Exhibit B.1
Situation Summary
March 2003

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:
1. None.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Informational Update
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Discussion

Bill Robinson
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Exhibit B.2
Situation Summary
March 2003
FINAL SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE METHODOLOGY REVIEW
RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE CHINOOK AND COHO FISHERY REGULATION ASSESSMENT
MODELS FOR 2003 SALMON MANAGEMENT
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.
At its September 2002 meeting, the Council directed the SSC to review the chinook Fishery Regulation
Assessment Model (FRAM), which was proposed to be modified to accommodate analysis of
mark-selective fisheries. In November 2002, the SSC’s review of the revised chinook FRAM was not
completed, pending some resolution of technical issues regarding interface of the FRAM with revised
terminal area management modules (TAMMs). The Council gave tentative approval of the revised
chinook FRAM for use in the 2003 management season contingent on satisfactory resolution of the
technical issues in the interim.
At the September 2002 Council Meeting, the SSC identified another issue that would be ready for review
by February 2003: breaking the coho FRAM September-December time step into separate September
and October-December time strata. The Council directed the SSC to review this issue prior to the 2003
management season if the methodology was adequately developed.
The SSC Salmon Subcommittee and the Salmon Technical Team (STT) held a joint meeting on February
5, 2003 to complete review of the chinook and coho FRAM modifications, and to provide the STT with
guidance on model selection for use in developing Preseason Report I. An update on the Pacific Salmon
Commission Coho Technical Committee’s Regional Coho Planning Model was also presented.
Based on the results of the February meeting, the STT employed the revised models in their analysis of
2002 fishery management measures using projected 2003 abundance estimates, and incorporated those
results into Preseason Report I. If the Council does not approve the revised model(s) for use in the 2003
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 2003 salmon season.
2. Provide guidance as needed for any unresolved methodology issues.
Reference Materials:
1. Salmon Technical Team Comments on Salmon Methodology Review (Exhibit B.2.c, STT Report).
2. Scientific and Statistical Committee Comments on Salmon Methodology Review (Exhibit B.2.b,
Supplemental SSC Report).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Chuck Tracy
SSC Report
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Consider Methodology Changes to the
Chinook FRAM and Coho FRAM
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Exhibit B.2.b
Supplemental SSC Report
March 2003

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
FINAL SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE METHODOLOGY REVIEW
RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE CHINOOK AND COHO FISHERY REGULATION AND ASSESSMENT
MODELS FOR 2003 SALMON MANAGEMENT
Mr. Jim Packer and Mr. Larry LaVoy from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
presented a report to a joint meeting of the Scientific and Statistical Committee’s (SSC) Salmon
Subcommittee and the Salmon Technical Team on proposed changes to the chinook and coho Fisheries
Regulation Assessment Models (FRAM).
This meeting was held on February 5, 2003 in Portland,
Oregon. Major changes to the chinook FRAM were initially reviewed in November 2002. The purpose of
the February meeting was to receive an update on tasks that were incomplete as of November and to
review a proposed base period change to split the terminal time step of the coho FRAM.
Chinook
Terminal Area Management Modules (TAMMs) needed to be changed to accept marked and unmarked
stock components. These changes have been completed. Additional material presented at this meeting
supported the results reviewed in November which indicated the modified chinook FRAM is capable of
duplicating the results of the previous version of the model in the absence of mark-selective fisheries.
Therefore, the modified FRAM can be used to assess impacts if mark-selective fisheries are not under
consideration.
At the joint meeting, the group was presented an example using chinook FRAM to evaluate the impacts of
a mark-selective sport fishery in Washington Marine Areas 5 and 6 (Strait of Juan de Fuca) during July,
August, and September. This example compared exploitation rates by stock projected by chinook FRAM
for the final 2002 model run to those using chinook FRAM in selective fishery mode with the
mark-selective fishery described above implemented. Modeled effects were in the expected direction, but
the magnitudes of these changes could not be evaluated.
The SSC cannot endorse chinook FRAM as a tool for evaluating the impacts of proposed mark-selective
fisheries. Our reservations stem from assumptions about the age structure, length composition, growth,
mortality rates at age, and other factors that introduce additional uncertainty into model projections in the
presence of mark-selective fisheries. Given the current status of model documentation describing how
mark-selective fishery impacts will be estimated by chinook FRAM, we are unable to give the model the
rigorous evaluation that is needed. If mark-selective fisheries are implemented for 2003 they should be of
limited magnitude and used as an opportunity to evaluate specific predictions of the selective chinook
FRAM. The SSC will continue review of the model in November 2003.
Coho
The coho FRAM was modified to accommodate the Abundance-based Management agreement of the
Pacific Salmon Commission. This required splitting the September-December terminal time step into
September and October-December time steps. The rationale for this change was to better capture the
September transitional migration period and terminal area differences in stock composition between
September and October.
Mr. LaVoy and Mr. Packer presented many spreadsheets comparing exploitation rates and impacts before
and after the time split. After the split of base period time strata the estimated cohort sizes changed.
Although no major differences were apparent for the first three time periods, there were larger differences
in the terminal area for the final two time steps, most notably for the Stillaguamish/Snohomish river runs.
Changes to the FRAM time step primarily affect the terminal area fisheries for the October-December
stratum, whereas the Council is primarily managing for ocean fisheries during June-August and into
September.

