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 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT 
 
Situation:  National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will report on the status of regulatory and non-
regulatory  activities and issues affecting ocean salmon fishery management. 
 
Council Task: 
 
1. Receive information. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Council Discussion 
 
 
PFMC 
02/20/02 
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 Supplemental SSC Report 
 March 2002 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON 
FINAL REVIEW OF METHODOLOGY CHANGES TO THE  

KLAMATH OCEAN HARVEST MODEL (KOHM) AND COHO 
 FISHERY REGULATION ASSESSMENT MODEL (FRAM) 

 
At the November 2001 Council meeting, the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) received 
updates on the progress of changes to the coho salmon Fishery Regulation and Assessment Model 
(FRAM) and the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM).  At that time both models still had several 
issues that needed to be addressed before the models could be used in the 2002 management 
process.  Joint meetings of the SSC salmon subcommittee and the Salmon Technical Team (STT) 
were held on January 3 and February 5, 2002 to receive progress reports on the work to address the 
outstanding issues for the FRAM and the KOHM, respectively.   
 
Coho FRAM: 
 
Mr. Jim Packer and Mr. Larrie LaVoy from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 
presented the progress report on the coho FRAM.  At the November meeting, it was determined the 
critical problem that needed resolution before FRAM could be updated was a methodology for 
combining or “averaging” fishery exploitation rate estimates across the six years in the new 1986-1991 
base period.  Since that meeting, Mr. Packer and Mr. LaVoy have investigated four possible methods 
of “averaging” base period exploitation rates: 

 

1. stock-fishery-time specific exploitations rates averaged over six years, 
2. stock-fishery-time specific exploitations rates averaged over open fisheries only during the six 

years, 
3. stock-fishery-time specific catches averaged over six years (then divided by an average cohort 

size), and 
4. stock-fishery-time specific catches averaged over open fisheries only during the six years 

(then divided by an average cohort size). 
 
Detailed comparisons of the results of using each averaging method in the final 2001 preseason 

FRAM run were presented.  The SSC recommended that method 2 be used to estimate stock-
fishery-time specific exploitations rates in the model for 2002, because this method is 
considered to be less biased than the others, and it can most easily incorporate new 
information (i.e., exploitation rates outside the base period) into the model if it becomes 
available.  The SSC also recommends further analysis of alternative methods before the 2003 
management season. 

 
At the November meeting, the following additional tasks were identified which needed to be 

completed prior to the March 2002 meeting:  (1) those parties responsible for producing 
preseason forecasts for input to FRAM needed to be aware of new stock requirements and 
prepare forecasts in a format compatible with the updated FRAM; (2) all output reports for the 
Council, South of Falcon, and North of Falcon management processes needed to be 
developed and incorporate the new stocks and fishery units; (3) the Terminal Area 
Management Models (TAMMs), which have been external to the old FRAM model, are now 
internal to the model, and reports analogous to the TAMM output sheets needed to be 
developed; (4) there are a number of other management models that use output from the 
FRAM as input and compatibility between models needs to continue; and (5) Washington 
coastal terminal area fisheries are now part of the updated FRAM.  In the past, analyses for 
these fisheries were conducted external to the model.  Agreement on the methods to be used 
for Washington coastal terminal area fisheries in 2002 is needed.  All of these issues have 
been satisfactorily addressed.  With reference to issue 5, WDFW and the Tribes will consider 
both methods of analysis (external to the model and internal to the model). 

 



Given that all identified issues of concern have been addressed, the SSC recommends the revised 
FRAM for use in the 2002 fishery management process.  In addition, the SSC recommends that 
Model Evaluation Subgroups be formed for both the coho and chinook FRAM models.  These 
groups should have participants from all interested agencies.  The purpose of these subgroups 
would be to: 

Increase the number of people who understand the model, can run the model, and make changes 

to the model; so the departure of any single person does not disrupt the viability of the FRAMs.  

Validate and document the current model.  Before validation can be done, it is necessary to 

define an appropriate approach for model validation.  

Review and verify any changes to the model and conduct postseason evaluations of model 

performance.  

Propose changes to the model that would improve the model for its intended management 

purposes.  

Conduct a sensitivity analysis of model outputs to specific model inputs.  

Implement methods to quantify the uncertainty of model predictions. 

_  
Finally, it is very difficult for the SSC to assess the scientific validity of the FRAM models because of 

the lack of postseason validations and model documentation. Although there has been some 
progress in this area, more is needed before the SSC can comprehensively evaluate the FRAM.  
However, using the 1986-1991 coho cohort database for the new baseline is clearly an 
improvement over the previous 1979-1981 base period. 

 
Klamath Ocean Harvest Model: 
 
Mr. Michael Mohr and Mr. Allen Grover provided an update on the revision to the Klamath Ocean 

Harvest Model (KOHM).  At the November meeting there were three unresolved issues that 
needed to be addressed prior to model use:  (1) the appropriate contact rate for naturally-
produced fish needed to be determined;  (2) a method was needed to incorporate the non-
Klamath catch into the model; and (3) a comparison of the new model with the old model and, 
more importantly, a hindcast evaluation of the new model using abundance and harvest 
estimates from previous years were needed.  All three of these issues have been satisfactorily 
addressed.  With reference to issue 3, extensive test runs indicate the model code does not 
contain obvious errors.  Hindcast catches and exploitation rates were in the range of observed 
values. 

 
The KOHM revision is a vast improvement of the model, and the SSC recommends its use for this 

year’s management cycle.  The model base data are fully documented, and the input files and 
sub-models within the KOHM can be easily revised to incorporate new information or to assess 
the effects of various management regulations.  Further work that needs to be done on the 
KOHM are (1) a report documenting the current model and its verification needs to be produced; 
(2) the model interface needs to be improved to facilitate its use by other groups; and (3) methods 
to quantify the uncertainty of model predictions need to be implemented.  For example, if 
uncertainty were characterized the probability of the natural spawner escapement falling below 
the escapement floor could be estimated. 

 
 
PFMC 
03/12/02 
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Exhibit B.2.c 
STT Report  
March 2002 

 
SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM COMMENTS ON THE METHODOLOGICAL REVIEW OF  

REVISIONS TO THE KLAMATH OCEAN HARVEST MODEL AND THE  
COHO FISHERY REGULATION ASSESSMENT MODEL  

 
KOHM 
 
The Salmon Technical Team (STT) recommends that the revised KOHM be applied beginning in 2002.  
Based on several reviews of the revised model, the STT believes that the new KOHM represents a 
thoughtful, well-reasoned modeling approach that can expected to substantially improve the capacity of 
the Council to evaluate the impacts of fishery regulations on Klamath fall chinook.  The revised model 
represents a significant improvement from the previous version in several important ways, including: 
 

· Available data and information regarding Klamath fall chinook from a variety of sources are 
integrated into a cohesive form with a sound theoretical basis. 

