assist in any way it can and has’
shared your letter with both agencies to show your support.

f the remzining c&gSss not
nments but o local entities
e scurces of alterneste

We are aware cf the importéanc
rly to the State and federal cove
s well. Ee assured thet &all poss
ing are being scucht.



Sari Sowﬁf strom, Ph.D.’
1
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Page Two

If you have any further guestions or comments, you may
contact Mike Weisser, Chief of .the Data Management Program in
DWR's Division of Local Assistance, at (916) 327-1640.

Sincerely,

David N. Kennedy
. Director

cc: Honorable Douglas P. Wheeler
Secretary for Resources
The Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1311
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. Mike Shulters, District Chief
U.S. Geological Survey

2800 Cottage Way, W-2234
Sacramento, California 95825-1898

Mr. Michael Spears, Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

911 North East 11th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97232




1993 and 1994 mainstem Klamath River redd counts and percentages for ~ 10 kilometer reaches

REACH (RKM)
IRON GATE (306.1) — CAPE HORN CK (296.4)
CAPE HORN CK (296.4) ~ SHASTA RIVER (284.3)
SHASTA RIVER (284.3) — HUMBUG CK (275.8)
HUMBUG CK (275.8) — VESA CK (264.5)

VESA CK (264.5) — LITTLE HUMBUG CK (254.4)
LITTLE HUMBUG CK (254.4) ~ KOHL CK (244.9)
KOHL CK (244.9) — KINSMAN CK (234.2)

'KINSMAN CK (234.2) — KUNTZ CK (224.4)
KUNTZ CK (224.4) — WALKER CK (214.4)
WALKER CK (214.4) — PORTUGUESE CK (205.3)
PORTUGUESE CK (205.3) — SHINAR CK (199.0)
SHINAR CK (199.0) — CHINA CK (189.8)

CHINA CK (189.6) ~ OTTLEY GULGH (181.1)

OTTLEY GULCH (181.1) ~ CHAMBERS FLAT (168.8)

River Kilometers

9.7
121
8.5
11.3
10.1

9.5

10.7

9.8

10.0

9.1

9.9

9.2

8.7

12.3

1993

Count

80
7
9

18

19

26

26
8

21

25

4

22
41
24

. 330

Percent

24.2%
21%
2.7%
5.5%
5.8%
7.9%
7.9%
2.4%
6.4%
7.6%
1.2%
6.7%
12.4%

7.3%

TOTAL:

1994

Count

643
182
16
34
114
58
44
70
91
85
35
76
116
90

1654

Percern-
38.9%
11.0%

1.0%
2.1%
6.9%
3.5%
2.7%

4.2%

- 5.5%.

51%
2..1%
4.6%
7.0%

5.4%

¥ Inopuejy
01j wunpualy
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RIVER KILOMETER

Percent Klamath River mainstem redds by river kilometer for 1993 and 1994 season
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Agendum #11
Handout S

Um’ted States Departxhent 'of‘tl?e Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Wahingion. D.C. 2030

SEP 23 BM

Memorandum _ B
Directer, Fish and Wildlifes Service

To: :
‘ Directer, National Park Sarvice
o Director, Bureau of Land Managemsnt (760)

‘Directer, Kinerals Kanagszant Service .

Director, Geclogical Survey
Director, Naticnal Biclogical Survey

Conmigsionar, Bursau of Reclamation
Deputy Comrmissioner, Bursau of Indian Affairs

From: chief, land and Marins Resources Division
Office of Environmental Policy and Coempliance

subject: 1Initiation ef Status Reviews for Pink, Chunm, Sockeye,
Chinook Salmons and Ssa-Run Cutthroat Trout Populations

in wWashington, Oregon, Idahe and California
(ER 94/764)

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration has published
the attached notice

in the September 12, 1594, ‘
of initiation of status reviews for Pink, Chum, Sockeye, Chinock
Salrons and Sea-Run Cuytthroat Trout Populations in Washington,
oregon, Idaho and California to determine if 1listing is
warranted. B :

Please review ths notice from your particular jurisdiction and/er
special expsrtise and provide your comments to this office by

Cctober 2!, 1994. : .
. This office will prepare the Departpant's comments for Bignatur§

"by November 4, 1594.

The staff contact pers

on for this review is Ken Havran at
(202) 208-711€., S o ST —

aﬁ%‘:&%
ohn_B. Farrel
Attachrent

. cc: Assistant Secretaries .
' REO's:POR, SFN - - e
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August 8, 1994

Mr. Ron Iverson

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klamath River Field oOffice
P.O. Box 1006

Yreka, California 96097-1006

Dear Mr. Iverson:

We have attached a list of fishery restoration projects
proposed in the Klamath River basin that have been recommended
for State funding in State fiscal year 1994/95. These projects
total $334,293. The funding for them is: $65,514 from
Proposition 70 salmon stream restoration funds (P-70);
$11,952 from Steelhead Trout Catch Report-Restoration Card
funds (SH); and $256,827 from Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB)
funds. The projects sent to WCB still require the Board's
approval, and funding for those projects is at the Board's

discretion.

We request Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force
approval of these projects as part of the State match. When it
is complete, please send us your final list of projects that
were approved for State or federal funding by the Task Force so
that we can update our records.

Please do not hesitate to contact Ms. Linda Biscoe
(916-654-5628) at the letterhead address for any further
information you may need. Mr. Bob Schulenburg (916-445-1009)
is the person to contact regarding the WCB projects. Thank you
for your assistance. .
' Sincerely,

Forrest Reynolds
Assistant Chief
Inland Fisheries Division

. cc: See next page



Mr. Ron Iverson
August 8, 1994
Page 2

CccC:

Ms. Patricia Parker _
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Klamath River Field Office
P.O.  Box 1006

Yreka, California 96097-1006

Mr. Randy Benthin
Department of Fish and Game

Redding, California

Mr. Mike Rode
Department of Fish and Game
Mt. Shasta, California’

Mr. Bob Schulenburg
Wildlife Conservation Board

Mr. Carl Harral
Inland Fisheries Division
Redding, California

Ms. Linda Biscoe
Inland Fisheries Division
Sacramento, California

Biscoe:leb

File: Mr. Forrest Reynolds

Mr. Harvey Reading
IFD File #3510-15
IFD Chron

L. Biscoe

(KLAMATH\1VERSON.LTR)



Page No.

07/29/94

CDFG USFWS

Prop. Proj.

Numb. Numb .

5 E-08

72 HR-27

. 75 HR-12
76 HP-01
85 HR-17

Contractor

Kidder Creek Outdoor School
Etna Elementary School

USDA-Forest Service, Modoc
Notional Forest

USDA-Klamath Nat’l Forest,
Dak Knoll Ranger Dist.

USDA-Klamath Nat’( Forest,
Oak Knoll Ranger Dist.

Siskiyou Resource
Conservation District

Stream

Kidder Creek

N.F. Willow
Creek

Horse Creek

Horse Cfeek

Scott River

1994/95 Klamath River Basin
Fishery Restorstion Projects
funded by the State of California

Project Title

Kidder Creek Restorstion
Project

North Fork Willow Creek Fish
Improvement Project

Horse Creek Migration Barrier
Improvement

Horse Creek Cattle Exclusion
Fence

Scott R. Rip. Fencing &
Planting-Pastures of Heaven
Rch.

Project Description

Continue to {mplement a restoration
project including a tree planting
program on Kidder Creek and educate
students and our sdult community of
habitat requirements and the
economic and cultural importance of
our salmon population.

Replace the current road crossing
and culvert with a bottomless arch
pipe that will be over excavated
and stream gravels placed in the
bottom to provide fish migration
passage from Clear Lake,.

Promote eccess to blocked area
habitats by improving upstresm and
downstream migration through
removal of barriers to fish
passages and provide for facilities
for avoiding obstacles.

To exclude cattle from entering the
riparian zone in the lower one mile
of Horse Creek.

fence area to restrict livestock
access to riperian zone and plant
trees and shrubs to provide both
reduced sediment from streambank
erosion and develop riparian
vegetation for stream shading.

Funding

Source

P-70-1550
SH-1550

wvCB

w8

wee

Amount
Approved

310¢

2800¢

500!

96




Page No.

07729796
CDFG  USFWS
Prop. Proj.
Numb. Numb.
86 HR-22
- 87 HR-21
88 Fp-18
94 HR-11
97 HR-10

Contractor

Siskiyou Resource
Congservation District

Siskiyou Resource
Conservation District

Siskiyou Resource
Conservation District

Bl

USDA-Xlamath MNet’l Forest,
Heppy Cemp Ranger Dist.

UsDA-Klamath Nat’l Forest,
Happy Cemp Renger Dist.

Stream

Scott River

Scott River

Miner’s Creek

Elk Creek

Indian & Elk
Creeks

1994795 Klamath River Basin
Fishery Restoration Projects
Funded by the State of California

Project Title

Scott R, Riparfan Fencing &
Planting-Walter Hansen Rch.

Scott R. Geomorphic
Restoration & Fish Habitat
Enhance.

Student-Built Fish Screens on
Scott River Tributaries

Elk Creek Winter Habftat
Restoration #4

Indian and Elk Creek Ripsrian
Hebitat Restoration #2

Project Description

Fence area to restrict ({vestock
access to riparian rone and plant
trees and shrubs to provide both
reduced sediment from streambank
erosion and develop riparisn
vegetation for stresm shading.

Install structures to srrest
stresmbank erosion and to enhance
fish habitat, fence area to
restrict livestock access to
riparien zone, and plant trees and
shrubs to provide reduced sediment
from streambank erosion and develop
riparian vegetation,

Students from Etna High School will
research, design, fabricate,
ingtall monitor and meintain two
fish screens on Miner’s Creek, in
the French Creek Watershed, a

tributary to the Scott River uithih-

the Klamath River system.

Provide complex winter, spring, and
summer rearing habitat for juvenile
salmon and steelhead in Elk Creek.

Provide coniferous and deciduous
cover within the ripsrisn
management zones that have &
greater chance of surviving a large
flood event.

Funding
Source

wca

ws

P-70-4457

 $H-4500

P-70-2826
$H-2000

wce

ER)

Approved

19698

54857

8957

4826

14718



Page No.
07/29/94

CDFG
Prop.
Numb.

105

106

140

“ 144

USFWS
Proj.
Numb.

FP-02

FP-17

HR-04

HR-05

3

Contractor

Department of Fish end Game

Department of Fish end Geme

CCC-California Conservation
Corps, Del Norte Ctr.

CCC-Cnlifornia Conservation
Corps, Del Norte Ctr.

Stream

Klamath R.

~ subbesin

Etna Creek

Tarup Creek
(lower reach)

W.Fork 8lue
Creek

1994/95 Xlamath River Basin
) Fishery Restoration Projects
funded by the State of California

Project Title

Contracted Position/Yreka
Fisheries Habitat Improvement

Lower Etna Creek Diversion
Screen

Tarup Creek Fisheries Habitat
Restoration Project

W. Fork Blue Cr. Salmon &
Steelhead Habitat Restoration

Project Description

To provide additional help to meet
Department goal of buflding new
fish screens and to provide help
for maintaining existing screens,
ladders, and treps.

To screen an existing open
agriculture/stockwater diversion
ditch to prevent the loss of
juvenile and adult steelhead,

CCC in cooperation with DFG will
provide crews to implement habitat
enhancement measures at 14 sites on
Tarup Cr. Messures will include
modification of 3 barriers, tree
ptanting on streamside terrsces &
reconstruct log structures to cover
habitat.

