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Agenda Item H.2.b 
Supplemental SAC Report 

September 2006 
 
 

SALMON AMENDMENT COMMITTEE REPORT ON FMP AMENDMENT 15 (DE 
MINIMIS FISHERIES) 

 
The results of the biological and economic analyses were not adequately developed to allow a complete 
draft of Amendment 15 in time for distribution with the briefing materials. Because of various 
shortcomings, Pacific Fishery Management Council staff has recommended the Council consider the need 
for further development of the alternatives and analyses, and possible modification of the amendment 
schedule.  A document update and recommendations are presented in this report. 
 
The purpose of this action is to provide for minimal or de minimis salmon fishing during times when the 
Klamath River fall Chinook (KRFC) conservation objective for the stock precludes fishery access to co-
mingled Chinook salmon stocks while ensuring the long term productivity of KRFC is not jeopardized.  
This action is needed to prevent fishery restrictions that can lead to severe economic consequences to 
local communities that target more robust salmon stocks, which are typically available for harvest in the 
Council area.  Currently, this can be addressed only through the emergency regulation process as 
provided in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and implemented 
by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 
 
The Draft Amendment currently contains 6 main sections, 8 appendices, 19 tables, and 4 figures.  Two 
more appendices are expected to be added following the September 2006 Council meeting.  The 
document includes 88 pages and is expected to reach about 110 pages before it is ready for transmittal to 
NMFS.  Informational sections and descriptions of the alternatives and relevant issues have been fairly 
well developed.  The Salmon Amendment Committee (SAC) has reviewed and commented on those 
sections.  The purpose and needs section was discussed by the SAC at this meeting and it was agreed that 
the current section wording can be improved to provide greater clarity and context with regard to the 
historic importance of the stock in providing meaningful ocean and river fisheries. 
 
De minimis is Latin for "of minimum importance" or "trifling." Essentially it refers to something or a 
difference that is so little, small, minuscule, or tiny that effects need not be considered.  This definition is 
proposed to be added to the Introduction.  A recap of the alternatives follows (clarifications to briefing 
book verbiage are shown in underline): 
 

1. Status quo (no fishing in Conservation Alert Years). 
2. A 4% to 0% age-4 ocean impact rate scaled linearly to the projected range of 39K to zero natural 

adult spawners absent fishing (sliding scale-equivalent to Klamath Fishery Management Council 
recommendation). 

3. A 5% age-4 ocean impact rate cap.  
4. A 16% age-4 ocean impact rate cap. 
5. A rebuilding feature that would 1) prohibit de minimis fishing in the fourth year commencing 

March 15 following three consecutive years of de minimis fishing in which the escapement floor 
was not met, and 2) prohibit de minimis fishing thereafter until the escapement floor was met for 
three consecutive years. 

6. The prohibition of any fall/winter fisheries (September 1 [current biological year start] through 
March 14) following spring/summer de minimis fisheries in the area between Cape Falcon, 
Oregon and Pt. Sur, California. 
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Alternatives 5 and/or 6 could be coupled with one of the de minimis fishery Alternatives (2, 3, or 4
above. 
A graph of the de minimis fishery alternatives follows. 
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SAC comments on alternatives 5 & 6 follow: 
 
Alternative 5 - the rebuilding feature: 

• may be inconsistent with the de minimis fishing concept (i.e., has minimal or trifling impact on 
KRFC, therefore should not require further restriction); 

• is highly prescriptive and complicated because of the many possible combinations of de minimis 
and non-de minimis fishing events and whether the natural escapement floor is met in those same 
years; and  

• specifies outcomes for future years that will superseded by recommendations from overfishing 
reviews.  This is a particular concern with the second clause of this alternative. 

 
Alternative 6: the fall/winter fishing prohibition in de minimis fishing years should take into account the 
significance of fishery impacts in fall/winter fisheries by time and area.  The Salmon Technical Team 
(STT) has assessed relative impacts of February-November fisheries since the early 1980s on KRFC (STT 
March 2006 Report, see table below).  This information is important because some fall/winter fisheries 
have lower impact on KRFC and probably higher economic importance than some spring/summer 
fisheries.  It will also be important to continually update and apply this database in the event of future 
stock distribution or fishery effort shifts. 
 