 
· A new historical database has been created which contains CWT data, catches, effort, and 

escapements necessary to parameterize the KOHM.  This database is to be updated to 
incorporate new information as it becomes available over time. 

 
· The fishery-time strata used in the new KOHM provide for separate assessment of troll and sport 

fisheries and significant refinement of management areas.  These stratifications and changes in 
parameterization improve the visibility of the assumptions employed in the estimation of fishery 
impacts. 

 
· Cohort analysis procedures have been modified to be consistent with algorithms used in model 

projections, including incorporation of drop-off mortalities and current release mortality rate 
estimates. 

 
· Cohort analyses have been performed on five components of Klamath fall chinook production 

(Iron Gate Hatchery fingerling and yearling releases, Trinity River Hatchery fingerling and yearling 
releases, and Klamath Naturals). 

   
 

· The structure of the KOHM and the data employed are now more transparent: 
 

Methods, assumptions, and algorithms are well documented, improving understanding 
the components that affect impact predictions and the significance of key model 
parameters. 

 
The KOHM has been coded in R, a statistical programming language, improving the 

ability to understand and modify algorithms and identify interrelationships between model 
parameters. 

 
Visibility of underlying data has been improved. 

 
 

The new structure uses all historical data and has provisions for future data and 
parameters that may improve the prediction of fishery impacts. 

 
The new time/area strata makes integration of the KOHM with other ocean harvest 

models more transparent. 
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The STT and the SSC recommended in November of 2001 that additional evaluation of the KOHM be 

conducted.  Since then, the model code has been error checked, and model algorithms have been 
validated by hindcasting the 1991 through 2000 seasons.  This hindcasting exercise revealed no bias in 
estimated mortality rates or escapements and increased the STT’s confidence in the KOHM. 

 
The determination of whether or not the new KOHM be used should not be based on a comparison of results 

with the previous version..  It is likely that results of the revised KOHM will differ from those of the 
previous version in several ways due to differences in structure, databases, and parameterization.  A 
comparison of the previous and new versions of the KOHM may provide users with some insight into 
model behavior, but would not provide useful information regarding the performance of the revised KOHM 
in accurately estimating fishery impacts.   

 
Coho FRAM 
 
The STT recommends that the Council approve the use of the new base period dataset for Coho FRAM.  
No changes in algorithms or functional structure from the Coho FRAM used last year are involved.  Changes 

are confined to the model input data, specifically to the development of a new base period data set.  
Estimation methods for the generation of base period data rely upon the Mixed Stock Model (MSM) 
supplemented by other data (e.g., escapements), estimation methods, and models.  These methods have  
been previously reviewed so the development of the new base period data primarily involves the 
application of approved methods to a specific set of data.  

 
There are trade-offs involved in changing base period data sets.  The current base period for Coho FRAM 

reflects exploitation patterns observed from 1979-1981.  Fisheries during this period were consistent, 
occurred over an extensive geographic area, and were intensive so that CWT recovery data were of high 
quality.  However, tagging of stocks contributing to fisheries during this period was incomplete so that 
data were not available to directly estimate base period impacts for some populations of concern.   

 
The new base period covers the years from 1986-1991.  CWT releases for many more groups of fish 

contributed to fisheries during this time period, but fishing patterns were inconsistent.  As management 
attention focused on the protection of individual stocks, uncertainty over estimates of fishery impacts 
increased as harvest rates were reduced and fishery regimes became more variable.    

 
Agencies were consulted extensively during development of the new base period database to ensure that 

representative CWT groups were selected and that the correct data were employed.  The methods 
employed to generate the new base period data attribute all catch to modeled stock groups, and eliminate 
many ad-hoc data manipulations and terminal fishery calculations that had to be done outside the model 
in the past.   

 
Considering these trade-offs, the STT believes that the new 1986-1991 base period database represents a 

substantial improvement over the 1979-1981 base period data currently used by Coho FRAM.   
 
Changes in fishery and stock stratifications resulting from the use of a new base period are summarized in the 

following table: 

  
 

 
Current Data Set 

 
Proposed New Data Set 

Base Period Catch Years  1979-1981 1986-1991 
Stocks 37 128 
Fisheries 66 247 
Time Periods 13 (Dec-Dec) 4 (Jan-June, July,Aug, Sep-Dec) 
CWT Groups in Base 380 (10.8 million tags) 2500 (44.2 million tags) 
Stocks without CWT data during base 3 (Skagit, Grays Harbor, Willapa) None 
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SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
FINAL REVIEW OF METHODOLOGY CHANGES TO THE KLAMATH OCEAN HARVEST MODEL AND 

COHO FISHERY REGULATION ASSESSMENT MODEL 
 

The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) supports the adoption of the methodology changes to the Klamath 
Ocean Harvest Model and the Coho Fishery Regulation Assessment Model.  We are very appreciative of 
the time and hard work expended by the scientific community to upgrade these models and hope their 
use will better represent current fishery patterns and stock status. 
 
PFMC 
03/12/02 
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DRAFT SUMMARY MINUTES 

 SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM 

Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Embassy Suites Hotel 

Spruce Room 
7900 NE 82

nd
 Ave 

Portland, OR 97220 
(503) 460-3000 
January 3, 2002 

 
Call To Order 
 
The Salmon Technical Team (STT) met in conjunction with the Scientific and Statistical Committee’s 
(SSC) Salmon Subcommittee to review the methodological changes proposed for the coho Fishery 
Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM).  Mr. Larrie LaVoy and Mr. Jim Packer from Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) presented the proposed changes.  These minutes do not 
represent the final recommendations of the STT, the SSC Salmon Subcommittee, or the full SSC, but 
reflect group discussions and statements by individuals at the meeting.  The STT and the full SSC will 
develop formal recommendations to the Council regarding the proposed changes for the March 2002 
Council Meeting.  
 