CCC in cooperation with DFG will
provide crews and heavy equipment
to {mplement habitat enhancement
measures at 16 sites on W, fork
Blue Creek. Measures will Include
placement of rootwsds and other -

large woody debris in assoc.
w/boulder deflectors.

funding
Source

P-70

SH

wCe

P-70

(amt.
requested
less equip.
costs)

Approved

31119

3902

28695

25562

£y



pPage No. 4

07/29/9%4

CDFG USFWS
Prop. Proj.’
Numb. Numb.
146 HR-09

ik Totnl L2 2]

Contractor Stream

ccc-california Conservation Terwer Creek
Corps, Del Norte Ctr. '

1994/95 Klsmath River Basin
Fishery Restoration Projects
funded by the State of California

Project Title

Terwer Creek Fisheries Habitat
Restoration Project

- Funding
Project Description Source
CCC fn cooperation with DFG will wCB

provide crews to implement habitat
enhancement measures at 15 sites on
Terwer Cr. Includes construction
of multiple log structures and
placement of other woody debris in
some stresm reaches to create scour

pools.

Approved

29461

334293 |
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Dr. Ron Iverson
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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%

‘ ‘ December 15, 1994

Klamath River Fishery Resource Office

P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, California

/‘M\/\
Dear Dr. -Iverson:

896087~1006

Attached for your information is the table titled,
"Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement,
In-river Harvest and Run-size Estimates, 1978-1994", plus a

1993, are now final;
to revision.

Attachment

cover sheet summarizing 1994 season results.

Please note that all figures for years, 1978 through
1994 figures are preliminary, and subject

Sincerely,

N Tl tied

Paul M. Kubbell, Supervisor
Klamath-Trinity Program
Field Operations



KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FALL CHINOOK SALMON RUN-SIZE, .
HARVEST AND SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT--1994 SEASONV

The 1994 adult fall chinook salmon run into the Klamath River systenm
has again turned out to be significantly smaller than that projected
preseason. It is, however, the largest run recorded since 1989.
This year's grilse return is the largest recorded since 1988.

Earlier this year, based on management decisions affecting the 1994
season fishing regulations, fisheries scientists projected that
81,200 adult fall chinook salmon would return to the Klamath River
this fall. Using this figure, they projected an in-river harvest of
14,300 adults, with the remaining 66,900 going to natural and
hatchery spawning escapements. The following table presents, in
abbreviated form, 1994 preseason adult harvest and spawner
escapement projections, along with corresponding postseason
estimates. : .

Preseason Postseason
projection estimate (*)

Harvest
Indian net - 11,800 11,595 (98.3)
Anglér 1,400 1,768 (126.3)
Net & angler mortalities (unlanded) 1,100 963 (87.5)
| | | Subtotals 14,300 14,326 (100.2)
Spawner Escapement
Natural - | | 35,100 33,361 (95.0)
Hatchery 31,800 14,536 (45.7)
Subtotals 66,900 47;897- (71.6)

Totals 81,200 62,223 (76.6)

*Percent of projected figures in parehtheses.

Complete run-size, harvest and spawner escapement figures for both
adults and grilse for years, 1978-1994, are presented in the
accompanying table. :

1V prepared December 12, 1994 by theMCaliforﬁia'Departmeﬁfndf Fish -

and Game, Klamath-Trinity Program.



Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In—river Harvest and Run-size Estima S, '

1978-1994 *

Pag

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

2o W | B g»‘ S S : Sl ed = $9BQ . e

Hatchery Spawners Grilse Adulxs Totals Gulse Adults Tolals Gnlse Adults Totzls - ‘
Iron Gate Hatchery gH) 915 6,925 7,840 257 2,301 2,558 451. 2,412 2.863
Trinity River Hatchery arH) 1.325 6,034 7.359 964 1,335 2,299 2,256 4,099 6.355 |
Subtotals | 2240 12,989 15,199 1,221 3,636 4 857 2,707 6,511 '§.218 |
Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin

{above Willow Creek, excluding TRH) 4712 31052 35,764 3,936 8,028 11,964 16,837 7,700 24537
Salmon River basin 1,400 2,600 4,000 150 1,000 1,150 200 800 1,000
Scott River basin 1,909 3423 5,332 428 3,396 3,824 2,245 2,032 4277
Shasta River basin 6,707 12,024 18,731 1,040 7111 8,151 4334 = 3,762 8,086
Bogus Creek basin 651 4928 5,579 494 5,444 5,938 1,749 3.321 5,070
Main Stem Klamath River :

(excluding IGH) 300 1,700 2,000 466 4,190 4,656 867 2,468 3,235
Misc. Klamath tributaries '

(above Hoopa and Yurck Resenations) 735 2,765 3,500 147 1,068 1,215 500 1,000 1,500
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs. --b -- b -- b 100 c 400 ¢ 500 ¢ 250 ¢ 400 c . 650 ¢!
Subtotals 1 16,414 58,492 74,906 6,761 30,637 37,398 26,982 21,483 48 465 |
[ Total Spawner Escapement | | 18654 71451 90,105 || 7982 34273 42255 || 20689 27994 57683

IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest , Gnlse Adults ) Tota!s ) Gritse Adults TotaJs . nlsa ‘ Aus Totals !
Kamath River pelow Hwy 101 badge) 1 122 854 976 J 216 484 700 835 727 1,562 '
Trinity River basin @above Wiow Creek) --d -— d - 765 1157 1,922 2,456 998 3,454
Balance of Klamath system 1.960 840 2.800 1,200 500 1,700 2.600 2.771 5.371
Subtotals 2.082 1,694 3,776 || 2181 2,141 4322 [| 5891 4,496 10,387 -
Indian Net Harvest ®
Klamath River pelow Hwy 101 brdge) - -- - - -— - 4895 9,605 10.100. .
Klamath River Hwy 101 1o Trinity mouth) - -- - — - . 272 1,528 1,800
Trinity River (Hoopa Reservaton) ! - - - - - - - 220 880 1,100 !
Subtotals L 1800 18200 20.000 1,350 13,650 15,000 987 12.013 13.000
[ Total In—river Harvest | | 3.882 19.834 23776 || 3.531 15791 190322 || 6878 16509 23,387
L IN-RIVER RUN

SRR R YR Rt Rl TS e F =L OB 0 TN
Totals \ CGrilse  Adults  Totals Gillse  Adults  Totels g Gillse —— Aduits
In—river Harvest and Esczpement [ 22,536 91,345 113,881 11,513 50,064 61,577 | 38,567 44 503
Angling Mortality (= of rarvest f ‘I 42 34 76 44 43 87 ! ! 118 80
Net Mortality @% of rarvesn | 144 1,456 1,600 108 1,082 1.200 | 79 961
[ Totalln—river Run | | 22722 92835 115557 || 11665 51,199 &2 seu [ 36764 45554 82318

Precared 12/1204

(connnued on nei
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amath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapcmcnt; In—river Harvest and Run—size Estimater
1978-1994 *

. Page 2017

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Gnlse

Adults

Grilse

~Adults

Grilse

) Adults

Totals .

"Halchery Spawners Tolals
Iron Gate Hatchery (GH) - 540 2,055 2,595 1,833 8,353 10,186 . 514 8,371 8,885
Trinity River Haichery (TRH) 1,004 2370 3,374 4,235 2,058 6,293 271 5,494 5,765
Subtotals 1,544 4425 5,969 6,068 10411 16,479 785 13,865 14,650
Natura! Spawners
- Trinity River basin ' l
(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH) 5906 15,340 21,246 8,149 9,274 17,423 853 17,284 18,137
Salmon River basin 450 750 1,200 300 1,000 -1,300 75 1,200 1,275 |
Scott River basin 3,408 3,147 6,556 4,350 5,826 10,176 170 3,398 3,568 |
Shasta River basin 4,330 7,890 12,220 1,822 6,533 8,455 753 3,119 3,872 !
Bogus Creek basin 912 2,730 3,642 2,325 4,818 7,143 335 - 2,713 3,048 |
Main Stem Klamath River {
(excluding 1GH) 1,000 3,000 4,000 1,000 3,000 4,000 200 1,800 2,000 |
Misc. Klamath tributaries : : '
tabove Hoopa and Yurok Reservations) 500 1,000 1,500 600 1,500 2,100 140 1,270 1,410
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs. --b -—- b -—- b --b -- b -—-b ~--b - -=Db - b
Subtotals 16,507 33,857 50,364 J 18,646 31,951 50,597 2,526 30,784 33,310 !
38282 56,333 || 24714 42362 67076 || 3311 44649 47,960

\Total Spawner Escapemerﬂ ﬁ8,051

L

IN—RIVER HARVEST

Adults

Totals

Adults

Prepared 12/1254

(continued on next pace)

Angler Harvest Grilse Totals " Grilse Grilse Jotals .
Klamath River pelow Hwy 101 bridge) 536 1,714 2,250 1,252 3,539 4791 60 750 810
Trinity River basin @bove Willow Creek) 1,456 3,174 4,630 2,554 2,321 4875 116 2,360 2,476

_ Balance of Klamath system 5,260 1,085 6,355 8,678 2.479 11,187 175 1,125 1,300
Subtotals 7,252 5,983 13,235 || 12,484 8333 20,823 351 4,235 4586
Indian Net Harvest®
Klamath River pelow Hwy 101 bridge) 912 23,097 24,009 290 4,547 4,837 12 800 812
Klamath River (Hwy 101 to Trnity mouth) 1,104 8,405 9,509 1,195 8,424 9,619 121 5,700 5,821
Trinity River (Hoopa Reservation) 449 1,631 1.980 314 1,511 1.825 30 1,390 1,420
Subtotais 2465 33033 35498 || 1799 14,482 16,281 163 7,690 8,053
[ Totalin—river Harvest | ' 9717 33016 48733 || 14283 22821 37,104 || 514 12125 12639

IN-RIVER RUN
Tolals i Cr.ise Aduits i Grnse Adults :otals l Grilse Aduns Terzls
In—river Harvest and Escapement } 27,768 77,298 105,066 || 38,897 65,183 104,180 3,825 56,774 60,28¢
Angling Montelity &% o harvesy i 145 120 . 265 250 167 417 I 7 &8s e2
Net Mortality &% o harvest) f | 197 2.643 2.840 | 144 1.159 1,308 13 631 644
Total In—river Run [ 28110 80061 108171 || 39,391 66,509 105900 ][ 3845 57,490 617
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT
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Hatchery Spawners Gn <o Aduns Totals Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Adults To!a:c
Iron Gate Hatchery (GH) 764 5,330 6,094 2,158 19,951 22,110 1,461 17,086 18,557
Trinity River Hatchery (RH) 766 2.166 2,932 18,166 2.583 20,749 3.609 15,795 19,404
Subtotals 1,530 7.496 9026 || 20325 22,534 42 859 5,070 32,891 37,961 |
Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin : ]
(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH) 3,416 5,654 9,070 29,454 9,217 38,671 20,459 92,548 1 13,007 }
Salmon River basin 216g 1,226g 14429 905 2,259 3,164 " 949 2,716 3,665
Scott River basin 358 1,443 1,801 1.357 3,051 4,408 4 865 3,176 8.041 l
Shasta River basin 480 2,362 2.842 2,227 2897 5124 683 3,274 3957 ‘
8Bogus Creek besin 465 3,039 3,504 1,156 3,491 4,647 1,184 6,124 7,308 '
Main Stem Klamath River :
(excluding IGH) 200 1350 1,550 156 468 624 196 603 799 |
Misc. Klamath tributaries ’
(above Hoopa and Yurok Resecvations) 150 3990 1,140 646 4,214 4,860 606 4,919 5.525
Hoopea and Yurok Reservation tribs. --b --Db ~-- b SO h 80 h 130 W --b --b - b
Subtotals 5,285 16,064 21,349 35,951 25,677 61,628 28,942 113360 142302
| Total Spawner Escapement | | 6815 23560 30375 |[ 56276 48,211 104,487 || 34,012 146,251 180263