1

Some concern exists for the ability of available coded-wire tag (CWT) recovery data to support further
disaggregation into an additional time step. The original criterion for CWT data was to have at least five
tags per time-area stratum. Reliability of exploitation rate estimates is now reduced, because of smaller
numbers of CWT recoveries in the two split strata.
This is particularly noticeable for the
October-December period. Despite this deficiency, the assessment authors still consider the time split to
be a better representation of reality for the purposes of harvest management. The SSC does not have
sufficient information to evaluate this assertion.
The SSC found it difficult to evaluate the overall effects of the time-step change. Although a brief
summary report and many spreadsheets were available prior to the joint meeting, documentation
comparing the relative impacts was lacking. Documentation for the method of splitting fisheries into the
September or October-December strata was also insufficient. The Model Evaluation Workgroup (MEW),
currently being formed, should help to ease the documentation and testing problems.
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Exhibit B.2.c
STT Report
March 2003

FINAL SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE METHODOLOGY REVIEW
RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE CHINOOK AND COHO FISHERY REGULATION AND ASSESSMENT
MODELS FOR 2003 SALMON MANAGEMENT
The Salmon Technical Team (STT), along with the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) Salmon
Subcommittee, met with representatives of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife on February
5, 2003 to continue the methodology review of proposed changes to both the chinook and coho Fishery
Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM) models. This meeting was a continuation of a methodology
review conducted last fall. At that meeting, the STT and the SSC Salmon Subcommittee reviewed
changes made to the chinook FRAM intended for impact analysis of mark-selective fisheries on chinook
salmon.
Methodology topics reviewed at the February 5th meeting were, (1) updates and modifications to the
chinook FRAM and the chinook Terminal Area Management Modules (TAMMs), (2) Addition of a fifth time
step in the coho FRAM, and (3) an update on the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) development of a
coastwide coho model based on the coho FRAM.
Chinook TAMMs
At its November meeting, the Council adopted the revised chinook FRAM as the methodology for
evaluating non-selective fisheries, provided that STT and the SSC Salmon Subcommittee determine that
TAMMs have been successfully integrated. Chinook TAMMs are used extensively by Puget Sound
managers in preseason planning. They are also used by the STT to estimate total annual exploitation
rates and/or escapements of Puget Sound stocks. This information is needed by the Council to ensure
compliance with both Endangered Species Act (ESA) and fishery management plan (FMP) mandated
constraints. The modifications to chinook FRAM reviewed by the STT included (a) a correction to a
reporting error that affected accounting for incidental fishing mortalities in certain situations; (b) converting
the output report format for TAMMs from a Lotus spreadsheet to Excel; and (c) modification of some of the
algorithms and reports to display the effects of mark selective fisheries. The details of the calculations
performed in chinook FRAM were not reviewed.
The STT welcomes the migration of the TAMMs to Excel. The migration was undoubtedly a tedious and
substantial effort and has been a long time coming. Based on the consistency between the outputs of
the new and old TAMMs, we are reasonably confident that results can be replicated when given identical
inputs. Therefore, the STT recommends the Council adopt both the new FRAM and TAMMS for use
this year for analysis of non-selective fisheries.
At the November 2002 Council meeting, the STT recommended that a decision on the use of the modified
chinook FRAM for analysis of mark selective fisheries be made only after specifics of any proposed mark
selective fisheries are known. The STT has similar reservations about the use of the TAMMs to analyze
the effects of chinook mark selective fisheries. Depending on the location, size, and timing of mark
selective sport fisheries, the TAMMs may or may not be an appropriate tool for impact analysis.
Therefore, the STT recommends the Council defer a decision on adoption of the chinook FRAM and
TAMMs as standard methodology for evaluation of mark selective fisheries until the specifics
about any proposed mark selective fisheries are known.
Coho FRAM
The coho FRAM has been modified such that the September-December time strata has been split into two
time periods, (1) September, and (2) October-December. The additional time step required allocation of
natural mortalities between the two time periods and re-estimation of abundances and exploitation rates
in all time periods. The impetus for the split was to improve the capacity of the model to evaluate impacts
of fisheries occurring during the period of active spawning migration. This is of particular concern when
examining impacts on stocks with differential run timing, such as Interior Fraser coho. The PSC's Coho
Technical Committee has also recommended that this split in time strata occur.
1