Members In Attendance  
 
SSC - Dr. Pete Lawson, Dr. Brain Allee, Mr. Alan Byrne, Mr. Robert Conrad, Dr. Kevin Hill, Dr. Shijie 
Zhou 
STT - Mr. Dell Simmons, Mr. Mike Burner, Dr. Robert Kope, Mr. Doug Milward, Dr. Gary Morishima 
PFMC - Mr. Chuck Tracy 
WDFW - Mr. Jim Packer, Mr. Larrie LaVoy 
Observers - Mr. Don Stevens; Mr. Gary Graham; Mr. Sam Sharr, ODFW; Mr. Andy Rankis, NWFIC; Mr. 
John Frieberg, NWIFC; Mr. Dan Leinan 
 
Agenda Review 
 
The approved agenda included: 
Methods for combining six years (1986-1991) into an appropriate base period 
Report on stock forecast requirements from state and tribal agencies 
Development of suitable output reports 
Incorporation of Terminal Area Management Models (TAMMs) into the FRAM 
Development of a Model Evaluation Subgroup (MES) 
 
Methods for Combining 6 Years Into Base Period 
 
Four methods for combining the 1986 to 1991 information into a single base period for each time, area, 
fishery strata were presented: 
A. Average catch for all six years (divided by average cohort size for all six years) 
B. Average of annual exploitation rates for all six years (annual catches divided by average cohort size 

for all six years) 
C. Average catch for years with open fisheries (divided by average cohort size for all six years) 
D. Average of annual exploitation rates for years with open fisheries (annual catches with open fisheries 

divided by average cohort size for all six years) 
 
Mr. Packer indicated a preference for method A, because the model will reproduce historical catches from 
the base period years, and the average is weighted to the years with the most reliable information. 
 
Dr. Lawson indicated that reproducing catches from the base period years indicates the model code is 
functioning correctly, not that the model provides the best management tool.  He believes the SSC/STT 



should recommend a management tool based on scientific principles and robustness and one that will 
best represent reality when fishery regulations and other model inputs area changed. 
 
Dr. Morishima indicated the objective should drive the choice of method (i.e., are exploitation rates or 
catches needed for management decisions?). 
 
Dr. Zhou indicated pooling catch from all six years will introduce bias, and the average should be  
weighted (i.e., using exploitation rate). 
 
Mr. Packer indicated that since the exploitation rates were divided into time periods, they do not represent 
unbiased or evenly weighted values; changing the cohort size at time steps gives different results than an 
annual exploitation rate. 
 
Dr. Lawson questioned the use of all six years in estimating the average cohort size for methods using 
open fishery years rather than just the years with open fisheries. Using a 6-year average may bias 
exploitation rates low and under predict impacts. 
 
Dr. Zhou was concerned with the use of ratio estimators and whether they were appropriate. 
 
Dr. Morishima indicated a preference for the method using exploitation rates for open fisheries, because it 
is defensible, and it allows relatively straightforward incorporation of new information where current 
exploitation rate estimates are weak or assumed from other strata. 
 
Mr. LaVoy indicated that when model input is restricted to dead fish (i.e., quota fisheries or expected 
catches), the difference in results from the various methods is drastically reduced. 
 
The consensus of the STT members present was the method using average exploitation rates when 
fisheries were open (Method D) is preferable at this time. 
 
Stock Forecasts 
 
Dr. Lawson inquired about the ability of agencies and tribes to comply with the new stock specific 
forecasts required by the FRAM. 
 
Mr. Packer indicated WDFW and ODFW are able to meet the requirements. Canada, Alaska, and 
California may be problematic, and some educated guesses (e.g., recent year averages) may be 
required; however, the problems should not be too critical due to scaled back fisheries. 
 
Six Coastal Coho Stocks  
 
Mr. LaVoy indicated the technical issue of how to handle six Washington coastal stocks in the terminal 
fisheries is being discussed among the technical staff. 
 
Output Reports  
 
Mr. Packer indicated the new model addresses all of the Council needs, and most other needs, including 
incidental mortality (bycatch) estimates. There are still some terminal area issues to be resolved including 
a South Sound/Nooksack treaty Indain/ non-Indian sharing issue.  
 
Dr. Morishima asked if exploitation rates for marked and unmarked stocks for a given area can be 
compared (for the purpose of comparing effects of selective fisheries).  
 
Mr. Packer indicated they can not with current reports, but creating new reports would be fairly easy, and  
hatchery and wild comparisons can be included. 
 
 
 



TAMMs 
 
Mr. Packer indicated the new model has been successfully tested by taking data from TAMM into FRAM, 
but not vice-versa yet. TAMMs for some stocks that will be different than the old FRAM output based 
models are still being negotiated. 
 
Dr. Morishima inquired if the estimates of ocean escapement the 2001 FRAM were equal to estimates 
from the new FRAM set with no coastal terminal fisheries (assuming the same base period and model 
inputs). 
Mr. Packer and Mr. Milward indicated they were equal. 
 
Model Evaluation Subgroup 
 
Dr. Lawson indicated the reestablishment of a model evaluation subgroup would be desirable to increase 
feedback to the model developers, work out bugs, expand the pool of model developers, and include new 
information in the base period as it became available. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Mr. Don Stevens was concerned with an accounting procedure that included fish landed in the Columbia 
River area troll fishery during August 2-3 in the Month of July due to the use of statistical weeks, which 
overlap months. 
 
Mr. Stevens also expressed dissatisfaction and a profound concern with potential bias introduced into the 
model by using stock component information from treaty Indian troll landings in a different area to 
represent non-Indian troll catch in the Columbia River area. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The new model is scheduled for release in mid-January, presumably after the January 18 comanager 
meeting to decide on its application.  
 
There are no unresolved issues for the short term. 
 
Long term issues in need of further exploration include: 
· use of the six year average cohort size for the denominator in the annual exploitation rates used for 

the base period,  
· formation of a model evaluation subgroup, and 
· verification and validation of the model (task for the model evaluation subgroup). 
 
ADJOURN 3 P.M. 
 
 
PFMC 
1/22/02 
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 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
FINAL REVIEW OF METHODOLOGY CHANGES TO THE KLAMATH OCEAN HARVEST MODEL AND 

COHO FISHERY REGULATION ASSESSMENT MODEL 
 
Situation:  Each year, the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) completes a methodology review to 
help assure new or significantly modified methodologies employed to estimate impacts of the Council’s 
salmon management use the best available science.  This review is preparatory to the Council’s adoption 
of all proposed changes to be implemented in the coming season or, in certain limited cases, providing 
directions for handling any unresolved methodology problems prior to the formulation of salmon 
management options.  
 