IN-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest 1 Griise Adults . Tota!s Grise _Adults ‘notals } ] Grilse Adults Tota.s ;
Klamath RiVer peiow Hwy 101 bridge) ‘ 175 518 723 |1 1,479 2,427i 3906 704 2456 ~ 3,60
Trinity River basin (above Wow Creek) 393 736 1129 || s442 1547 5596 3438 12039 15477
Balance of Klamath system 384 2.056 2440 | 4.274 1001i 5275 1! 5266 _ 6532 11798 :
Subtotals {952 3340 4292 {11,195 = 35820 14777 || 9408 21027 30.435 |
Indian Net Harvest*® _ . .
Klaméth River pelow Hwy 101bidge) | 132 11,878 12,010 | 132 5,700 5,832 191 15286 = 15477
Klamath RiVEr g4wy 101 to Trinity mouth) 183 5,622 5805 |, 476 3,825 4,401 377 5,033 5430 -
Trinity River Hoopa Resenvasion) i 140 1,170 1,310 || 947) 1941j - 2.888j 286 4808 5094 °
Subtotals [ 455 18670 19,125 | 1555 11566 13121 854 25127  25.981
[ Totalin—river Harvest | [ 1407 22010 23417 |{ 12750 15148 27,898 || 10262 46154 56416 -
,[ IN—RIVER RUN
Totzals ] Cnlse Aduus Totéls l Cnlse Adults Tota! s- 11 Crilse Adults o i
In—r~er Harvest and Esczpement | 8222 45570 53,792 |/ 69,026 63,359 132, 385 | | 44274 192405 236,672
Ancling Monality o= of hervesty | : 19 67 .86 |1 224 72 296 ! | 188 421 609
Net Mortality @% o rarvess f ! 36 1.484 1,530 124 925 1.048 11} 68 . 2010 2078
Total In—river Run___| | 8277 47,131, 55408 | [ 69,374 64,356 133730 {| 44.530 194,836 - 23y

Precareg 12/1254

(continued on next pag!
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

. Hatchery Spawners Gnlse Adulls Totals Gulse Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals
lron Gate Hatchery (GH) 1,825 15,189 17,014 609 16,106 16,715 831 10,859 11,690
Trinity River Haichery (RH) 2,453 13,934 16,387 4752 17,352 22,104 239 11,132 1137
Subtotals 4278 29,123 33,401 5361 33458 38,819 1,070 21,991 23061
Natural Spawners
- Trinity River basin
(above Willow Creek, exclucing TRH) 5,949 71,920 77,869 10,626 44,616 55,242 2,543 29,445 31,988
Salmon River basin 118 3,832 3,950 327 3,273 3,600 695 2,915 3,610
1 Scott River basin 797 7,769 8,566 473 4,727 5,200 1,188 3,000 4,188
| Shasta River basin 398 4,239 4,697 256 2,586 2,842 137 1,440 1,577
Bogus Creek basin 1,208 9,748 10,956 225 16,215 16,440 444 2,218 2,662
Main Stem Klamath River ' _
{excludng IGH) 65 863 928 164 2,982 3,146 214 1,011 1,225
Misc. Klamath tributaries
{above Hoopa and Yurok Reservations) 237 3,286 3,523 418 4167 4,585 248 3,239 3,487
Hoopa and Yurck Reservation tribs. --b ~-— b ~-- b 55 k 820 k 875 k 40 k 600 k 640 k'
‘Subtotals ' 8,772 101,717 110,489 12,544 79386 91,930 5,509 43,868 49377 |
143,890 || 17,905 112844 130749 || 6579 65859 72428

Total Spawner Escapement | lﬁ13,050 130,840

| - 'IN-RIVER HARVEST
Angler Harvest “Crise  Adults Totals Grise Adults  Totals || Grilse_ _Adults _Totals .
Kamath River peiow Hwy 101 brdge) | 146 2,455 2,601 124 3,367 3,491 137 1,328 1465 .
Trinity River basin (stove Wilow Creek) | 923 9,433 10,356 2,735 9,341 12,076 209 3,054 3,283 .
Balance of Klamath system | 4367 8281 12648 2552  9.495 12,047 1921 4393 6314
Subtotals {5436 20,169 25605 || 5411 22203 27614 || 2267 8,775 11042
Indian Net Harvest®
Klamath River peiow Hay 101 bridge) 36 39,978 40,014 138 36,914 37,052 0 37,130 37,130
Klamath River tHwy 101 1o Trinity mouth) 117 8,136 8,253 173 8,667 9,840 120 4,961 5,081
L Trinity River toooa Reservation) 262 4982 5244 267 5070 5337 71 3474 3545
Subtotals 415 53096 53,511 578 51651 52029 191 45565 _ 45.756
[ Totalin—river Harvest | | 5851 73265 79116 || 5989 73854 79843 || 2458 54,340 55798
} | ~ IN-RIVER RUN
Totals ! Cr.lse Adults Totals i Gnlse Adults TotaJs § i Gnlse Aduns Toie's
In—river Harvest end Escapement 18,801 204,105 223,006 j i 23,894 186,698 210,592 | } 9,037 120,199 12%.236
Angling Monality g of rarvest) f 109 403 512 {1 108 444 552 ' : 45 176 221
Net Mortality @x o tervesy 1 ! 33 4248 4281 || 46 4332 4,178 | 15 3645 3880
‘ Total In—river Run___ | [ 19043 208,756 - 227,799 || 24,048 191,274 215322 || 9.097 124,020 133.1

| " Precared 12/12/54

{continued on next page)
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Grice  AQults

S Gilee AGUS

Tolals

Hatchery Spawners Totals Girilse Adults Totals
Iron Gate Hatchery q6H) KVA 6,704 7,025 65 4,002 4,067 3,737 3,581 7,318
Trinity River Hatchery (mRH) 371 1,348 1,719 205 2,482 2687 211 3,779 3,990
Subtotals 692 8,052 8,744 270 6,484 6.754 3,948 7,360 11,308 !
Natural Spawners

Trinity River basin - - -

(above Wiliow Creek, excluding TRH) 241 7,682 7,923 382 4 867 5,249 2,563 7,139 8,702
Salmon River basin 5961 40711 46671 143 1,337 1,480 547 778 1325
Scott River basin 236 . 1,379 1,615 146 2,019 2,165 965 1,873 2,838
Shasta River basin 118 415 533 10 716 726 66 520 586
Bogus Creek basin 53 732 785 20 1,261 1,281 556 598 1,154
Main Stem Klamath River
(excluding IGH) 59 505 . 564 8 572 580 234 366 600
Misc. Kamath tributaries

{above Hoopa and Yurok Resenvations) 30 634 724 9 485 . 504 153 280 433
"Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs. 17k 118 k 135 k 0k 382k - 382k 59 k 474k 533 k!
Subtotals 1,350 15,596 16,946 - | 718 11,649 12,367 5,143 12.028 17,171 i
[ Total Spawner Escapement | | 2042 23648 25690 || 988 18,133 19,121 || 9091 19388 28479

IN—-RIVER HARVEST

Angler Harvest Grilse  Aduits  Totals Grilse Adults Tota!s | Gnlse Adults Tota!s
Klamath River peiow Hwy 101 bridge) 58 291 349 19 314 333 13 20 33
Trinity River basin @bove Wilow Creek) 22 328 350 94 1177 1,271 158 314 472
Balance of Klamath sysiem 2.020 2,934 4,954 | 573 1,892 2,465 3,949 668 4617
Subtotals 2.100 3.553 5653 || 686 3.383 4069 || 4,120 1,002 5122
Indian Net Harvest® ;

Klamath River elow Hwy 101 brdge) 13 3,648 3,661 7 3902 3,909 124 1,152 1,276
Jamath River (Hwy 101 1o Trinity mouth) 141 3,447 3,588 25 5016 5,041 200 3,687 3,887
Trinity River (Hoopa Reservation) 36 811 847 30 1,280 - 1,310 42 946 988
Subtotals ' 190 7,906 8,096 ‘ 62 10.198 10,260 366 5,785 6.151
[ Total In—river Harvest | [ 2290 11,459 13,749 || 13,581 14329 || 4,486 6787 11273

Totals Cnlce Adults Tmals L Cnlse Adults 'nOtals i Gnlse Adults ok 1
In—river Harvest and Escepement 4232 35,107 39,439 | 1,736 31,714 33, 450 41 13,577 26,175 39,732
Angling Monality @ of harvest) f 42 71 . 113 ] 14 68 ” 82 20 102 .
Net Mortality @% of harvesy f 15 632 647 5 - 816 821 i 29 463 492
i Total In—river Run | | 4389 35810 40,199 |} 1,755 32598 34353 i 13688 26658 ¢

Precared 12/1254

. {continued on next pa




1978-1994 *

amath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In—river Harvest and Run—size Estimate

Page 6017

SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

-

Hatchery Spawners Gnlse Adults Totals Gnlse Adults Totals
Iror: Gate Hatchery ¢GH) 883 20,828 21,711 758 11,475 m 12,233
Trinity River Hatchery (RH) 736 815 1,551 4251 3,061 7312
Subtotals 1619 21643 23,262 5009 14536 19,545
Natural Spawners
Trinity River basin
(above Willow Creek. excluding TRH) 2,465 5,905 8,370 3,150 11,209 14,359
Salmon River basin 456 3,077 3,533 426 3,833 ‘4,259
Scott River basin 265 5,035 5,300 462 2,367 2,829
Shasta River basin 85 - 1,341 1,426 1411 3,947 5,358
Bogus Creek basin 431 3,285 3,716 619 7.585 8,204
Main Stem Klamath River :
{excluding IGH) ~31n 647 n 678 ny 620n 3228n 3,848n
Misc. Klamath tnbmanes
{above Hoopa and Yurok Reservations) 92 2,470 2,562 154 1,126 1,280
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs. Oh 98 h 98 hy Oh 66 h 66 h
Subtotals 3,825 21858 25683 6,842 33,361 40,203
Total Spawner Escapement | | 5444 43501 48,945 || 11851 47897 59,748 |

IN-RIVER HARVEST

AGUIS

Angler Harvest . Totals Grilse Aduhs
Klamath River g.sow Hwy 101 bridge) | 23 669 692 231 538 769

| Trinity River basin above Wikow Creek) 172 391 563 308 366 674
Balance of Klamath system i 1,730 2112 3,842 2,121 864 2,985
Sublotals i 1925 3,172 5,097 2,660 1,768 4,428
Indian Net Harvest®
Kiamath River peiow Hwy 101 bridge) 62 3,017 3,079 81 4,313 4 394
Klamath River gwy 101 to Triny mouth) 80 5127 5,207 78 5,016 5,094

! Trinity River (Hocpa Reservation) 33 1,492 1,525 94 2,266 2,360

‘ Subtotals 175 9,636 9,811 253 11,595 11,848

|
| Totalln—riverHarvest | [ 2100 12808 14,908 || 2913 13363 16276 |
'L IN-RIVER RUN
Totals Gnlse Adults Totals Grilse Aduns oic s
In—river Harvest and Escagement 7,544 £6,309 63,853 14,764 61,260 76,024
Angling Montality g o harves) f 39 63 102 83 35 88 .
Net Mortality @x of hervest) f 14 771 785 20 928 948
[ Total In—river Run | | 7,597 57,143 64,740 || 14837 62223 77,060 |

Presared 12/12/64

{continued on next page)



. Klamath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Escapement, In-river Harvest and Run-size Estimates,

1978-1894 a/ {continued)

Page 7 of 7

'a/

b/
c/
~d/

e/

t/

h/

il

i

I/
m/

“nl

Prepared December 12, 1994. All figures are California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

counts/estimates unless otherwise indicated. All figures for lron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries
represent counts of fish entering those facilities. All spawner escapement figures for the Shasta
River basin for 1978-1987, plus those for Bogus Creek basin for 1980-1991 are based on counts
made at counting stations located near the mouths of those streams. All remaining spawner
escapements and all harvest figures are estimates developed from data obtained through ongoing
field investigations in the Klamath-Trinity system. Figures for years through 1993 are final; 1994
figures are preliminary, subject to revision. '

Figure not available.