During the process of adding another time step, an error was discovered in the base period file employed
for management planning in 2002 for the Stillaguamish and Snohomish stocks. The STT has reviewed
the results of the correction to model input data and the change in time strata. As expected, the model
with the September split will not replicate the results of last year's Coho FRAM given the procedures
required to add the additional time step. The differences in model outputs between the old and new
versions are reasonable and consistent with the coding and data changes that have occurred. Therefore,
the STT recommends the Council adopt the revised coho FRAM for use in 2003.
Coho Regional Planning Model
Dr. Gary Morishima gave a brief update on the PSC Coho Technical Committee's efforts to develop a
Regional Coho Fishery Planning Model, as called for in the PSC's agreement for abundance-based
management of coho originating in Southern British Columbia and Washington State. Some of the major
points he mentioned were:
·
·
·
·

The regional coho model will be based on the coho FRAM model currently used by the Council and is
intended to be used bilaterally for implementation of the PSC Coho Agreement.
Canada is reviewing a list of proposed stock and fishery strata to be included in the regional model.
A new base period file with agreed stocks, fisheries, and coded-wire tag representation should be
available in the summer of 2003.
The regional model is anticipated to be ready for the Council methodology review in the fall of 2003,
with the target date for application for both Council and PSC in 2004.

The STT looks forward to the review, acceptance, and implementation of the regional model by the
Council in 2004. Regional, coastwide, or large geographic models like this greatly reduce the potential for
user confusion, or for conflicting or contradictory results that can arise when different models are used.
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Exhibit B.3
Situation Summary
March 2003

REVIEW OF 2002 FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF 2003 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES
Situation: Mr. Dell Simmons, Salmon Technical Team (STT) Chairman, will review the results of the
2002 fisheries and the stock abundance projections for 2003. 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 2002 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 2002 Ocean Salmon Fisheries (Included with Briefing Book).
2. Preseason Report I Stock Abundance Analysis for 2003 Ocean Salmon Fisheries (Included with
Briefing Book).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Report of the STT
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Agency and Tribal Comments
Public Comment
Council Discussion

Dell Simmons
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Exhibit B.3.b
Supplemental SSC Report
March 2003

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
REVIEW OF 2002 FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF 2003 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES
Mr. Dell Simmons, Chair of the Salmon Technical Team (STT), reviewed the 2002 ocean salmon fisheries
and preliminary salmon stock abundance estimates for 2003 for the Scientific and Statistical Committee
(SSC). All natural coho and chinook stocks that are not “exceptions” met their conservation objective in
2002. Ocean abundance forecasts of chinook and coho salmon in 2003 are high enough that all
conservation objectives should be met this year.
Tables I-1 and I-2 in Preseason Report I (Stock Abundance Analysis for 2003 Ocean Salmon Fisheries)
present several years of preseason predictors for coho and chinook stocks under Council management.
The SSC requests the STT add postseason estimates where available. The SSC also requests the
preseason abundance estimates include a statistical measure of variability such as confidence intervals or
coefficients of variation when possible. Without variance estimates it is difficult to assess the likelihood of
meeting management objectives and the risks to sensitive stocks of the proposed fishing seasons.
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Exhibit B.4
Situation Summary
March 2003