A review of the proposed evaluation criteria follows: 
 

1. The probability of a natural spawning escapement lower than any historically observed (12,000). 
2. The probability of any of the major mid-Klamath Basin sub-stock (Shasta, Scott, or Salmon 

rivers) having a natural spawning escapement of less than 500 adults in any year. 
3. The probability of a spawning escapement below the 35,000 natural spawner floor in any year. 
4. The probability of three consecutive years of spawning escapement less than the 35,000 floor 

within a 40-year time period. 
5. The probability that hatchery egg collection goals will be met every year. 
6. The probability of meeting the terms of the NMFS consultation standard in any year for the 

California Coastal Chinook (CCC) salmon evolutionary significant unit, which is an ocean 
harvest rate of no more than 16.0% on age-4 KRFC. 

7. Annual community and state level personal income impacts generated from Council-area 
commercial and recreational salmon fisheries, and river tribal and recreational salmon fisheries. 

 
All criteria will be evaluated in relative terms compared to status quo. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): The regulatory streamlining committee reviewed the list of 
questions required for a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) required under NEPA, and felt it was 
reasonable to expect the analysis of Amendment 15 should result in a FONSI.  Likewise, they felt the 
range of alternatives would meet the intent of National Standard guidelines, and recommended the 
analysis continue as an environmental assessment (EA) rather than an environmental impact statement 
(EIS). 
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Note: lower table is total Chinook salmon catch (and effort) averages for 2001-2005. 
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Biological Analyses: Two approaches used for evaluating the biological impact of the alternatives were: 
1) Hindcast analysis, based on 1985-2006 pre-season ocean stock size estimates, and 2) development and 
application of a stock-recruitment forecast model (SSRM) which projected impacts based on a 40-year 
time frame.  The technical details for these and associated methodologies were included with the 
Council’s briefing papers and are expected to be reported on by Council advisory groups at this meeting. 
 
Two slides presented below show preliminary results of the biological analyses. 
 

 
 
Comments: 10% was added by the SAC for greater resolution.  Prob (probability) <35K is based on 
proportion of 22 years <35K.  Data were not adequate to address overfishing under any of the alternatives 
except 16% which had two overfishing events in the 20-yr time series that overfishing could have 
occurred. 
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Comments: All options have 16% CCC harvest rate limitation 
      
Key Factors:   SQ 2.5% 5% 10% 16% 
prob (E < 35,000)  .392 . 396  .402  .427  .488 
prob (E < 12,000)  .012  .015  .019  .051  .177 
prob (egg take goal)  .757  .756 .755  .743  .714 
prob (de min fishery)  .000  .101  .116  .173  .300  
prob (3yrs<35,000 in 40) .905  .905  .915  .910  .930 
freq (3yrs<35,000 in 40) values need to be confirmed 
 
Economic Analysis: The economic analyses were developed for 1) a Conservation Alert Year (CAY, 
<35K adult natural spawners) and 2) a 40-year time frame.  Various methods and tools were used to 
perform these analyses.  The new information presented at this meeting by Ms. Cindy Thomson is 
proposed to be added to the economic section (see Agenda Item H.2.a., Supplemental Attachment 2). 
 
The economic analyses for ocean salmon fisheries were based in part on ocean salmon fishery regulatory 
scenarios that were developed for each of several ocean fishery regulatory alternatives (de minimis and 
CCC standard).  The 2006 Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) was used to construct the individual 
scenarios, and to produce estimates of recreational and troll fishing effort by time, port area, and state.  
The recreational fisheries had full seasons in all of these analyses except under status quo (generally 
closed) and in the Klamath management zone (KMZ) (17 % allocation of ocean share).  Historic troll 
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fishery catch-per-unit of effort data were used to develop a range of troll fishery catch estimates by time, 
port area and state.   The following table displays the fishing seasons that have been developed for each 
alternative with comparative regulations for recent years. (insert regulation table here). 
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The following three charts show preliminary results for three economic analyses. 
 

 
Comments: Values are in $000s. 
 
The 2.5% alternative was added to represent an approximate mid-point for the sliding scale alternative 
while the 5% alternative is slightly above the upper end of the sliding scale alternative.  The dip between 
2.5 and 5.0 is because there would be no fishing in the KMZ (KO and KC) under 2.5% so we removed 
the fall fisheries in the KMZ under this option. 
 