USFWS estimate. .

In 1878, the Klamath River system sport salmon fishing season was closed August 25. There
was essentially no sport harvest of fall chinook in the Trinity River basin in 1978.

USFWS estimates for years through 1982; 1883 through 1993 estimates jointly made by USFWS.
and Hoopa Valley Business Council Fisheries Department (HVBCFD); 1994 estimates jointly made
by HVBCFD for the Hoopa Reservation and Yurok Tribal Fisheries Department for the Yurok

‘Reservation.

Factors for non-landed catch mortality calculated by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team
(KRTAT, 1986, "Recommended Spawning Escapement Policy for Klamath River Fall-run Chinook”).
U.S. Forest Service estimate.

HVBCFD estimate. Estimate for streams in Hoopa Reservation only.

In 1885, the Klamath River'system_ sport salmon fishing season was closed to the taking of all
salmon below the U.S. Highway 101 bridge from September 8 through December 31; the Klamath
from the U.S. Highway 101 bridge to Iron Gate Dam and the Trinity River from its mouth to
Lewiston Dam were closed to the taking of salmon 22 inches and longer from September 23
through December 31, 1985, .

Estimates for Hoopa Reservation portion of catch { =947 grilse and 1,841 adults) are of catch
occurring during open fishing periods only.

Estimates jointly made by USFWS and HVBCFD.

Final figures for Salmon River basin natural spawners shown in the December 11, 1991 table were
incorrect. Corrected figures, plus necessary revisions to the 1990 totals, are presented here.
Figure does not include 2,333 adults that, following entry into fron Gate Hatchery, were returned

. 1o the river alive and unspawned, and which are presumed to have spawned naturally,

CDFG estimate based on USFWS redd count data.
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Patrick Darner | November 1, 1994
4234 Rose Way -
Yreka, CA 96097

Members, Klamath River Basin Fishery Task Force
c/0 USFWS '

PO Box 1006

Yreka, CA 96097

Greetings:

As a member and past president of the Siskiyou Flyfishers, I have
taken an active and ongoing interest in restoration efforts and
fisheries issues in the Xlamath Basin, particularly those that
aftect Siskiyou County. Recently I have become aware of a problem
that I would like to ask you as a task force to examine. If you
concur that there is a problem, I would hope you would then take
what steps you could to see that policies were revised.

This year, as last year, Irongate Hatchery had a spawner return far
in excess of what they needed to meet their egg take goals. 1In the
aftermath of last years experience with excessively large numbers
of fish, the Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game had developed a new
policy (see attached) for responding. That policy calls for:

1. Attemptihg to take no more fish into the hatchery than are
necessary to meet egg take goals.

2. Any fish taken in excess of that number will be marked and
returned to the Klamath River, B

The hatchery seems to be making every effort to comply with that
~ policy, by a combination of marking and returning excess fish to
the Klamath River, and by restricting the hours of operation of the
fish ladder. As a consequence, fish that would have returned to
the hatchery to spawn have been forced to look elsewhere,
completely overvhelming the lower portions of Bogus Creek, and
straying in appaerently significant numbers into the Shasta River, -
with additional straying seen as far as Beaver Creek.

Here I must emphasize that I am refering specifically to salmon

that have returned to the hatchery, had their ventral fin clipped, !
then been returned to the Klamath. In addition to those relatively
few marked salmon, one can only assupe that many of the far greater
number of salmon that were prevented from entering the hatchery in



e

the first place (by the restricted hours of operation) were
likewise forced to stray. Since the majority of the salmon were
not marked, there would be no way to distinguish then.

As you are all well aware, there is growing concern to protect the
genetics of the stocks that have evolved the various sub-basins.
The Long Range plan recognizes that need, and specifically states
that hatchery operations will not impact natural stocks (Policy
SAlc, page 5-29). The known differences in the age of maturation,
size, run timing, and early life history all support the conclusion
that the Shasta River has a discrete stock of fall chinook. In the
absence of any clear data to the contrary, it seems only prudent to
assume that this is a distinct stock and take whatever steps are
necessary to protect its genetics.

The 1994 returns were far in excess of hatchery needs. CDF&G
policy has been followed, but that policy did not speak to several
problems that have become apparent this year:

1. The excess number of hatchery fish.yas larger than expected.

2. Many hatchery fish were unable to use the ladder because of
limited hours of operation, and were thus neither marked nor
killed. '

3. Large numbers of hatchery fish, both marked and unmarked were
forced to spawn elsewhere, including (but probably not limited to)
Bogus Creek, mainstem Klamath, Shasta River, and Beaver Creek.
Since most were not marked, their entry could not be prevented.

4. There was no plan in place to monitor the extent of straying,
nor to respond to the problem once it became apparent.

5. The result was that considerable straying of hatchery fish took
place into areas with unique wild stocks, with no quantitlve

~assessment of the extent of the straying.

6. Many marked fish repeatedly returned up the hatchery ladder,
creating a substantial additional handling burden for hatchery
employees. -

7. By restricting the hours of operation of the ladder part way
through the season, it appears that the hatchery will be unable to
accuratly apportion the the eggs raised over the entire run, since
there is no way for them to determine the nurbers of fish prevented
from spawning at the hatchery. That creates an additional probler
of uncontrolled genetic drift within the hatchery stock.

8. DF&G has similar policies in place for steelhead and coho.
Similar problems can be anticipated for them, particularly should
listing occur.



The consequences of these problems affect us all. 1In light of
them, I would like to ask you to request that CDF&G re-examine its
policy for dealing with excess hatchery fish immediately, and
report back on how they will prevent them from recurring. Two
necessary changes are immediately apparent--operate the hatchery
fish ladder 24 hours per day for the entire run, and require that
any fish not spawned be killed, or transported upstream where they
will not present a straying problem, but in no case sould excess
fish be released into the Klamath below Irongate Dam.

Thank you for your time and attention to this.

Respectfully yours,

N

Patrlck J! arner
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Nowvember 29, 1994
"KRTF Meeting, Klamath Palls Ore

BACKGROUND : .
o Tihe NRCS Saimon Initiative was created to help fill a void in th
Federal response to the recent salmon population declines. The void
is to provide technical and limited financial assistance to private
iandowners. and tribes as these entities address salmon recovery
icsues. Primariiv, we will be working with private landowners and
tribes to address landuse issues in watersheds which are having an

m on tne anadromous fisn habitat.

o The NPCS Salmon Initiative is a regional initiative with
invoivement from the NRCS state organizations in California, Oregon,

Washington. and Idaho.

ssicstance from NRCS will be provided through our existing
tionship with Resource Conservation Districts.

o Technicali assistance will be carried out in ‘a cooperative manner
with federal, state, and local agencies, interest groups, and
individuals interested in salimon recovery.

o0 Types of assistance available- Watershea level planning and

impiementation (PL-566). On-farm technical assistance to help _
farmers, ranchers, timber owners implement conservation practices that
will contribute to anadromous fish habitat recovery. Information and

education activities, to bring about a greater understanding of issues

draiving calmon recovery.

Funding for the Initiative began in 1994.

0

2

CALIFORNIA
o r©™inded a State Salmon Coordinator Position, iocated in our State

Office in Davis.

o- Three projects were accepted for financial and/or technical
‘acssistance Hayford Creek Project, Santa Rosa Creek, and Lagunitas
Creelk, '
0 Criteria for prioritizing projects/watersheds: :
- The presence of endangered species, particularly salmonids.
- Precence of on-going CRMP activities.
- The value and priority placed on the project by the local
Resource Conservation District.
- The reiationship and potential of the project to support the
Precidents' Northwest Timber Initiative. .
- The project is ready for implementation.

- The project has strong condgressional recognition and support.

- Current restoration activities are underway.
~ The 2ability to demonstrate measurable resuits 1n a three to

five vear time frame.
- High potential for funding from other agencies, groups or

organizations.



o]

What's happening right now?

Northwest Emergency Assistance Program- NRCS is administering an
iement of this Dept of Commerce aid package. We call this element
ne Habitat Rectoration Element, and involves putting dispiace
smmercial calmon fishermen to work carrying out habitat restoration
crivities. Activities will be carried out in coastal counties, and
Coiumkia Rivelr boundary counties from Sonoma County north to the
Canadian novder. Community outreach, watershed assessment
restoration planning, and restoration work will be carried out on
rzvate lands cover the next two years under this program. $2.2 Million

for this project in CA. $6 million total for CA, OR, and WA.

o0t DO

0 We are currently working closely with ASCS to authorize a pilot
program that will provide ACP cost shares to assist farmers with the
instaliation of fish screens on pump diversions. The initial pilot
area will include the Sacramento River and tributaries. CA Fish and
Game hes tentatively agreed to match dollar for dollar the amount made
available from ASCS.

0 Pianning has been completed on the Hayiork Creek Project, and
aunthorization for funding is very close. This project will provide
PL-566 technical and financial assistance to private landowners to
achieve water conservation {(mostly from improving irrigation water
manacement), improved grazing management, and riparian area
improvement. Primary objective for the project is to increase stream
fiows, and reduce stream temperatures.

o Planning starts are scheduled for Clear Creek and Middle Creek in
Shasta Counties for FY95, and major portion of the Water Resources
PYanning Staff will be redirected to these planning activities.

NRCS in California has received approximately $820,000 to carry out
Salmon Initiative in FY95. The majority of the dollars were allocated
through the Conservation Technical Assistance Program {(C0-01)

$450,000

The remainder comes from P1-566 (08) and is earmarked for Hayfork
Creek and Santa Rosa Creek. :

To access technical assistance we should encourage folks to work
through their local Resource Conservation District.

ennifer L. Foster
istrict Conservationist
¥a Fielq Office
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Private Lands Critical

Hahiwa Restaration is critical (o
the protection and recovery of pauve
salmon o e Columbia Basin and in
Coastal basins. _

This restoration will need to
involve the privale landowners wbo
conwrol extensIve areas imponant o
salmon survival In Oregon, more
than sixty percent of the land in the
Columbia Basin and about fifty-five
percent of the Coaslal basins are in
private ownership.

The Soil Conservation Service,
in parwership with local Soil and
Water Conservation Dismicts, is
worldng with private landowpers
restore arigcal salmon habita. The
current focos of these efforts is in the
Columbia Basin.

Much more is needed to
complete salmon recovery actions oo
private lands. Your interest, parmici-
pation, and support is essendal.