INSEASON MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OPENINGS PRIOR TO MAY 1
NORTH OF CAPE FALCON
Situation: The 2002 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, 2003. The fisheries under consideration are the
commercial and recreational fisheries off Washington and Oregon, north of Cape Falcon.
At its November 2002 meeting, the Council indicated that sufficient troll opportunity is available with a May
1 opening to access the chinook allocation, and that no changes to the opening date for the 2003
non-Indian commercial salmon fishery north of Cape Falcon were contemplated. The Council did not
request a Salmon Technical Team analysis of potential impacts, nor reinitiation of consultation under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for impacts associated with listed species, including Columbia
Basin spring chinook stocks.
Council Action:
1. Consider recommendations to NMFS 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 north of Cape Falcon.
Reference Materials:
1. None.
Agenda Order:
a. Agendum Overview
Chuck Tracy
b. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and
Burnie Bohn/Phil Anderson
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Recommendations
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Action: Adopt Recommendations for Early Opening Dates for
Fisheries North of Cape Falcon
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Exhibit B.5
Attachment 1
March 2003

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).
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Exhibit B.5
Attachment 2
March 2003

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.
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Exhibit B.5
Situation Summary
March 2003
IDENTIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND
PRELIMINARY DEFINITION OF 2003 SALMON MANAGEMENT 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 12, 2003
followed by STT analysis and final adoption of the options on Friday, March 14, 2003. 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, action by the California Fish and Game Commission to set the allocation of
Klamath River fall chinook for the inside recreational fishery, and NMFS 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. SAS Proposed Initial Salmon Management Options for 2003 Non-Indian Ocean Fisheries (Exhibit
B.5.h, Supplemental SAS Report).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Agendum Overview
Chuck Tracy
Report from the Pacific Salmon Commission
Burnie Bohn/Jim Harp
Report of the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC)
Dan Viele
Report of the California Fish and Game Commission
Bob Treanor
NMFS Recommendations
Bill Robinson
Tribal Recommendations
Jim Harp
State Recommendations
Phil Anderson/Burnie Bohn/Marija Vojkovich
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Recommends Initial Options for STT Collation and Description

PFMC
02/20/03

Z:\!PFMC\MEETING\1996-2011\2003\MARCH\SALMON\XB5.OPT.DOC

rgs.an

Exhibit B.5.c
Supplemental KFMC Report
March 11, 2003

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
REPORT and RECOMMENDATIONS
to the
PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

ACCEPTANCE OF TECHNICAL ADVISORY TEAM REPORT
The Council received and endorsed the TAT report of March 9, 2003. Since predicted Klamath
fall Chinook abundance is less than was predicted for 2002, the spawning escapement objective
will again be the floor of 35,000 natural spawners.
2003 REGULATION OPTIONS
The KFMC forwards the Klamath Coalition’s recommended three options, reached by consensus,
for the KMZ recreational fishery (Coalition options and modeling attached). The KFMC does
not have a recommendation for troll options. Troll representatives on the KFMC are working
with the SAS to assist in the development of options.
RIVER RECREATIONAL ALLOCATION
The KFMC recommends a 15% share for the river recreational fishery. In the event the ocean
fisheries are not able to harvest their full allotments (on a pre-season basis), any additional adult
fish returning to the river should be allocated to the river recreational fishery.
RESOURCE UTILIZATION
The KFMC recommends full utilization of the harvestable surplus of Klamath River fall
Chinook. However, other FMP conservation objectives and ESA requirements may constrain
seasons more than the objective for Klamath River fall Chinook. If, as a result, the set-aside for
ocean fisheries outside the KMZ sport fishery cannot be met, the fish should be utilized in the
following order: (1) fisheries within the KMZ, (2) a full Klamath River sport fishery, and if
additional harvestable fish remain, (3) Klamath River Tribal fisheries. Any such transfer has no
effect on any party=s share, entitlement, or allocation in any future year.
ESA EFFECTS ON TRIBAL HARVEST
The KFMC reviewed its previous recommendations with respect to full utilization of fishery
resources and the effects of ESA restrictions on the determination of the total available harvest of
Klamath River fall Chinook. In 2003, absent ESA constraints, the expected Tribal harvest would
be approximately 41,900 fish. However, any shift in harvest of Klamath fall Chinook from ocean
to river fisheries results in a reduction in overall available harvests, and therefore reduces the
tribal allocation. (Modeling results attached)