In November 2001, the SSC’s review of the revised Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) and the new 
cohort analysis for the coho Fishery Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM) was not completed, pending 
some resolution of technical issues with the authors. The Council gave tentative approval of the revised 
models for use in the 2002 management season contingent on satisfactory resolution of the technical issues 
in the interim. The SSC salmon subcommittee and the Salmon Technical Team (STT) held joint meetings 
in January and February to complete the review and to provide the STT with guidance on model selection 
for use in developing Preseason Report I. 
 
Based on the results of the January and February meetings, the STT was satisfied the technical issues 
were adequately addressed for both the coho FRAM (Exhibit B.2, Attachment 1) and the KOHM. They 
employed the revised models in their analysis of 2001 fishery management measures using projected 2002 
abundance estimates, and incorporated those results into Preseason Report I.  If the Council does not 
approve the revised model(s) for use in the 2002 salmon management season, the STT will need to revise 
the analyses in Preseason Report I using the previous version of the model(s). 
 
Council Action:   
 
1. Approve methodology changes as appropriate for implementation in the 2002 salmon season.  
2. Provide guidance as needed for any unresolved methodology issues. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Summary Minutes of the Salmon Technical Team (Exhibit B.2, Attachment 1). 
2. Salmon Technical Team Comments on Salmon Methodology Review (Exhibit B.2.c, STT Report). 
3. Scientific and Statistical Committee Comments on Salmon Methodology Review (Exhibit B.2.b, 

Supplemental SSC Report). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) Report Pete Lawson 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action:  Consider and Approve Appropriate Methodology Changes to the KOHM and Coho 

FRAM 
 
 
PFMC 
2/21/02 

 
C:\USERS\STT\DESKTOP\XB2.METH.DOCXC:\USERS\STT\DESKTOP\XB2.METH.DOCX 
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SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
REVIEW OF 2001 FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF 2002 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES 

 
Mr.  Dell Simmons, Chair of the Salmon Technical Team (STT), reviewed the 2001 ocean salmon 
fisheries and preliminary salmon stock abundance estimates for 2002 for the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC).  The STT forecasts a high ocean abundance of chinook and low ocean abundance of 
coho salmon in 2002.  The SSC did not identify any major problems with the preseason salmon 
abundance estimates. 
 
 
PFMC 
03/12/02 
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 REVIEW OF 2001 FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF 2002 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES 
 
Situation:  Mr. Dell Simmons, Salmon Technical Team Chairman, will review the results of the 2001 
fisheries and the stock abundance projections for 2002.  The agencies, tribes, Council advisors, and public 
will then be afforded an opportunity to comment on these issues.  Under agency comments, the states of 
Oregon and Washington may also provide details of the 2001 selective recreational and commercial 
fisheries (retention of coho only if marked by a healed adipose fin clip). 
 
Council Task: 
 
1. Receive information. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Review of 2001 Ocean Salmon Fisheries (Included with Briefing Book). 
2. Preseason Report I Stock Abundance Analysis for 2002 Ocean Salmon Fisheries (Included with 

Briefing Book). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Report of the Salmon Technical Team (STT) Dell Simmons 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Discussion 
 
 
PFMC 
02/20/02 

 
C:\USERS\STT\DESKTOP\XB3.RPT.DOCX rgs.an.prc 
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Proposed April 1 Opener for Oregon Troll and  
Recreational Chinook Fisheries 

 
Beginning in 1997, chinook directed fisheries from Cape Falcon to Humbug Mountain  
opening date was April 1.  Chinook catches during these April fisheries have been 
highly variable due to weather and fish distribution patterns. Starting dates and 
approximate commercial effort and catches in April for years 1997-2001 were as 
follows: 
 

 Opening Effort  
Year Date (Boat Days) Catch 
1997 15 April 400 4,500 
1998 15 April 900 20,000 
1999 1 April 200 800 
2000 1 April 300 1,200 
2001 1 April 900 18,200 

 
Recreational catch and effort during April fisheries have been extremely low with 
combined 1997-2001 landings of less than 100 fish. 
 
An opening date of April 1 is again proposed for 2002 for the recreational fisheries from 
Cape Falcon to Humbug Mountain.  An opening date of March 20 is proposed for 
commercial troll fisheries from Cape Falcon to the Oregon / California border. All gear 
and bag limits would remain the same as 2002.  Additionally, the control zone at the 
mouth of Tillamook Bay shall be subject to closure under state regulations. 
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SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
INSEASON MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OPENINGS PRIOR  

TO MAY 1 OFF THE OREGON COAST 
 

The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) requests the Council adopt the following starting dates in the 
Oregon area from Cape Falcon to the Oregon/California border. 
 
Troll:  March 20, 2002 
Recreational: April 1, 2002 
 
(Both Fisheries - Chinook Only) 
 
 
PFMC 
03/12/02 
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 INSEASON MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OPENINGS PRIOR TO MAY 1 
 
Situation:  The 2001 ocean salmon fishing regulations specify the Council will make inseason 
recommendations to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) at the March Council meeting for certain 
fisheries which may open earlier than May 1, 2002.  The fisheries under consideration are the commercial 
and recreational fisheries off Oregon, south of Cape Falcon.  Last year, the Council opened commercial 
and recreational fisheries between Cape Falcon and Humbug Mountain on April 1.  
 
Council Action:   
 
1. Provide NMFS with recommendations for inseason action to set opening dates for any all-salmon-

except-coho commercial and recreational fisheries the Council wishes to open prior to May 1 off 
Oregon. 

 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) Recommendations Burnie Bohn 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action:  Adopt Opening Dates for Fisheries off the Coast of Oregon 
 
 
PFMC 
02/25/02 

 
C:\USERS\STT\DESKTOP\CALEB.DOCX rgs.an.icn 
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 Attachment 1 
 March 2002 
 
 
 GUIDANCE FOR OPTION DEVELOPMENT AND ASSESSMENT 
 
Developing management options is a complex process which may be assisted by following consistent 
procedures wherever possible.  The recommendations below were developed by the Salmon Technical 
Team (STT), with input from the Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS), and approved by the Council to help 
guide the option development process.  They are suggested guidelines and not inflexible requirements. 
 