Typical landscape of a walershed in the
Columbic River plareau region of
easiern Oregon showing level 10 gentdy
rolling wplands and steep, highly
disecred caryons. Riparicn zones can be
grezly impacted by the management and
praciices installed on the uplands.

For more information, or to
Jearn how you can help, contact:
Stephen C. Caruana
Salmon Recovery Coordinzsior
Soil Counservaton Service
] 1229 SE 35d Avenue

Pendleton. OR 97801
(503) 278-2836

Technical Assistance

Over the last eentury Columbia Basin sajman and steelbead nms, once
the largest i the world, bave declined 90 percent. '
The Soil Conservation Service and Soil and Water Conservation Districis
have jdentified six problem calegories Where project acuvites and accelerated
technical assistance could positively contribute 1o the regional recovery of
salmon and steeihead in the Calumbia and Coastal River Basins.
The six categonies of opportunity are;:
* walershed management
* irigation sysiems and water management
* riparian vegetation establishment and management
« streambank erosion repair
* screening and fish passage at urigation diversions
* snow swrveys and water supply forecasting

Columbia Basin Focus L-'mdu‘llse

. Agriculture :
Total area: 13,844,000 ac. Private’ 2,751,400 ac.
Ownership Range '
Private 8,817,200 ac. 64% Private 3,714,900 ac.
USFS 3.881.400 ac. 28% BLM 396.650 ac.
BIM 512,380 ac. 4% Forest
Tribes 424,240 ac. 3% Private 2,304,600 ac.
Misc. 138,440 ac. 1% USFS 3,706,000 ac.

Mid-Columbia Region%\‘}

i
\.,

AL programs and savices of the United States Department of Agricilure, Soil Conservation Service are offered on a nondiscrimi.
natory basis, withous regerd to race, color, narional origin, religlon, sex, age, marital gatrs, or handicap,



Salmon Habitat Restoration on Private Land
Salnmon Recovery Initiative :

Inproving fisheries habitat in the Pacific Northwest and
California is a high priority natural resource issue. Beginning
with several salmon especies being listed and many additional fish
specles facing potential listing under the Endangered Species
Act, as well ag many other species dependent on the aquatic
ecosystenm, traditional allocation and uses of our soil and vater
resources 1s being challenged. Hundreds of millions of federal
and state dollars are being spent to restore agquatic and
terrestrial ecosystems on federally managed lands. Investment on
private lands s needed to extend the restoration to private
lands which have critical habitat which need restoratioen,

protection, and/er enhancement.

To reet this challenge, conservation districts and State
Conservation Commissions in Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and
california havae jolned together to form the Pacif?c Fisheries
Enhancement Committee which developed an action plan for the
enhancement of fisheries habitat on private lands. - With the
development of this action plan and with partnering with key
federal agencies, such ams the Soil Conservation Service, National
Marine Fisheries, and the Fish and Wildlife Service, and
affliated organizations such as the Northwest Power Planning
Council, the districts of the Pacific Northwest and California
are poised to begin putting projects on the ground and starting
today to assist in the recovery of our valuable fisheries

resocurces,

Private landowners and opesrators own or control approximately 40
percent of the salwmon habitat remaining in the Columbia Basin.
These lands include 11.6 million acres of dry cropland, 6.8
»illion acres of irrigated cropland, and 4.3 million acres of
pasture land, In addition, private interests own or lease 26.4
million acres of range and 19.7 million acres of forest lands.

In order to foster and accelerate implementation of this plan,
the Soill Conservation Service needs funding of approximately $15
to $20 million dollars a year for the next fiva years to provide
accelerated and targeted technical and financial resources for

individual state projects. |
California Washington  Idaho Oregon Total

FY 95 $3.3 $5.4 $2.6%5 84.2 $15.598 X
FY 86 $5.275 $5.5 $2.695 $5.2 $18.67 N
FY 97 $6.2 $4.7 $2.695 $5.2 $18.755 ¥
FY 98 $6.165 $5.8 $2.695 $5.2 $19.86 X
FY S9 $6,265 $5.6 $2.695 $5.9 $20.46 M

The National Association of Conservation Districts has endorsed
this proposal and supports implementation of the actlon plan.



§CS will assist the Soil and Water Conservation Districts, and

.State Conservation Commissions in working with all tribes,

federal and dtate agehncies, and other interested groups and
individuals in prioritizing and addressing needs to accomplish
the Pacific Pisheries Enhancement Committee’s plan and the

Council’s Strateqy for Salmon.

SCS also will provide technical support for developing
restoration plans on private lands as part of the four model
watershed efforts currently underway in Idaho, Washington and
Oregon and for watershed efforts designated in the futura in
these states and California.

8CS can provide technical assistance to marage and restore
critical instream habitat, improve water quality, manage
nutrients and pesticides, reduce erosion and sediment, restore
riparian areas, improve irrigation systems and efficiencies,
control nonpoint pollution sources, and protect, create, enhance
or restore wetlands. Assistance is deliverad through
conservation districts located in each county throughout the
basin. This delivery system makes assistance readily available
locally to all private landowners, operators, and other groups.

In cooperation with our conservation partners, SCS proposes

accelerating planning for fish habitat restoration and
enhancement which includes the following elements tor the first

three years:




vill similarly consider the Xlamath Basin as a wvatershed/aquatic habitat
restoration priority.

Should you have any further questions or need additional Information, call ze or
John Hamilton in my sbsence. ' '

Sincerely,

frn K

Ron Iverson
‘Project Leader

Enclosures (3)

cc: USDA/SCS, Yreka (Attn: Jennifer Foster)
USDA/SCS, Sacramento (Attn: John Lowry)
Jerry Grover
Tricia Parker
Dave Webb
Sari Sommarstrom
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

September 26, 1994

Ms. luana Kliger
Salmon Initiative Coordinator

USDA Soil Conservation Service
511 NW Broadwsy, Room 248
Portland, Oregon 97209

Dear luana:

1t was 8 pleasure talking with you last week via phone and learning more about
U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service's (SCS) Salmon
Initiative. Based upon our conversation, it sounds as if anticipated funding
available through your program could be directed at some of the same watershed
restoration problems and target groups as we have identified. Consistent with
your request for Information on our FY1995 ranking of projects, enclosed you will
find three attachments. The first (Enclosure 1) is a copy of our request for
proposals (RFP) for FY1995 projects. Note that extra points are given (pages 8
and 9 of RFP) to proposals which would employ target groups.

Enclosure 2 is the list of FY1995 projects as ranked by the Technical Work Group.
This renking was accepted by the Klamath Task Force for funding down to the dark

line (vhere the money ran out).

Enclosure 3 includes two hsbitat restoration proposals which fell below the
funding line for ‘95. These two full proposals are provided as examples of
projects which hopefully would be eligible for support through your program.

1 am somewhat unclear as to what constraints pust be placed on projects to be
consistent with your program. As 1 may have mentioned, our projects are not
linfted to private, agriculture land, although there is ruch work to be done in
“such areas within the Klamath Basin, in particular In the Scott and Shasta
subbasins. The two full proposals are provided as examples only. We would be
glad to provide full proposals for any projects Iin Enclosure 2.

As you know, our long Range Plan for the Klazath River Basin Conservation Area -

Fishery Restoration Fregram (Plan) will implewent specific priority actions for '~
acinvide restoraticn over a 20 year period. The Plan hes been recognized by the
Enviror~mental Protecticn Agemcy zc a comprehencive vetershed plan, There is
clcse agreement as +vz11 betveen the Plan’s priorities and the those described in
the State of California’s Xorth Ceast Fegionzl Veter Quslity Control Foard's 1924
Ronpoint Source Vork Tesks for the Klerneth River Vaterched. Ve hope that EEE‘
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SCOTT RIVER WATERSHED CRMP COMMITTEE
STATUS REPORT

by
San Sommarstrom, CRMP Program Coordinator
to the
Klamath River Pisheries Task Force
Nov. 30, 1994

The Scott River Watershed Coordinated Resources Management Planning (CRMP) committee
is a little over two years old now, having been organized in Septernber 1992, Except for a brief
hiatus this past summer, the group has met regularly the third Tuesday night of each month.
Subcommittees also meet as necessary, Mike Bryan was receotly sclected as chair; he is a
rancher and Siskiyou County's representative on the Technical Work Group of the Task Force.
Vice-chair is Mary Rochrich, represeating the Marble Mountain Audubon Society.

Watershed Plans
At our last meeting, the CRMP group agreed to have tw0 componeats of its watershed

plan completed by February 1995: the Fall Flows Action Plan, and the Fish Population and
Habitat Plan. The Water Sub-committee presented a2 14 page draft Fall Flows Action Plag in

October to the full CRMP commitige in response to the CRMP's high priority objective:
*Increasc fall flows for the fall chinook salmon®, Discussion oa the draft followed at the

November meeting, and the sub-committee will be meeting in December to incorporate the

suggested changes. The Fish Sub-committee is very close to completing its drafl, which will be
presented to the full CRMP at the December meeting. We want to usc tbwc plans as the basis
for future project proposals..

In addition, the Agriculture Sub-committee and the Upland Vegetation Managcment Sub-
commiliee are continuing to meot and generate ideas for projects.

Current Projects
In addition to the CRMP administration pro;ed, we are directly sponsoriog 10 projects

worth $104,352, Several arc continuing projects now in their second ycar. They are addressing
water conservation and fish habitat needs and lnclude the following projects:

- Water Conservation: * Scott Valley Irrigation District (SVID) Stockwatering Study * M9S dwr

* "Beaver Dams”™; #1 (1994 completed) & #2 (for 1995)

* Fall Irngation Water Conservation Needs:
< Stockroeder Camg {94S
Fish Habitat: * Rjparian Woodland Revegetation: 1994 (completed) & 1995

* Pish Screens - Student-Built: 1994 (completed); 1995 o
* Fish Screeas - Locally-Built; 1995 (0% funded) -~ — =
* Tempcraturc Monitoring: 1995

Final reports on the comple:.ed 1994 projects will be submifted by January.
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New Funding Sources

In order to diversify our funding sources, we have pursued other government and private
sources. Working with the ORE-CAL RC&D (Resource Conservation & Development) District,
we identified several private foundations. Our first approach to the Dean Witter Foundation of
San Francisco proved successful: they awarded us $4,800 toward our effort to develop a locally-
built fish screening program which will complement the Calif, Dept. of Fish and Game's Screen
Shop effort. Since we have identified 125 diversions needing screening in Scott Valley, thc fish
screening effort must be accelerated.

Another funding source is the new Special Practice for Fish Screcnmg from thc
Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP) recently approved by the state ASC Committee. This
program provides 75% USDA cost-share funding for screening of river pumps to protect
anadromous fish. While this special practice was initiated for farmers in the Sacramento River
Basin to protect the listhwinter-run chinook salmon, both Scott and Shasta CRMPs are working
to get Siskiyou County to be part of the program. The 25% cost share could come from the
landowner, CDFEG, or otber sources. _

Meeting Facilitator

To help our monthly CRMP meetings stay on track and (o prote\,t participants fmm
personal attacks, we are now using the services of a professional meeting facilitator, She is Preda
Walker, who lives in Scott Valley and usually works on school-related issues. The funds for her

cffort come from the Program Coordinator's budget item.

Education: Field Trips, Workshops, Symposhums, and Meetings :
A Scott Valley workshop on Water Needs was held for 60 participants in November
1993, followed by a field trip to see spawning salmon in the Scott and a livestock watering
operation. In Spring 1994, about40people attended a field trip to look at fish screens in
Shackleford Creck and talk about irrigation practices. An upcoming symposmm is planned for
- February 1995 with many experts on Water lgw
To also help educate ourselves on various issues, outside speakers are frequently invited
10 address the regular CRMP meetmgs on pamcular subjects.