DFG TO MONTOR SPORT FISHERY
The California Department of Fish and Game has agreed to monitor the 2003 lower river sport
fishery and project season catch in real time. The KFMC is concerned that budgetary constraints
may preclude monitoring of the upper river fishery. The KFMC urges the Department to monitor
all components of the river recreational harvest.
SPRING CHINOOK MANAGEMENT
The KFMC intends to develop management recommendations for the PFMC aimed at the
conservation of Klamath spring Chinook while preserving meaningful harvest opportunities for
both ocean and river fisheries. This unique stock has contributed significantly to both ocean and
river fisheries without the benefits of management. Concerns have been raised to the KFMC that
the status of spring Chinook, once believed to be the dominant race among Klamath Chinook, is
presently depressed and largely sustained by hatchery production. In order to ensure the viability
of this stock, the KFMC, working with its Technical Advisory Team and member agencies, is
developing information useful for identifying management objectives for Klamath spring
Chinook.
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Exhibit B.5.g
Supplemental ODFW Report
March 2003
INTEGRATION OF MANAGEMENT IN OCEAN AND COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES IN 2003 TO MEET
CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS FOR OREGON COASTAL NATURAL AND LOWER COLUMBIA
RIVER NATURAL COHO SALMON
Introduction
Oregon Coastal Natural (OCN) coho and lower Columbia River Natural (LCN) coho populations are
assumed to have similar temporal and spatial distributions in ocean fisheries. OCN coho are listed as
threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and LCN coho populations in Oregon have
been listed as endangered under Oregon's ESA. A federally approved management plan prepared for
the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) constrains overall allowable fishery impacts on OCN. A
management plan for LCN coho that has been approved by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission
(OFWC) includes allowable overall impact rates for all salmon fisheries and separate allowable harvest
rates for Columbia River salmon fisheries and ocean salmon fisheries. Whereas all salmon fisheries that
affect OCN coho can be controlled under federal ESA jeopardy standards, only a few of the fisheries that
impact LCN coho are within the exclusive jurisdiction of Oregon's endangered species law and the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). ODFW's goal is to achieve both federal and state
management objectives for OCN and LCN coho. Beginning in 2002, ODFW requested that the PFMC
consider the conservation needs for OCN and LCN coho concurrently when setting ocean salmon
fisheries. What follows are synopses of management plans for OCN and LCN coho and a discussion of
their integration.
Management of OCN Coho
In 1995, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) proposed coho populations in both the Oregon
Coastal and Southern Oregon/ Northern California evolutionarily significant units (ESUs) for listing under
the federal ESA. In August of 1998, OCN coho in the Oregon Coast ESU north of Cape Blanco were
listed as threatened. In an attempt to restore OCN coho and avert the proposed ESA listings the state of
Oregon initiated the Governor's Coastal Salmon Restoration Initiative (Oregon Plan). Concurrently the
PFMC began to consider an amendment to their Fishery Management Plan (FMP) that would insure that
fishery related impacts would not act as a significant impediment to the recovery of depressed OCN coho
stocks.
The PFMC approved Amendment 13 to the FMP in November 1997 (PFMC 1999). Amendment 13
manages fisheries based upon exploitation rates, not spawner escapement objectives. Maximum
allowable exploitation rates in Amendment 13 vary in response to changes in observed brood year
specific parental spawner abundance and marine survival. Spawner abundance is expressed as a
percent of spawners required for full seeding of high quality habitat. Full seeding is estimated from a
habitat based production model. Marine survival is estimated as the jack to smolt ratio for hatcheries in
the Oregon Production Index area. To implement this approach, managers constructed "Low", "Medium",
and "High" categories across the range of observed historic values for both OCN coho parental spawner
abundance and jack to smolt survival (marine survival). The categories for parental spawner abundance
and marine survival defined the two axes of a three by three harvest management matrix. Maximum
allowable exploitation rates calculated for each matrix intersection are based upon estimates of habitat
production potential, for the given combination of parental spawner abundance and marine survival.
In November 1999, the PFMC approved the formation of an ad hoc OCN work group composed of
representatives from ODFW, PFMC, and NMFS to complete a year 2000 review of Amendment 13. The
review focused on parental spawner criteria, marine survival criteria, and allowable impact rates in the
harvest management matrix. The amended matrix that the OCN work group recommended includes new
"Critical" and "Very Low" parental spawner categories, a new "Extremely Low" marine survival category,
allowable fishery impacts for new cells, and some adjustments of allowable impacts in pre-existing cells
(Table 1). The new harvest management matrix was adopted as scientific guidance by the PFMC in
November 2000.
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Management of LCN Coho
Under terms of the Oregon's ESA, the OFWC listed lower Columbia River natural coho salmon as an
endangered species in July 1999. Under provisions of that same law, the ODFW, with the assistance of
staff from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) prepared an endangered species
management plan that was adopted by the OFWC in July 2001. One of the several required elements in
this plan is a description of how state agencies will manage state lands, including a harvest management
plan.
The harvest management section of the endangered species management plan for LCN coho is designed
to manage mortality associated with ocean and Columbia River fisheries in a manner that is consistent
with the conservation and recovery of the species. The approach to accomplish this goal will be to scale
annual fishery impacts to the forecast run strength of each year’s return of naturally produced coho.
The method to determine the annual maximum fishery impact rates for LCN coho salmon are based upon