1. March Management Options: 
 

a. To aid option assessment, the Council urges pertinent agency and tribal managers to have the 
Fishery Regulation Assessment Models ready to run no later than the first day of the March Council 
meeting. 

 
b. On the first day of the March meeting, the Council should provide specific guidance for the allowable 

level of impacts on OCN coho and priorities for the allocation of impacts on critical stocks (e.g., 
Klamath River fall chinook, Sacramento River winter chinook, Snake River fall chinook, etc.).  
Council staff can modify the option tables to insure these objectives are clearly identified and 
addressed.  Each time the Council reviews the options, it should confirm or amend its guidance 
on the objectives and priorities. 

 
c. Generally, Option I should include the SAS's priority seasons and management measures.  

Options II and III are used to show seasons in which one group or the other gets more or less of its 
priorities, to illustrate the effect of other management measures (e.g., variations in bag limits for 
recreational fisheries), or to allow for different inside/outside allocations (e.g., options north of Cape 
Falcon).  The final adopted options should meet basic conservation requirements. 

 
d. SAS representatives should clearly identify their fishery priorities (e.g., first two fish, continuous 

season between Point X and Y, etc.) and engage in negotiations as necessary to resolve conflicts 
among gear groups and areas to arrive at cohesive and coordinated options. 

 
e. The SAS requests assessments of impacts off California include tables with data for all harvest 

cells, not just those below Point Arena. 
 

f. Avoid adopting more than three options.  The Council should attempt to identify all significant or 
new management measures that might be considered for final adoption.  However, it is not 
necessary or possible to model each potential option.  Many variations can simply be noted in the 
description of the three main options.  Additional options or variations may be provided for Council 
consideration during the public comment period which follows the March Council meeting.  This 
period ends with completion of public comment on the tentative adoption of final management 
measures during the first day of the April Council meeting (Tuesday). 

 
2. April Meeting: 
 

The Council has indicated that on the last day of the March meeting, it will determine the schedule for 
final adoption of management measures at the April meeting (Thursday afternoon versus Friday). 

 
 
PFMC 
02/13/02 
 

 
C:\USERS\STT\DESKTOP\XB5_ATT1_PROC.DOCX rgs.an.prc 
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 EMERGENCY CHANGES TO THE SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 (Excerpt from Council Operating Procedures 26) 
 
Criteria 
 
The following criteria will be used to evaluate requests for emergency action by the U.S. Secretary of 
Commerce: 
 
1. The issue was not anticipated or addressed in the salmon plan or an error was made. 
 
2. Waiting for a plan amendment to be implemented would have substantial adverse biological or 

economic consequences. 
 
3. In the case of allocation issues, the affected user representatives support the proposed emergency 

action. 
 
4. The action is necessary to meet fishery management plan objectives. 
 
5. If the action is taken, long-term yield from the stock complex will not be decreased. 
 
Process 
 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) will consider proposals for emergency changes at the 
March meeting and decide whether or not a specific issue appears to meet all the applicable criteria.  If 
the Council decides to pursue any proposal, it will direct the Salmon Technical Team (STT) to prepare an 
impact assessment for review by the Council at the April meeting, prior to final action.  Any proposals for 
emergency change will be presented at the public hearings between the March and April meetings.  It is 
the clear intent of the Council that any proposals for emergency change be considered no later than the 
March meeting in order that appropriate attention be devoted at the April meeting to developing 
management recommendations which maximize the social and economic benefits of the harvestable 
portion of the stocks. 
 
However, the Council may consider other proposals for emergency change at the April meeting if suggested 
during the public review process, but such proposals must clearly satisfy all of the applicable criteria and 
are subject to the requirements for an impact assessment by the STT. 
 
 
PFMC 
02/27/02 
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 Exhibit B.5 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 

IDENTIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND 
 PRELIMINARY DEFINITION OF 2002 OPTIONS 
 
Situation:  Using the Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) management recommendations as a base, the 
Council should identify the range of management elements in the options for public review (harvest ranges, 
special restrictions, and basic season structure).  The Salmon Technical Team (STT) will attempt to collate 
the Council's identified management elements into coordinated coastwide options.  The collated options 
will be returned to the Council for review and any further direction on Wednesday, March 13, 2002 followed 
by STT analysis and final adoption of the options on Friday, March 15, 2002.  Exhibit B.5, Attachment 1 
provides guidance for developing and assessing the options. 
 
Before defining the options, the Council should be briefed on any pertinent management constraints 
resulting from:  actions by the Pacific Salmon Commission, recommendations of the Klamath Fishery 
Management Council, and action by the California Fish and Game Commission to set the allocation of 
Klamath River fall chinook for the inside recreational fishery and constraints for stocks listed under the 
Endangered Species Act. 
 
Any option considered for adoption which deviates from fishery management plan (FMP) objectives will 
require implementation by emergency rule.  If an emergency rule appears to be necessary, the Council 
must clearly identify and justify the need for such an action consistent with emergency criteria established 
by the Council (Exhibit B.5, Attachment 2). 
 
Council Task:   
 
1. Using the SAS proposals and other agency and public input, define basic management 

elements and alternatives for STT collation into coastwide management options.   
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Guidance for Option Development and Assessment (Exhibit B.5, Attachment 1). 
2. Emergency Changes to the Salmon FMP (Exhibit B.5, Attachment 2). 
3. Integration of Management in Ocean and Columbia River Fisheries in 2002 to Meet Conservation 

Requirements for Oregon Coastal Natural and Lower Columbia River Wild Coho Salmon (Exhibit B.5.g, 
ODFW Recommendations). 

4. Public Comment (Exhibit B.5.i). 
5. SAS Proposed Initial Salmon Management Options for 2002 Non-Indian Ocean Fisheries (Exhibit 

B.5.h, Supplemental SAS Report). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report from the Pacific Salmon Commission B. Bohn/J. Harp 
c. Report of the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) Dan Viele 
d. Report of the California Fish and Game Commission Bob Treanor 
e. NMFS Recommendations Bill Robinson 
f. Tribal Recommendations Jim Harp 
g. State Recommendations P. Anderson/B. Bohn/LB Boydstun 
h. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
i. Public Comment 
j. Council Recommends Initial Options for STT Collation and Description 
 
PFMC 
02/27/02 
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TABLE  6.  Expected coastwide Oregon coastal natural (OCN) and Rogue/Klamath (RK) coho exploitation rates by 
fishery under Council proposed ocean fisheries management options, 2002.  (Page 1 of 1) 

 
Fishery 

 
Exploitation Rate (Percent)  

OCN 
 

 
 

RK 
 

I 
 

II 
 

III 
 

I 
 

II 
 

III 
 
SOUTHEAST ALASKA 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.10 

 
 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
PUGET SOUND/STRAITS 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
NORTH OF CAPE FALCON 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
   Treaty Indian Troll 