Note: a 10% alternative was analyzed to provide greater resolution to impacts between the 5% and 16% 
alternatives.  These differences will be more apparent in some of the following slides.  Values:  <$100, 
$18,792, $18,331, $19,898, and $21,658.  All of the differences are in the KMZ cells because all other 
sport fisheries had full seasons under all alternatives except under status quo. 
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Comments: This is for a medium troll fishing success rate scenario.  Most of the benefits are in MO, SF, 
and NO areas.  This is due to the regulation structure.  Values: $0, $2,181, $5,922, $13,897, and $19,739. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comments: Note this is for a medium troll fishing success rate scenario.   

Troll fishery local area economic impacts for a KRFC 
Conservation Alert Year (medium success rate)
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Most of the benefits are in MO, SF, and NO.  This is due to the regulation structure.  The reason for the 
similarity in impacts is because de minimis fishing years are masked by large catches in high abundance 
years.  Values: $16,992, $17,077, $17,246, $17,817, and $18,400.  
  
To Do List:  

1. Incorporate sub-stock analysis in the report. 
2. Confirm KOHM regulation scenarios and effort level outputs. 
3. Complete tribal/river sport economic analyses (tribes and California Department of Fish and 

Game are working on SAC request). 
4. Modify/check SSRM (check overfishing “counter,” make river allocations on pre-season basis, 

confirm ocean to river roll-over toggle is working correctly, calculate sub-stock spawning 
escapement probabilities, create frequency tables for river catches, produce outputs for de 
minimis fishing years only, other actions as recommended by Scientific and Statistical 
Committee, STT, and Council). 

5. Modify/expand Amendment 15 alternatives and analyses as directed by Council. 
 
Recommendations: 

1. Add 10% age-4 ocean impact rate cap to alternatives. 
2. Remove the second clause from Alternative 5: “, and 2) prohibit de minimis fishing thereafter 

until the escapement floor was met for three consecutive years.” 
3. Add “significant” to Alternative 6 re: fall/winter fisheries in de minimis years and associated data 

analysis, Council action, and future data management and input needs. 
4. Limit public hearings to Oregon and California. 
5. Consider delaying decision meeting until March 2007. 

 
Schedule and Proposed Changes: 
 

Week of 
September 11 

SAC meets in conjunction with Council in Foster City, CA.  Council reviews 
Preliminary Draft Amendment 15 and adopts preliminary preferred alternative for 
Public Review at meeting. (If schedule cannot be met, a new schedule is identified at 
this point).  The SAC does not recommend selection of a preferred alternative until the 
sub-stock analysis can be completed.  However, a range of alternatives might be 
considered based on the available information. 

Week of 
September 18 

DS meets in Portland to review Council action and assign work tasks to complete 
Draft Amendment 15 for hearings and presentation at November 2006 Council 
meeting. 

Week of 
October 16 

Hearings on Amendment 15 in Santa Rosa, Coos Bay, and Westport  This will be very 
difficult to do; the SAC suggests having hearings after the briefing book deadline of 
October 25, 2006. 

October 25 

Draft Amendment due for inclusion in November 2006 Council meeting briefing 
book.  It is problematic that all of the analyses can be completed and the 
document updated by this date.   The To Do List is just too long and labor 
intensive to ensure meeting an October 25 mailing date. 

Week of 
November 13 

Council reviews Draft Amendment 15 at meeting in Del Mar, California and adopts 
preferred alternative for implementation by NMFS. See previous comments.  A March 
2007 decision date would better ensure a defensible document. 
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December ? 
DS completes Amendment 15 and EA and submits to NMFS.    A March decision date 
would delay the document submittal date to May 2007. 

Not later than 
May 1, 2007 

Amendment 15 implemented by Final Rule. A March decision date would require an 
emergency rule in 2007 if the KRFC natural spawning escapement absent fishing is 
projected to be <35,000 adult fish.  However, a decision framework would have been 
established in the draft document that the Council and NMFS could use in developing 
fishing regulations effective May 1, 2007. 

 
 
 
PFMC 
09/15/06 
 
 
 