the same two predictive variables that are used in Amendment 13 for OCN coho; parental spawner
abundance and ocean survival. The integration of these two factors in setting maximum harvest rates is
accomplished using the same harvest matrix approach as described for the management of OCN stocks
of coho through the Amendment 13 in the annual PFMC management process for ocean fisheries.
However, for LCN coho three harvest matrices are used: one for ocean fisheries (Table 2), one for
freshwater fisheries (Table 3), and one that depicts the maximum allowable cumulative fishery impact
rates for ocean and freshwater fisheries combined (Table 4). In all three matrices, the index of marine
survival is the same as the one used for OCN coho in Amendment 13 and parental escapement is the
observed number of natural adult coho spawning in the Sandy and Clackamas rivers expressed as a
fraction of full seeding. Full seeding in each case is estimated from spawner recruitment analyses. The
parental status for each of the two populations is applied to the harvest matrices and a maximum harvest
rate for each population is estimated. These allowable maximum harvest rates for the two populations
are then averaged to obtain the overall maximum impact rate for LCN coho.
Integration of Management for OCN and LCN Coho
In many instances, fishery constraints to protect LCN coho under Oregon's ESA and fishery constraints to
protect OCN coho under Plan Amendment 13 and the Federal ESA are complimentary. Management
matrices for both incorporate the same marine survival index and a review of historic data indicate that
the spawner abundance status for OCN and LCN coho are often the same. Furthermore, even though
LCN coho are impacted at a higher rate in freshwater (due to the magnitude of Columbia River fisheries),
the allowable cumulative impact rates for LCN are higher than for OCN under the respective management
plans. Hence, if marine survival and parental spawner status are the same for both LCN and OCN coho
and ocean impacts for both are the same, allowable constraints for LCN coho can still be achieved even
with the added impacts from Columbia River fisheries.
In contrast, there may be instances when allowable cumulative fishery impacts for LCN coho (Table 4)
may not be achievable if allowable impacts on OCN coho are higher. The latter instance can occur if
OCN coho have a higher parental spawner status than lower Columbia River wild coho. In that instance,
to balance needs of Columbia River and ocean fisheries, ODFW may request that co-mangers in the
PFMC process constrain ocean fisheries beyond what is called for to protect OCN coho in Plan
Amendment 13. In any case, a strong cooperative effort among co-managers in the PFMC and Columbia
River management arenas will be required to successfully integrate conservation needs for OCN coho
under Federal ESA standards and LCN coho under conditions stipulated by ODFW's endangered species
management plan. A summary of OCN and LCN coho parental spawner status for brood years 19992002 (fishery years 2002-2005) is displayed in Table 5.
2002 Integration of Management for OCN and LCN Coho
The management criteria based on parental spawner status for 1999 brood OCN coho differed from that
for 1999 brood LCN coho. The parental spawner category for 1999 brood year OCN coho was "Low". On
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the other hand, the 1999 brood year parental spawner status for natural coho in the Clackamas River was
"Critical" and in the Sandy River was "Very Low". Marine survival for OPI coho resulting from 1999
parental spawners was "Low". Hence, the maximum allowable cumulative impact rate for OCN coho in all
2002 salmon fisheries was 15% (Table 1) whereas the maximum allowable cumulative impact rate for
LCN coho, including ocean fisheries, was 14% (average of 11.7% and 16.3%, Table 4). This included an
average maximum allowable harvest rate of 5% on LCN in Columbia River fisheries (average of 4% and
6%, Table 3). Therefore, if co-managers in the Columbia River basin needed to craft Columbia River
fisheries that utilized the full 5% harvest rate for LCN coho then they had to request that the PFMC
constrain overall impacts to OCN coho to less than or equal to approximately 10.5%. This is equivalent to
an ocean fishery impact rate on OCN and LCN coho of approximately 9.4% and achieves the cumulative
allowable impact rate of 14% for LCN coho (Table 6). Alternatively, co-managers for Columbia River
fisheries could agree to constrain in-river fishery impacts to something less than 5%. In that case,
constraints on ocean fisheries could be relaxed accordingly. For example, if the harvest rate in the
Columbia River fisheries is reduced to 3.5%, then the allowable overall impact rate of 14% on lower
Columbia River coho could be achieved if ocean impacts on lower Columbia River coho were constrained
to 10.9%. In that case, the overall impact rate on OCN coho would be approximately 12% (i.e. 10.9% in
ocean fisheries and about 1.1% in freshwater fisheries, Table 6). In 2002, a strong cooperative effort
among co-managers in the PFMC and Columbia River management arenas was made to integrate
conservation needs for OCN coho under Federal ESA standards and LCN coho under conditions
stipulated by ODFW's endangered species management plan. The ocean fishery impact rate on OCN
and LCN was constrained to 11.3%, leaving approximately 2.7% and 3.7% for use in management of
LCN and OCN freshwater fisheries, respectively.
2003 Integration of Management for OCN and LCN Coho
The management criteria based on parental spawner status for 2000 brood OCN coho differed slightly
from that for 2000 brood LCN coho. The parental spawner category for 2000 brood year OCN coho was
"High" for three sub-aggregates and "Low" for one sub-aggregate. On the other hand, the 2000 brood
year parental spawner status for natural coho in the Clackamas and Sandy rivers was "Medium" for both.
Marine survival for OPI coho resulting from 2000 parental spawners was "Medium". Hence, the maximum
allowable cumulative impact rate for OCN coho in all 2003 salmon fisheries is 15% (Table 1) whereas the
maximum allowable cumulative impact rate for LCN coho, including ocean fisheries, is 29.2% (Table 4).
This includes a maximum allowable harvest rate of 20% on LCN in ocean fisheries and 11.5% on LCN in
Columbia River fisheries (Tables 2 and 3). Therefore, co-managers in the Columbia River basin could
utilize the full 11.5% harvest rate for LCN coho and not have to request that the PFMC constrain overall
impacts to OCN coho to less than what is allowed under the federal ESA.