 
1.30 

 
1.10 

 
0.90 

 
 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
   Recreational 

 
0.90 

 
1.00 

 
0.50 

 
 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
   Non-Indian Troll 

 
0.80 

 
0.40 

 
0.30 

 
 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
SOUTH OF CAPE FALCON 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Recreational: 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
   Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 

 
2.70 

 
2.10 

 
1.50 

 
 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
   Humbug Mt. to Horse Mt. (KMZ) 

 
1.80 

 
1.80 

 
1.90 

 
 

 
3.40 

 
3.40 

 
3.70 

 
   Fort Bragg 

 
0.90 

 
0.80 

 
0.90 

 
 

 
1.70 

 
1.70 

 
1.70 

 
   South of Pt. Arena 

 
0.80 

 
0.70 

 
0.80 

 
 

 
1.30 

 
1.30 

 
1.30 

 
Troll: 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
   Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 

 
1.70 

 
1.50 

 
1.70 

 
 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
0.10 

 
   Humbug Mt. to Horse Mt. (KMZ) 

 
0.30 

 
0.40 

 
0.10 

 
 

 
0.90 

 
1.50 

 
0.30 

 
   Fort Bragg 

 
2.00 

 
0.20 

 
1.60 

 
 

 
3.10 

 
3.80 

 
2.60 

 
   South of Pt. Arena 

 
1.10 

 
0.80 

 
1.10 

 
 

 
1.20 

 
1.20 

 
1.20 

 
BUOY 10 

 
0.40 

 
0.50 

 
0.50 

 
 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
0.00 

 
ESTUARY/FRESHWATER 

 
0.90 

 
1.00 

 
1.00 

 
 

 
0.20 

 
0.20 

 
0.20 

 
TOTAL 

 
15.90 

 
12.20 

 
13.00 

 
 

 
12.10 

 
13.40* 

 
11.20 

 
*Rogue-Klamath impacts do not reflect savings resulting from changes made to reduce OCN impacts in Option II. 

 
 
 

 
 

 



 Exhibit B.6 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
 COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2002 MANAGEMENT OPTION ANALYSIS 
 
Situation:  The Salmon Technical Team (STT) will present the Council with coordinated coastwide 
management options which embody, to the extent possible, the management elements identified by the 
Council under agenda item B.5 on Tuesday.  At this time, the Council may need to clarify STT questions 
and should assure the options presented are those for which the Council desires full STT analysis and 
consideration for final adoption on Friday. 
 
Council Task: 
 
1. Clarify STT questions. 
2. Confirm management options for STT analysis. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Collation of Preliminary Salmon Management Options for 2002 Ocean Fisheries (Exhibit B.6.b, 

Supplemental STT Report). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report of the STT Dell Simmons 
c. KFMC Comments Dan Viele 
d. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
e. Public Comments 
f. Council Direction to the STT and Salmon Advisory Subpanel on Option Development and Analysis 
 
PFMC 
02/25/02 
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 Exhibit B.7.b 
 NMFS Report 
 March 2002 
 
 

PACIFIC COAST SALMON PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSAL 
MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES FOR LISTED CENTRAL VALLEY CHINOOK 

 
I. PROPOSED ACTION 
 
NMFS is proposing revision of the Pacific Coast Salmon Plan to specify in the FMP recovery and long term 
conservation objectives for Sacramento River winter chinook and Central Valley spring chinook.  Both are 
listed under the federal and state endangered species acts.  Although their potential as commercially 
exploitable stocks may be limited, they represent important components of salmon diversity in California, 
and ocean salmon fisheries should be managed to ensure recovery and delisting of the populations and to 
prevent re-listing.  Management of winter and spring chinook stocks could continue through the process of 
NMFS’ section 7 consultations.  However, NMFS prefers that the Council assume an active role in 
developing conservation objectives for these populations, with full public involvement in the development 
and evaluation of alternatives. 
 
The development of management objectives would be accomplished through an FMP plan amendment, 
with accompanying regulatory impact review, regulatory flexibility analysis and environmental analysis to 
the extent warranted. 
 
II. MANAGEMENT BACKGROUND 
  
Current FMP Conservation Objectives   Sacramento River winter chinook and Central Valley spring 
chinook are among the stocks that were introduced into the Salmon FMP under  Amendments 12 and 14 
as a result of being listed under the ESA.  Amendment 12 added “species listed under the ESA” to the list 
of stocks covered by the plan and identified the escapement goal to be “consistent with NMFS jeopardy 
standards or recovery plans to meet immediate conservation needs and long-tern recovery of the species”.  
Amendment 14 specifically identified both stocks in Table 3-1 and their objectives remained NMFS jeopardy 
standards or recovery plan: 
 
Sacramento River Spring Chinook: NMFS jeopardy standard/recovery plan (not established).  No defined 
objective of ocean management prior to listing. 
 
Sacramento River Winter Chinook: NMFS jeopardy standard/recovery plan.  Since 1996, an annual 
preseason objective of a 31% increase in the adult spawner replacement rate (equivalent to a 1.77 
replacement rate) relative to the observed 1989 - 1993 mean rate of 1.35.  Objective undefined prior to 
listing. 
 
Status of the Populations  Since 1994, the winter chinook population has demonstrated a positive adult 
replacement rate; that is, the number of adult winter chinook spawners has increased relative to the number 
3 years before.  The estimates of the 2001 run size based on the carcass survey are 12,120 (Petersen) 
and 7,572 (Jolly-Seber).  The six available years of carcass survey data yield three estimated replacement 
rates: 2.7, 3.4, and 1.9.  The current ESA target rate is 1.77. 
 
Spawning populations of spring chinook have also increased in the Sacramento River Basin since 1994, 
particularly the Butte Creek run, which in 2001 returned in numbers comparable to those of winter chinook 
population.  The mean replacement rates since 1994 are 1.7, 1.7 and 2.7 for the Mill, Deer, and Butte 
Creek populations respectively. 
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III. POTENTIAL MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 
 
Sacramento River Winter Chinook 
 

A. Alternative I (Status Quo) - Population Growth 
 
The management objective would specify an increase in the spawning population, expressed as an adult 3 
year replacement rate.  The 1996/97 biological opinion requires constraints on ocean harvest sufficient to 
produce a 31% increase in the winter chinook adult replacement rate relative to a base period of 1989 - 
1993.  The goal has been implemented by the Council and NMFS using a harvest model (WCOHM), which 
relies on recoveries of marked wild fish during the 1970s.  The implementation of the ESA objective 
assumes that either 1) all non-fishing factors that influence adult replacement rates remain unchanged 
between the base period and the present, or 2) the model used to implement the objective is able to 
compensate for variations in non-fishing factors in predicting the effects of fishing seasons on adult 
replacement rates.  The limited available data suggests that the WCOHM reasonably reflects the 
distribution of winter chinook CWT recoveries through time and between sectors.  Different replacement 
rate goals could be specified, depending on the size of the spawning population.  The range of populations 
would include the delisting goal.   
 