Lemers of Support

Recent Jetters of suppart were sent by the CRMP to help retain two key components of
our restoration effort. One letter was to maintain the USGS Gage Station on the Scott River,
which was threatened with immediate removal in October 1934 due to state cut-backs from
DWR's joint-funding. We are thankful for Ron Iverson's last minute rescue of this valuable
streamflow monitoring station with his offer of Task Force funding for 1994-95, A long-term
funding solution will be needed to avoid the loss of such essential data for our water conservation
_and habitat restoration efforts in the Scott River watershed.

Another support letter was to keep Carl Harral on the job as project administer for
CDFG's habitat restoration projects in this region. He has proven (0 be very hclpfu] in project
design, prompt paperwork and payments, and landowner-friendliness, and is too valuable a
person 1o lose at this eritical time. Fortunately, last reports indicate his position is at least
temporarily salvaged. '

ok (ai6) 407-5783. oy T couldrt maf&
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+~SHASTA VALLEY RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT

21S EXECUTIVE COURT. YREKA, CALIF. 86037
Agendum #17

Handout ZDRAF—T

SHASTA RIVER COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AREA OF CQVERAGE: The Shasta River from below Dwineit Reservoir
downstream to the confluence with the Xlamath River and all
tributaries in this section. :

OBJECTIVE: To improve riparian habitat while maintaining Agricultural
uses. _ .

GOALS:
1. Identify and prioritize the poroblems
A. Develop "riparian rating” system

B. Survey Shasta River and tributary riparian condition/land
owner cooperation.

C. Define “"workable” segments

2. To develop improved riparian conditions while having the

lowest possible impact (least intrusive) to landowners.

A, Provide "immediate"” assistance tn cooperators wishing to
do restoration work.

8. Implement existing grant projects
C. Continue to seeit funds

D. Gather "library" of technoiogy.aliernatives for fisheries
' restoration projects

3. Improve landowner awareness of the problems along and in the
Shasta River and the benefit potential for improvements.

A. Publish Shasta River CRME newsletter
1. Minimum of *wo times per yea:r
2. Distributa %o iand ownerz, aqgencies, legislators

B. Provide news articles fact sheet:s for publication

£. Hold 3n annua! ¥Yi1eld *oeuyr of 3re2 nrojects/concerns,
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_SHASTA VALLEY RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT.\-..;_.;?
;fn 5

:

7

4. Coord

:.' ";f:l ’
B X

215 EXECUTIVE COURT. YREKA, CALIF. 96097 -

inate agency activities and funding for projects and

actions on the Shasta River.

A.

CRM= coordinator will “gather” proposals to sée that

duplication of effort does nont nccur.
Invite interested Tribes to parficipate in CRMP

1. Contact the following persons

a. Hoopa -- Mike Orcut
b. Karuk —-- Leaf Hillmarn
c. Yurok —-- Walt Lars
d. Other —-- 7?2277 77277 —_
Rimai, Toibe L _Tasta 7 ednyg
Keep other interested "Fish Groupz" informed via

Newsleftters and minutesz.

Cortinue to seek funding for coerdinator position which

is only funded for FY 3Z.

5. Improve public awareness of the werk being done.

A.

B.

Cocrdinate public iﬁformation with KRBFTF

Determine target audiences
ie., Kids, decisiaon makers,ete-.

Seek out Yolunteer *o do publié information program

C.
6. Evaluates 3ll restoration efforits (in C5MP area)
A. CRMP supported projects will contain formal monitoring

and evaluation criteria,
i. Add to Memorandum of Underztanding between agencies,
qroups and the CRMP :

2. Froposals wiil need to define expected results/goals
and the method of proposzed 2valuation.
Znenurage Non—-CRMP sponsoared projects contractors to
include evaluation and monitaring in projects and
2nzourage sharing of recults with CRMP group.
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KALAMATH RIV
FISCAL Y

OCTOB
(95wkpl .DBP,Catomidx, Aunual.fra)

FED 10 COOPERATOR LOCATION

®¢ CATEGORY Education

£-07 Porks of Salmon 8ohoo) Salson River

*¢ gubtotal °*°*

®® CATEQORY Pish Protection

PP-03 USPWS Coawtal California PRO Klamath River

PP-08 USPWS Coastsl California PRO Klamath River

FP-11 USPWS Coastal California FRO Xlemath River

l

PP-01 USPWS CA/NV Pish Health Center Klamath River

PP-07 Yurok Tribe & Humboldt State
lUnlv.

Klamath River
1

PP-12 Yurok Tribal Pisheries ﬁrogrn- Blue Creek

** Subtotal **

*¢ CATEGORY Hablitat Protection
HP-03 Univeresity of California
Yreka :

Soott Valley

HP-08 Great Northern Corporation Montague~GOranade Road Crossing
KP-02 Siskiyou Resource Cons. Dist. Scott River

HP-08 Karuk Trl§e of California Klamath Rfvor

Hr-01

USDA - Kinmath National Forest Oak Knoll Rsnger District

ORAT 10N PROGRAM
WORK PLAN
1094

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

wWaterulied Education and
Stewardship Program

Age Composition of the 1094
Klamath River FPall Chinook Run

Mainstem Klamath River Fall
Chinook Spawning Escapement
Estimate

Spring Emigration Assessment
of Klamath River Juvenile
Salmonids

Health, physiology, and
migratlon charscteristics of
Iron Cate Hatchery Chinook

QGenetic analysis of Klamath
River Green Sturgeon

Assessment of the Chinook and
Coho Salmon populations of
Blue Creek

Asuosument of Pall
Agricultural Irrigation Water
Conservation Potential in SV

Remote ﬁuler Quality
Monitoriny Station

Temperature Monlitoring on the
Scott River

Water Temperature Monitoring
of the Klamnth River Majnetem

Horse Creek Cattle Exclusion

COST COMMENTS

7748

7748

10382

26900

26103

22000

21102

13181

122870

11814

24804

79682

Right on cut off line as of
10/31/va; only pertielly
funded

Funded with FY 84 $

Funded with FY 94 8

99 Inopuey
0Z# wnpuafy

By



Fape No '
10/31/9{

.

PED 1D COOPERATOR

HP-09 Klamath T.P. Technical Work
Group

®® gSubtotal **

¢s CATEGORY Habitat Reastoration
HR-23 Great Northern Corporation

HR-13 Siskiyou Resource Cona, Dist

HR-18 USPFS Klamath National Forest
HR-19 Slekiyou Resource Cons. Dist

HR-23 Great Nocthern Corporation

HR~21 Siskiyou Resource Cons. Dist

HR-17 Siskiyou Resource Cons. Dist.

HR-32 USDA - Xlamath National Porest

HR-28 Siskiyou Resource Cons. Olst,
o Subtot.l."

®¢ CATEGORY Progras Coordinatjon
PC~03 Klamath Porest Alliance - SRRC

PC-03 Great Northern Corporation

skiyou Resource Cons. Olat,

LOCATION

Klasath Basin

Shasta Valley

Scott Valley
Canyon Creek
Scott Valley

Shasta Valley

8cott River

Scott River

KALAMATIt RIVE

‘OHATJUN PROGRANM

PISCAL YEA.__~¥3 WORK PLAN

oCTO
(93wkp) .DBP

Oak XKnoll Ranger Dietrict

Scott River

Salmon River

Shasta Valley

Scott River

BER 31. 1904
,Cat.ndx,Annual.fra)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION cosT
Fence
Instream Plow Scoping 44884
89024

Shasts River Riparlan PFencing 60809
Project
Scott River Riparian Woodland 0
Revegetation Phase II
Canyon Creek spawning gravel 8336
development
Scott hlver flow enhanceaent 11810
pllot project .
Flock Ranch Puaping Systes 24058
Scott River Geomorphlo 34837
Restoration and Fish Habitat
Enhancement - Klamath Basin
Scott River Riparlan Penoing & 8437
Planting Pastures of Heaven
Ranch
Horse Croek Migration Barrier 43000
Iaprovesent
Scott River Riparian Fencing & 19689
Planting Walter Hunsen Ranch

© 280008
Salmon River Community 15778
Restoracjion Prograas
Shasta Rjiver Coordinated 25920

Resource Management Plan
Coordinutor

Scott River Watershed 32258

COMMENTS

Punded with PY ¥4 8

Purtinlly funded with FY 94 §$




Vs
1Qs31/

Ky i)

FED [0 COOPERATOR

PC-07 USPWS Klamath River FRO

PC-06 Klamath T.F. Technical Work
Group

®s Subtotal **

*e® Tota) *°**

LOCATION

Klamath Basin

Klamath Basin

KALAMATH RIVE TION PROGRAM
FISCAL YEA OKK PLAN
OCTOBER 1994
(95wkpl.DBF,Cat . ndx, Annual.lrw)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION COST CUMMENTS

Coordinated Resource
Management Plan

Provide Staff Support for 405000
Progrum Coordination

Sub-Basin Planning and Project 50400
Development

3293353

1000000
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- TRINETY COUNTY

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
P.O. Drawer 1258  (916) 623-1217
WEAVERVILLE, CALIFORNIA 96093

November 16, 1994 . Dero B. Forslund, Clerk
Donald E. Benedetti, Administrative Officer

NOV—-23-94 WED

Bruce Babbitt

Secretary of Interior
1849 "C" St, NW

- Washington, D.C. 20240

Re: Federal Reserved Water Right to 50,000 Acre-Feet from the Trinity Division of the Central Valley
Project _ :

Dear Secretary Babbitt:

The Trinity Division of the Central Valley Project, consisting of Trinity, Lewiston and Whiskeytown
Dams and associated tunnels and powerplaots, was approved by Congress on August 12, 1935. Section
2 of the 1955 Act contained a distincily separate provision from instream fishery flows as follows:

“Provided further, That not less than 50,000 af shall be 1cJeased annually from the Trinity
Reservoir and made available to Humboldt County and downstream water users.”

Nearly identical Janguage is also included in al) of the Bureau of Reclamnation’s 7 California water permits
for storage and diversion of Trinity River water to the CVP.

Aficr 34 years of not releasing the 50,000 af of water from Trinity Reservoir for "Humboldt County and
downstrezm water users”, we believe that the time has come for the Interior Department to comply with
fedara) and state laws and release that water for the economic benefit of the watershed of origin as
prosmised by Corngress in 1955. We are, therefore, asking for your concurrence with our proposal to
develop long-term criteria for release of the 50,000 af through the "Maipstem Trinity River Fishery
Restoration EIS/EIR" now being prepared. We are also asking that you direct the Bureau of
Reclamation to make 50,000 af of water available in 1995 and 1996 for evaluation purposes and
immediate economic relief of an area devastated by the export of water resources and reductions in
federal timber harvest levels. ;

Humboldt County and Trinity County recently conducted tiree hearings on this issve to determine if
there were unmet water needs in the Trinity River basin vhich could be fulfilled by release of the 50,000
af. Thete was ample justification and widespread support for release of the 50,000 af for a number of
uses. in particular, recreation and community development. -

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Hoopa Valley Tribe are NEPA lead agencies for the
Mainsten Trinity River Fishery Restoration EIS/EIR, and Trinity County is the lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act. We are in the initial stages of developing a Draft EIS/EIR to
evaluate mainstem Trinity Rives fishery restoration efforts and to assist you as Secretary of Interjor in.
- devcloping recommendations for permanent instream fishery flow requirements, Trinity River Division.