Curt Melcher
Fish Division
ODFW
February 25, 2003
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Table 1. OCN work group revisions to the harvest management matrix in Plan Amendment 13 showing
allowable fishery impacts and ranges of resulting recruitment for each combination of parental spawner
abundance and marine survival.

Marine Survival Index
(based on return of jacks per hatchery smolt)

Parent Spawner Status
High

1/

Parent Spawners > 75% of full
seeding

Medium
Parent Spawners > 50% &
75% of full seeding

<

Low
Parent Spawners > 19% &
50% of full seeding

<

Very Low
Parent Spawners > 4 fish per
mile & < 19% of full seeding

Critical 2/
Parental Spawners
mile

< 4 fish per

Extremely Low

Low

Medium

High

(<0.0008 )

(0.0008 to 0.0014 )

(>0.0014 to 0.0040)

(>0.0040 )

E

J

O

T

< 8%

< 15%

< 30%

< 45%

D

I

N

S

< 8%

< 15%

< 20%

< 38%

C

H

M

R

< 8%

< 15%

< 15%

< 25%

B

G

L

Q

< 8%

< 11%

< 11%

< 11%

A

F

K

P

0 - 8%

0 - 8%

0 - 8%

0 - 8%

Sub-aggregate and Basin Specific Spawner Criteria Data
"Critical"