Implementation of the objective could be accomplished through: 

1. A harvest rate model, such as the WCOHM, possibly revised with CWT data.  
2. Ad hoc seasonal constraints applied to recreational and commercial fisheries. 
3. Feedback control relating harvest model output to recent adult replacement rates. 

 
B. Alternative II  - Spawning Escapement Objective 

 
The management objective would be expressed as an adult escapement goal (or range) associated with 
certain population sizes (listed and recovered).  This alternative could be combined with alternative I and 
applied to a delisted population. 
 
Implementation (as in Alternative I)    

1. Harvest rate model 
2. Ad hoc seasonal approach 
3. A preseason prediction of ocean abundance and escapement may not be possible 

due to the relationship of run timing and fishing seasons 
 

C. Alternative III  -  Harvest Rate 
 
The management bjective would be specified as a range of harvest rates (or indicators) associated with 
various population levels (listed to recovered). 
 
Implementation of a harvest rate goal would minimally require a cohort reconstruction of the Livingston-
Stone Hatchery population, which would allow a post season estimate of the harvest rate on the hatchery 
population.  A harvest rate estimate on the entire population would additionally require age composition 
analysis of naturally spawning fish.   It would also be possible to develop a harvest model based on recent 
CWT data and effort.  Other indicators of harvest rate on winter chinook could be considered. 
 
Central Valley Spring Chinook 
 

A. Alternative I (Status Quo) - Use of other stock management objectives 
 
This alternative would rely on the revision of management objectives for other stocks, such as Sacramento 
River winter chinook, Klamath River fall chinook, or Central Valley fall chinook, to provide adequate harvest 
management for Central Valley spring chinook.  This is the approach taken by NMFS’ 2000 biological 
opinion on Central Valley spring and California Coastal chinook: a limit on the exploitation rate of Klamath 
River fall chinook is used as a management objective for California coastal chinook, and the winter chinook 
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requirements are considered sufficient to protect spring chinook.  Implementation of the objective should 
identify a feedback mechanism for adjusting the management objective to specific recovery objectives or 
milestones. 

B. Alternative II  -  Spawning Escapement Objective 
 
There are at least three populations (Deer, Mill, and Butte Creek) of spring run that should be considered, 
either individually or as an aggregate.  The difficulties associated with the lack of a preseason abundance 
estimate for winter chinook may also apply to spring run. 
 
Implementation could be accomplished through use of a harvest model or through ad hoc seasonal 
approaches. 
 

C. Alternative III -  Harvest Rate Objective 
 
The Feather River Hatchery spring chinook stock is a potential surrogate for naturally spawning Central 
Valley spring chinook, although concerns exist regarding introgression with the hatchery fall chinook stock.  
As with the Livingston-Stone winter chinook population, the Feather River Hatchery spring chinook stock 
has the potential for providing the necessary data to allow a cohort reconstruction and a post-season 
harvest rate estimate.  The CDFG is tagging relatively large numbers of naturally produced Butte Creek 
spring chinook which should provide information on the catch distribution of that population relative to the 
hatchery spring-run stock, as well as age composition data for the natural run. 
 
Implementation of the objective would require additional monitoring and differentiation of the untagged 
components of the fall and spring run in the Feather River and, if possible, in Butte Creek. 
 
IV. Amendment Schedule 
 

A. March 2002 
1. Council decision to proceed with amendment 
2. Formation of a plan development team 

CDFG - two members (OSP and WRTT) 
ODFW - one member (spring chinook management measures could potentially 
affect Oregon seasons) 
NMFS - two members (one from the Region and one from the Science Center) 
USFWS - one member 
STT - one member 
Council Staff  
NMFS Central Valley Technical Recovery Team 
Academia 

 
B. November 2002 

1. Working draft amendment to Council 
2. Comments from Council 

 
C. March/April/June 2003 

A revised draft amendment would be resubmitted in early 2003 followed by public review. 
 

D. September/November 2003 Final Adoption 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

3 



 
 
F:\!PFMC\MEETING\2002\March\Salmon\Xb7_Att1_rpt.wpd fms.a15 

 

















 Exhibit B.7.e 
 Supplemental SAS Report 
 March 2002 
 
 

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON 
SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT SCOPING 

 
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) has been briefed by Mr.  Dan Viele on the Central Valley Chinook 
issue and by Mr. Sam Sharr on the Oregon Coastal Natural (OCN) coho and the coho allocation south of 
Cape Falcon issues. 
 
Both the Central Valley Chinook issue and the OCN coho issue appear ready for the framework 
amendment process.  However, the coho allocation issue may need additional fleshing out prior to 
officially entering the process.  We encourage Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and 
Oregon ocean user groups to undertake this task as soon as possible. 
 
Excepting the allocation issue we support moving ahead with the first two issues and adding in the 
allocation issue when it's ready.  We also ask that the appropriate SAS members be part of any steering 
committees set up to advance each issue. 
 
Finally, we also urge the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Council to move forward a process to 
establish conservation and management objectives for Oregon/California transboundary coho and 
Klamath spring Chinook. 
 
 
PFMC 
03/14/02 
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 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
 SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT SCOPING 
 
Situation:  Proposals for Salmon Fishery Management Plan amendments addressing three issues are 
before the Council: 
 
· Conservation objectives for Central Valley winter and spring chinook 
· Conservation objectives for Oregon coastal natural (OCN) coho 
· Coho allocation south of Cape Falcon 
 

Central Valley Chinook 
The current Salmon FMP conservation objective for Sacramento winter chinook is based on the jeopardy 
standard of the 1997 Biological Opinion (BO) which requires no less than a 31% increase in the adult 
spawner replacement rate relative to the 1989-1993 mean. Subsequent to the 1999 listing of the Central 
Valley spring chinook evolutionarily significant units (ESUs), NMFS reinitiated consultation on the Salmon 
FMP.  NMFS issued a BO in 2000 which concluded ocean fisheries managed under the FMP were not 
likely to jeopardize Central Valley spring chinook, and no additional Endangered Species Act constraints 
for that ESU were required. An FMP conservation objective has yet to be developed for Central Valley 
spring chinook. 
 