- w2
operating criteria and procedures for the restoration and maintenance of the Trinity River fishery. These
actions arc authorized by the Trinity River Flow Evaluaton Study through a 1981 Secretarial Directive,

and arc further authorized by Secuon 3406(b)23(A) of the Cenural Valley Project Improvement Act of
1992 (C\'PLA), Title 34 (Public Law 102-575).

We believe that the EIS/EIR is an appiopriste document 10 fully evaluate Jong-term alternatives for
release of the 50,000 af which will be consistent with fishery restoration efforts in the Trinity River basin. -
While the 50,000 af was clearly intended for economic benefil and development within the area-of-origin,

it need not be at the expense of our valuable fichery resources. Opportunities may exist to provide
conjunctive vse of the 50,000 af 10 enhance rather than detract from fisheries. In addition, conditions for
repaymnent of the past 35 years of noncompliance with the requirements of the 1955 Act and state water
permits should be considered, along with issues such as waler banking and evaluation of carryover

storage at Trinity Lake pursuantio Section 3406(b)(19) of the CVPIA.

Comumicreial whitewales buating vu (he Trinity River has Increased [000% (sec aflached graph prepared
by Big Bar Ranger District of the Shasta-Trinity National Forest) since the “Lujan Decision” of May 8,
1991 in which Trinity River instrearn flows were increased to a minimum of 340,000 af/year. Personal
recreational use has chmbed at a similar rate. Meanwhile, we are experiencing extreme econoinic
hardship due to poor returms of salmon, stringent fishing restrictions when fish are present, reduced
recseation at Trinity Lake due to CVP water exports, and reduced timber harvest due to listing of the
northera spotted owl. Release of the 50,000 af for whitewaler boating in 1995 and 1996 prior to
completion of the EIS/EIR would do much to enhance our local economy while providing opportunities
to evaluate Jong-term release patlerns for the 50,000 af. Our only requirement would be that the 50,000
af be maiched by an equivalent reduction in exports to the CVP in order to maintain adequate carryover
storage at Trinjty Lake for all CVP pioject purposes, especially during drought conditions. ‘

We look forward to your response to our requests. We have attacked background information, public
japut and minutes of ovr hearings for your review. Please respond to us within 90 days so thal we can
have adequate tine 10 work with various tribes and agencies to prepare for release of the 50,000 af
during the dry sezson of 1995.

Sincerely,

Trinity County Board of Supervisors

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
By.
S.V. Plowman, Chairman

Enclosures

cc: Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
- Del Norte County Board of Supervisors
Hoopa Valley Business Council
Karuk Tyibal Council
Yurok Tribal Council
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Fospa Valley Trdlal Greancit.
P.O. Box 1348 ® Hoopa, Californla 95548 ® (916) 6254211 HOOPA VALLEY TRIBE
Regu ol
Dale Rlsling, Sr. Bavredurs o vacn sion™

Chaliman

Septcinber 12,1994

Tom Stokely, Associate Planner
Natural Resources Division

Trinity County Planning Departmcnt, | "7:: g:," -
“Post Office Box 2819 Sl B ».7‘%‘ #
Weaverville, California .9 joss 281'9 = R A
- :
Subject: Waler 1;1 the Trmxtnyvcr Basuli ;‘:E&; "; R :"""_’_
vy >-_ }}’{f‘.’_.——“" AL ;'" - = '_’,'.-._.,,".; . -.-'.“.,,.,‘
Dear Mr. Stokely: 'j.}fjﬂ.-" . ~ "Z'f’fz;f;:¢. -

) 'r "
The Hoopa Vaﬂcy Tnbc has preparcd the followmg staternent in response to the notice from-
the. Humboldt and Trinity County Boards of Supervisors soli¢iting comments on the cffect of the

Trinity Dmsnon Act of 1955 on water supphes . thc Trxm(y chr basm el

~
. e

"-’ . d, - “‘ ‘..... S 2 i
}' or.more than15; )‘ears the. H00pa Vallcy Tribc has led the efforts fo reverse the ‘dévastating
effects on the: cco}ogy of the: Tnmty River caused by the 1 conshuchon and operahon of thérinity
Division of the Central Valley Project {CVP). The.most notofons damage is the néar destruction of
the Trinity basin’s salimon ﬁshery ’I‘hat ﬁshery h_.as been, and alwa)s wxll be &ssenhal to the culhure
and econowmy of 1hc Tnbe S g IR ,(:“5;,.\-,', ”_;-;“. s ,‘,5(’ * L
ERVi o S PR S "'\"a“m;ﬁ:"«-?,. Rhere L au
The Tnbe has foughl 10 profect, and Yéstore the ﬁs‘wery in: ciaic and'fede.ral agencies, the
courts, and the United States Congress. Among, the’ Tribe’s successes is the 1991 “decision of the
Interior Depamncnt {o revoLeBurcau of Reclamahon ope x‘ahng critéria end procédures that
diverted up jo 80° percentof the Trinity Rivi er to the Cénfral Valley: The Tribe ensuréd'that the
Departmeni would not backslide by persuading Congress to reaffirm the féderal trust responsibility
for the Tribe’ fishery and legislate-a 340,000 acre feet minimum annual release from Trinity
Reservoir for the fishety.- At the Tribe’s behest the Congress also.directed the Secretary to complete
studies to determine how much addmonal water was necessary- fo restore the fishéry to levels of
* abundance that exisied prior 1 the constmcbovnﬁof i Tnmty Reservmr. A ﬁnal decision on that
additional supply is due by Deccmbcr 1996. S C Rt T SR
- ,,\ Rl ‘_- ’.:‘.»l T :
The Tribe made a considerablé m\estmenﬁo accomphsh these ob_;cchvcs by establishing the
Hoopa Tribal Deparhuent of rlshcncs The Departimient has earned & repuiation in the community
of resource nanagers and fisheries ccxenhsts for extraordinary dedication, excellent research, and,
perhaps most importantly, creative and cBnstruttive soliitions to resource managcmen‘ in the
Trinity basin. Congress has acknowledged the Tribe’s integral role in management of the Trinity

River by directing that Tribal representatives be made miembers of the Trinity River Basin fishard *

Wildlife Task Force and the Klamath Fishery Management Council.

As the Boards of Supcmtors and the public cow:dcr the qucshon of additional water.
oupphes fot the Trinity basin, it is essential that all inferests recognize that Congress has establiched
two distinet authorities governing the management of the Trinity Division. Section 2 of the Act of



August 12, 1955 (ch, 872, 69 Stat. 719), established two preconditions before water may be
diverted to the Central Valley:

(1) water must be released annually in amounts sufficient fo “insure the preservation and
propagation of fish and wildlife™; and '

(2) “not less than 50,000 acre-feet shall be released annuaily from Trinity Reservoir and
made available to Humboldt County and downstream water users.” '

The supplies of water needed for fish and wildlife are not to be subsumed in or otherwise
confused with the additiona] 50,000 acre-feet of water required to be released for beneficial use in
the economies of Humboldt and Trinity Counties. The Hoopa Valley Tribe is a major contributor to
the economy of the North Coast and to the extent that its development needs entail use of Trinity
River watey it is entitled to make use of that supply as well, although that amount of water in no .
way can be considered as a limitation o1 the Tribe’s as yet unquantified federal reserved water
right. '

The Tribe looks forward to increased support from its neighbors in Humboldt and Trinity
Counties in its fight to promote the ecological health of the Trinity River and protect it from
unlawful and destructive diversions to the Central Valley. :

‘Sincerely,

Vice-Chairman
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| Background Information for Humboldtf[‘nmlv County Hearings on 50, OOOAcre -Foot
A rea-of-Origin Water Right

The Thinity Division of the Central Valley Project, consisting of Trinity, Lewiston and Whiskeytown Dams and
associated tunnels and powerplants, was approved by Congress on August 12, 1958,

When Congress passed the 1955 Act. it contained a provision providing flows for maintepance of the fishery in

the Trinity River during the months of July through November. The Act did not provide for any instream flow

releases during the months of December through June. The Act also contamed a distincdly separate provision as
Ollows:

“Provided further, That not less than 50,000 af shall be released annually from the Tcinity
Reservoir and made available to Humboldt County and downstream wafer users."

The 50,000 af provision was inserted into the 1955 Act during a July 14, 1955 hearing by the Senate, only one
rmontk before it was approved. During previons Corgressional bearings on the Aci, there was no mention of the
50.000 af. There was only a clavse requiring the Secretary of the Interjor 10 insure preservation and
propzgation of fish and wildlife ttyough minimum flow requirenzents. The 50,000 af was referenced during the
July Senatz hearing in a letter from Congressman Scudder as follows:

“When this bill was first proposcd, the residents of Huroboldt sad Del Norte Counties objected to
the diversion of this river, as there are water ueeds in those two counties for a certain amount of
the water that flows in the river. There was included in the bill a proviso that would maintain a
flow of water in the Trinity River during the months of July through Nov ember, sufficient to
maintain fish life.

The residents of the counties requested a provision be placed in the bill tbat would guarantee to
them sufYficient water to provide for their expanding economy.

Yeu will note the provision on page 4, line 4 'that not less than 50,00 acre-feet shall be released
annually from the Trinity Reservoir and made available to Humboldt County &and dovinstream
water users.'

This apparcntly will satis{y the do_\\rétre_:énx users, and their objection to the project as originally



proposed, has thereby been removed." e
Hearings on the bill in 1955 and 1934 contalned a number of comments from Huwboldt and Del Norte County
business intetests. residents and County Supervisors who opposed the project o the grounds stated above in .
Congressman Scudder's letter. Wood products manufacturing, mining, tourism, recreation, agriculiure, |
hydroelectric power, fisheries and Tndian water rights were all uses listed which would be impacted by ‘
construction of the Trinity Division, and for which water should be seserved. Based on those comments, the
specific Janguage in the 1955 Act and Congressman Scudder's letter, it is evident that Congress’ intent was that -
the 50,000 af be added 10 supplemeny the amount of water reserved to the basin, beyond the minimum flow

sequirements for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife. Unfortunately, that was not what has
been carried out by the Bureau of Reclamation over the past 35 years.

In 1959, what is now the California State Water Resources Control Board issued 7 water right permits to the
Bureau of Reclamation for the Trinity Division. As a result of a protest by the California Department of Fish and
Game, instream flow releases for the fishery were provided in the permits for all 12 months of the year, with a
cumufative flow of 120,500 af/year, or a range of flows from 150 to 250 cubic feet per second. In addition to
the provision for fishery flows, each of the 7 water permits contained the following clauses:

9,  Permittee shall release sufficlent water from Trinity and/or Lesiston Reservolrs into the

Trinity River so that not less (ban an annual quantity of 50,000 acre-feet will be available for the
beneficlal use of Humboldt County and other downstream users."

"10. This permit shall be subject to the prior rights of the county {u which the water sought to
be appropriated originates to use such water as may be necessary for the development of the
county, as provide In Section 10505 of the Water Code of California."