At the November 2001 Council meeting, NMFS has proposed initiating an FMP amendment to develop a 
comprehensive set of management objectives for winter and spring run chinook. The Council deferred 
action on initiating the amendment process, pending further exploration of possible objectives and the role 
of the Technical Recovery Team in the amendment process. 
 
Mr. Dan Viele will present background information and outline possible management measures,  (Exhibit 
B.7.b, NMFS Report).   
 

OCN Coho 
The OCN coho workgroup reviewed Amendment 13 conservation objectives (Exhibit B.7.c, Amendment 13 
Matrix) in 2000 and recommended the Council adopt a modified exploitation rate matrix (Exhibit B.7.c, OCN 
Workgroup Matrix). The modified matrix expanded the matrix with categories for very low and critical parent 
spawner status and very low marine survival. Exploitation rates as low as 0% to 8% were associated with 
the new categories, and higher exploitation rates were also associated with high marine survival categories.   
At the November 2000 meeting, the Council accepted the OCN workgroup findings as expert biological 
advice and managed 2001 fisheries accordingly.  
 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife proposes adopting conservation objectives to replace those 
in Amendment 13 by formalizing the OCN workgroup matrix through an FMP amendment.  Mr. Sam Sharr, 
ODFW ocean salmon manager, will present the proposal to the Council.  
 

Coho Allocation South of Cape Falcon 
At the time the salmon FMP allocation schedule for coho south of Cape Falcon was developed, selective 
coho fisheries were not envisioned (Exhibit B.7.d, Allocation Schedule). With the advent of selective 
fisheries, additional opportunities are possible for allocating the coho resource between sport and 
commercial fisheries. Mr. Sam Sharr will brief the Council on issues relative to allocation. 
 

Amendment Process 
The Council’s Operating Procedures specify that salmon FMP amendments require a at least four meeting 
process (Exhibit B.7, Attachment 1). This meeting  constitutes the first of those and serves as a scoping 
session to identify pertinent issues.  At this meeting the Council could approve issues for development, 
establish schedules, and identify participants for development of the FMP amendment(s). The COP’s 
require that final adoption of amendments should occur no later than November for implementation in the 
next management season; however, there is no requirement the process be concluded within a specific 
time frame (e.g., one year). Given workload priorities and the number of issues proposed, the Council may 
wish to consider an extended schedule for this amendment process.  

 



Council Action: 
 
4. Identify pertinent issues to be addressed in the proposed amendment(s). 
5. Set schedule(s) for remaining meetings to complete the amendment process. 
6. Identify participants for developing the amendment(s).  
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Council Operating Procedure 11 - Salmon fishery management plan amendment process (Exhibit B.7, 

Attachment 1). 
2. Pacific Coast Salmon Plan Amendment Proposal - Management Objectives for Listed Central Valley 

Chinook (Exhibit B.7.b, NMFS Report). 
3. Table A-2. Allowable fishery impact rate criteria for OCN coho stock components under Amendment 

13 (Exhibit B.7.c, Amendment 13 Matrix). 
4. Table A-3. Fishery impact rate criteria for OCN coho stock components based on the harvest matrix 

resulting from the OCN workgroup 2000 review of Amendment 13 (Exhibit B.7.c, OCN Work Group 
Matrix). 

5. Salmon FMP excerpt - south of Cape Falcon coho allocation (Exhibit B.7.d, Allocation Schedule).  
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Central Valley Conservation Objective Dan Viele 
c. Oregon Coastal Natural (OCN) Conservation Objective Sam Sharr 
d. Coho Allocation South of Cape Falcon Sam Sharr 
e. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
f. Public Comment 
g. Council Action:  Identify Amendment Issues and Schedule 
 
 
PFMC 
02/26/02 
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 Exhibit B.8 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
 COUNCIL DIRECTION FOR 2002 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 
 
Situation:  If necessary, the Salmon Technical Team (STT) will request clarification or direction regarding 
the management elements identified by the Council under agenda item B.5 on Tuesday and/or B.6 on 
Wednesday.  The Council should assure the options presented are those for which the Council desires full 
STT analysis and consideration for final adoption on Friday. 
 
Council Task: 
 
1. Clarify STT questions. 
2. Additional direction on management option development and STT analysis, as necessary. 
 
Reference Materials:  None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview C. Tracy/D. Simmons 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Guidance and Direction 
 
 
PFMC 
02/22/02 
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 Exhibit B.9 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
 SALMON HEARINGS OFFICERS 
  
Situation:  Attachment 1 provides a schedule of public hearings for the Council management options.  
Three hearings are scheduled as follows:  April 1 in Westport, Washington and Coos Bay, Oregon; and 
April 2 in Eureka, California.  The public will also be able to provide their comments and recommendations 
on the options in Portland, Oregon during the April Council meeting. 
 
In addition to the Council’s hearings, California Department of Fish and Game will hold a hearing on April 
1, 2002 at 7 p.m. at the Moss Landing Chamber of Commerce in Moss Landing, California.  The Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife is also expected to announce additional hearings. 
 
Council Action:   
 
1. Confirm hearing officers and other official hearing attendees. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Schedule of Salmon Fishery Management Option Hearings (Exhibit B.9, Attachment 1). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Council Action:  Appoint Hearings Officers Hans Radtke 
 
 
PFMC 
 
02/21/02
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 Exhibit B.10 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2002 
 
 
 ADOPTION OF 2002 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 
  
Situation:  The Council will review the Salmon Technical Team (STT) impact analysis (Exhibit B.10.b, 
Supplemental STT Report) and advisory bodies, tribal, and public comments before adopting proposed 
ocean salmon fishery management options for public review.  The adopted options should meet fishery 
management plan objectives (spawner escapement goals, allocations, etc.) and encompass a realistic 
range of alternatives from which the final management measures will emerge. Any need for 
implementation by emergency rule must be clearly noted and consistent with the Council's emergency 
criteria (see Exhibit B.5, Attachment 2). 
 
Council Action:   
 
1. Adopt final ocean salmon fishery management options for public review. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Analysis of Preliminary Salmon Management Options for 2002 Ocean Fisheries (Exhibit B.10.b, 

Supplemental STT Report). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report of the STT Dell Simmons 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comments 
e. Council Action:  Adopt Management Options for Public Review 
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