As was the case for the 1955 Act, the water permit condition for fishery flows was separate from the 50.0(’
«nd Water Code Section 10505 provisions. There was also no language limiu'ng the use of the 50,000 af

on this language and hisiory, it seems most Jogical to interpret the provisions to allow dowmneam water users o
apply the allocated water as they see fit

The Trinity Division was completed in 1963 and since then has resvlted in an average annval diversion of
approximately 1 million acre-feet of water from the Trinity River basin to the Sacramento River basin. The
average annual inflow of Trinity Lake is only 1.2 million af, so the historical diversions out of the basin have
amounted to nearly 90% of the historical inflow to Trinity Lake. 1994 is no exception, as the Bureav of
Reclamation is diverting approximately 900,000 af of Trinity water to the Sacramento basin (his year. '

As a result of the Joss 109 miles of steelhead and salmon habitat behind the dams, as well as the Joss of 90% of
the Trinity's flow at Lewiston, Trinity River salmon and stecthead populations plummeted 1o perilously low
nuinbers by the 1970's. In one year, only 17 steelhead returned to the Trinity River Halchery. Because of public
outcry oves the death of the river and its once-abundant fishery, the Trinity River Task Force was formed in the
1670's. The Task Force began cvaluating higher flows for the fisbery, and, in 1981, Interior Secretary Cecil
Andrus increased Trinity River instream fishery flows from 120,500 af up to 340,000 af, with & requirement for
cutbacks in dry and critically dry years. Andrus also ordered a 12-year flow evaluation study by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service to mizke a recomvnendation to the Secretary on permanent instream flows for resterztion of

the fishery. The Flow Evaluation Study began in 1984.

(8]
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In , as & result of an administrative appeal filed by the Hoopa Valley Tribe, Interior Sc.crclary—Mam.xcl Lujan

1
i‘ed Tririty River ishery flows 10 a minimum of 340,000 alU/year, witbout any culbacks for dry years. He
Al affirmed the 12-year flow evalvation study, which is scheduled for a recommendation to the Secretary in

In 1992, Congress passed the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, which contained a clause codifying the
"Lujan Decision” for-a minimum of 340,000 affyear for instream fisbery flows as well as the 12-year flow.
evaluation study with the 1996 recommendation 10 the Secretary. Unless the Hoopa Valley Tribe agrees
otherwise, never again will the Trinjty River go back to annual flows of 120,500 af/year.

Throughout all of this, not one drop of the £0,000 af has ever been released in addition to ﬁshery flows.
In 1974, as a result of inquiries from those concemed about the lack of instream flows and it impacts on the
fishery, the Bureau of Reclamation issued a legal opinion stating that

**...since the purpose of the Division is to provide as much water as possible to the Central Valley...
the £0,000 acre-feet referred to in the last proviso of Section 2 should be construed to include the
water neccssary to maintaln minimum specified flows for fish preservation and propagation rather
than being considered to be in addition to such flows."” (Memorandum from Assistant Regional
Solicitor Rita Singer to Regional Director, Sacramento, July 1, 1974).

That legal opinion was reaffirmed ir later correspondence from the Bureau of Reclamation to the U.S. Fish and
Wildiife Scrvice (Memorandun from Regional Solicitor Charles Renda to Field Supervisor, Division of

ogical Services, USFWS, January 21, 1977) and the Trinity County Board of Supervisors (Letter from
Pional Director David Houston 1o Patricia Garrett, Chairperson Toinity County Board of Supervisors, January
1988). More recently, the Trinity County Board of Supervisors requested on February 15, 1994 that baseline
fiows for the Trinily River being evaluated in the Programmatic EIS for the Central Valley Project Improvement
Act be 290,000 af/year (340,000 for fish plus 50,000 for Humboldt County and downstream users™). No
response was received to that request, and the baseline flows being evalvuated are 340,000 af, not 390,000 af.

Tre time is now tpon the counties of Humboldt and Trinity to make a tightful claim to the 50,000 af. The State
Water Resources Conirol Board will be issving a precedent-setting water permut for 8§70 af/year to be pumped
from the Trinity River at Douglas City by the Weaverville Community Services Disuict. Issuance of the water
permit is contingent upon release of additional water from Trinity and Lewiston Dams by the Bureau of
Reclamation, as required in conditions 9 and 10 of the 1959 water permits. '

We also have an Interior Secretary, Bruce Babbitt, who may be receptive to releasing the 50,000 af. However, i
is evident that the Central Valley Project water and power users v.ill vigorously fight our efforts to gain what -
was promised 39 years ago and never delivered. Ttis also clear that Bruce Babbitt will not give this to us on a
sitver platter. We will have to demonstréte the need for it and probably have to comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

The 12-year flov evaluation study is nearly complete. The ULS. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Hoopa Valley
Tribe are co-lead agencies for an Environmenta! Iinpact StatementVEnvironmental Impact Report which will
ﬂccompany their recommendation to the Secretary in 1996 on Trinity River flows and fishery restoration
cjects.  If we are ever able to obtain release of the 50,000 af, the environmental impacts of providing the
.d(tr will probably need 1o be evalnated in that EIS/EIR. In order to have the impacts of releasing the 50,000

3



&f evaluated, Humbold! and Trinity Counties and others must ask for it during vpcoming scoping bea:ingsxoh lth;

EIS/EIR. In order for the two countics to request release of this water in additlon 10 the flows necessary for the
fishery, there needs to be justification for its release and a specific flow schedule to evaluate.

Some of the impacts of releasing an additional 50,000 af ioto the Triniry River which will need 10 be evajuat
include impacts on Centra) Valley Project water and power users, impacts on Trinity Lake carryover storage, ’
impacts on Sacramento River fisheries. Necessary mitigation measures might be establishinent of nLnLmum
catryover storage at Trinjty Lake and a reduction in Trinity Rivel diversions to the Sacramento River.

What we ask is that you state your naroe, your addsess and your interest in the Trinity River. We would then like
you to state the amount and timing of Trinity River waler you currently use or anticipate 10 usc in the future. If
vou have information on the economic benefits of your use of the Trinity River, please give us that information
for the record so that we can pass it on to the Boards of Supervisors for tbeir consideration. The Trinity County
Planning Departiment and the Humboldt Courty Fich and Game Advisory Commission will be making
recommendations to the two Boards of Supervisors on this issue. The Del Norte County Board of Supervisors |
will also be asked to support this effort with Humboldt County and Trinity County. :

If you have writlen comments to submit, please submit them 10 no later than October 31, 1994 to the address
below. Writien comments are encouraged.

Trinity County Planning Department
Natural Resources Division
Attention: Tom Siokely

P.O. Box 2819 :
Weaverville, CA 96093-2819 _ - .

Comments can be E-mailed to:  tom.stokely@tmet.crg
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An investigation was conducted dunng late summer and early fall of 1994 to assess the effects of
increased flows on fall-run chinook salmon in the mainstem Klamath River downstream of lron
Gate Damn. The U S. Bureau of'Reclama(ion.incvreascd river flows in late August 1994 in
response to demands by lower Klamath River Indian Tribes. The anticipated benefits of the
increased flows were assumed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 1o: 1) provide fall-run chinook
passage at Ishi Pisha Falls in the mainstem, 2) cool mainstem water temperatures for the benefit of
salmon, and 3) provide salmon access imo principal tnibutaries.

Because of the anticipated significant adverse impact 1o limuted water supplies in the upper
Klamath River basin and the concern for potential adverse impacts to salmon as a result of the
decision to increase mainstern Klamath River flows, an investigation of the lower river salmon
issues was initiated by the Klamath Basin Water Users Association. This effort was undertaken as
one component of a program to determune if water supplies in the Klamath River basin were
being effectively utilized for fishery resource protection. It was also expected that results of the
lower river investigation would be valuable in providing scientific information which could be
utilized to improve future management of Klamath River water resources. Each of the three
primary purposes for the increased flows was assessed. Because mainstem flows were increased

“on short notice (i.e., less than 12 hours), traditional techniques to evaluate potential problems for

mainsiem fish passage could not be employed (e.g., hydraulic measurements). Therefore, fish
passage at Ishi Pishi Falls was evaluated by comparing historical hydrologic records for periods
extubiting low-flow conditions with salmon trapping data at Iron Gate Hatchery upstream of the
falls during relevant periods. Salmon access into the principal tnbutaries was assessed through
reconnaissance-level surveys at and near their confluences with the mainstem Klamath River. The
temporal instream physical habitat suitability for salmon in two of the principal tributaries was
evaluated by monitoring hourly instream water temperatures and daily flow records. Mainstem
water temperatures were evaluated by monitoning hourly water temperatures in specxﬁc river
reaches during periods when salmon were present in the river.

Results of the investigation demonstrate that the anticipated benefits to salmon resulting from
increased flows from Iron Gate Dam in late August were not realized. The net result of the
increased flows during late August could have been ultimately detrimental to 1994 fall-run
chinook in the Klamath River. The specific timing and magnitude of Iron Gate Dam releases in
1994 do not appear to have been justified when examined in context with environmental
conditions present in the niver system at that time and natural biological parameters. The premise
of anticipated benefit to Klamath River salmon derived from sudden increased reservoir releases in
the summer during drought conditions warrants reconsideration by examining factors affecting
salmon in a holistic perspective rather than only tsolated suspect factors

Historical records demonsirated that salmon access into the upper river occurred dunng prior
drought years and Jow-flow conditions which providad indicaticn that the specific magnitude and
timing of mainstem reservoir releases in late Auyust and early September 1994 were not nceded at
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- . specific time to benefit salmon migration to their spawning grounds Increasing mainstem

ows later in the season (¢ g, late September or Ociober) could be a justifiable management
action to benefit salmon. However, the potential benefits of thus action cannot be determined
without empirical measurements of hydraulic characterisiics in the mainstem river at Ishi Pishi
Falls, biological surveys in upstream reaches dunng cnitical salmon migration periods, or an
instream ﬂow field 1nvesnganon

Therc was no evidence of appreciably improved water temperatures for salmon resulting from

increased, sustained Iron Gate flows in late August and early September. ‘We believe this action
resulted in either no temperature-related benefit to salmon or was detrimental to the 1994 fall

* chinook salinon run. Ininal increased reservoir releases appear to have slightly increased water

temperatures in the Iron Gate Dam releases. No water temperature cooling trend in response to
increased dam discharge was evident. Gradual cooling of water temperatures throughout the

Klamath River was attributable to nonmal seasonal declines in ambient air temperatures, not river -

flow. If the increased flows from Iron Gate Dam during late August and early Septcmber_rcsu]ted
in attracting more salmon up the river at that time, more fish were probably exposed to
unfavorable thermal conditions for maturing salmon than if the flows had been increased later in
the season. Despite the substantial flow i increase in late August, there were no portions of the -
upper river reaches where optimal temperatures for salmon existed during September. Qur data
demonstrate that if increased flows were necessary to benefit salmon during the fall of 1994, the
increase should have occurred during late September or October afler normal seasonal declines in

i ternperamrcs cooled river flows.

The anricipated benefits to salmon by increasing mainstem niver stages at the Shasta River and
Scertt River confluences did not occur. Factors other than mainstem flow have an overriding
influence on salmon access into these tributaries. Because water temperatures and instream flows
in these tributaries were hostile to maturing salmon at that time of year, providing access for
salmon into the tributaries i Jate August through September was moot.

Except for an as-yet-undefined specific reservoir release necessary for adequate mainstem
nstream flow for salmon, several physica! and biological factors which have an overriding
influence on the overall fall-run chinook migration and spawning success in the Klamath River are
suggested. Among these include: seasonal ambient air temperature effects on riverine wates
temperatures, longitudinal gradations of mainstem salmon habitat, influence of mainstem
reservoOirs on water temperatures in reaches downstream of the reservorrs, seasonal uming of
instream flows and habitat conditions in the principal tributanes, and natural timing of salmon
reproductive physiological events and spawning activities. :
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