Sub-aggregate

Miles of Available
Spawning Habitat

100% of Full
Seeding

4 Fish per
Mile

Very Low, Low, Medium & High

12% of Full
Seeding

19% of Full
Seeding

50% of Full 75% of full
Seeding
Seeding

899

21,700

3,596

NA

4,123

10,850

16,275

North - Central

1,163

55,000

4,652

NA

10,450

27,500

41,250

South - Central

1,685

50,000

6,740

NA

9,500

25,000

37,500

Northern

Southern
Coastwide Total

450

5,400

4,197

132,100

NA

648
15,636

1,026

2,700

4,050

25,099

66,050

99,075

1/ Parental spawner abundance status for the OCN aggregate assumes the status of the weakest sub-aggregate.
2/ "Critical" parental spawner status is defined as 4 fish per mile for the Northern, North-Central, and South-Central
sub-aggregates. Because the ratio of high quality spawning habitat to total spawning habitat in the Rogue River Basin differs
significantly from the rest of the basins on the coast, the spawner density of 4 fish per mile does not represent "Critical" status for
that basin. Instead. "Critical" status for the Rogue Basin (Southern Sub-aggregate) is estimated as 12% of full seeding of high
quality habitat.
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Table 2. Harvest management matrix for LCN coho salmon showing maximum allowable OCEAN fishery
mortality rates.

Parental Escapement 1/
High
Medium
Low
Very Low

Critical

1/

> 0.75 full
seeding
0.75 to 0.50
full seeding
0.50 to 0.20
full seeding
0.20 to 0.10
of
full
seeding
< 0.10 of full
seeding

Marine Survival Index
(based on return of jacks per hatchery smolt)
Critical
Low
Medium
(<0.0008)
(< 0.0015)
(< 0.0040)
< 8.0%
< 15.0%
< 30.0%

High
(> 0.0040)
< 45.0%

< 8.0%

< 15.0%

< 20.0%

< 38.0%

< 8.0%

< 15.0%

< 15.0%

< 25.0%

< 8.0%

< 11.0%

< 11.0%

< 11.0%

0 – 8.0%

0 – 8.0%

0 – 8.0%

0 – 8.0%

Full Seeding: Clackamas River = 3,800
Sandy River
= 1,340

Table 3. Harvest management matrix for LCN coho salmon showing maximum allowable FRESHWATER
fishery mortality rates.

Parental Escapement 1/
High
Medium
Low
Very Low

Critical

1/

> 0.75 full
seeding
0.75 to 0.50
full seeding
0.50 to 0.20
full seeding
0.20 to 0.10
of
full
seeding
< 0.10 of full
seeding

Marine Survival Index
(based on return of jacks per hatchery smolt)
Critical
Low
Medium
(<0.0008)
(< 0.0015)
(< 0.0040)
< 4.0%
< 7.5%
< 15.0%

High
(> 0.0040)
< 22.5%

< 4.0%

< 7.5%

< 11.5%

< 19.0%

< 4.0%

< 7.5%

< 9.0%

< 12.5%

< 4.0%

< 6.0%

< 8.0%

< 10.0%

0.0 – 4.0%

0.0 – 4.0%

0.0 – 4.0%

0.0 – 4.0%

Full Seeding: Clackamas River = 3,800
Sandy River
= 1,340
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Table 4. Likely cumulative exploitation rates for LCN coho under the combined management protocols
proposed for setting ocean and in-river fishery harvest rates.

Parental Escapement 1/
High
Medium
Low
Very Low

Critical

1/

> 0.75 full
seeding
0.75 to 0.50
full seeding
0.50 to 0.20
full seeding
0.20 to 0.10
of
full
seeding
< 0.10 of full
seeding

Marine Survival Index
(based on return of jacks per hatchery smolt)
Critical
Low
Medium
(<0.0008)
(< 0.0015)
(< 0.0040)

High
(> 0.0040)

< 11.7%

< 21.4%

< 40.5 %

< 57.4%

< 11.7%

< 21.4%

< 29.2%

< 49.8%

< 11.7%

< 21.4%

< 22.7%

< 34.4%

< 11.7%

< 16.3%

< 18.1%

< 19.9%

0.0 – 11.7%

0.0 – 11.7%

0.0 – 11.7%

0.0 – 11.7%

Full Seeding: Clackamas River = 3,800
Sandy River
= 1,340

Table 5. Parental spawner status for OCN and LCN coho for brood years 1999-2002 which translates
into fishery years 2002-2005.

Fishery
Year
2002
2003
2004
2005
1/

Parent
Spawner
Year
1999
2000
2001
2002

OCN 1/
Low
Low
Low
High

Parental Spawner Category
LCN
LCN
Clackamas
Sandy
Critical
Very Low
Medium
Medium
High
High
Low
Low

Category represents the status of the lowest sub-aggregate.
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Table 6. Maximum allowable cumulative exploitation rates on LCN coho and how they relate to maximum allowable harvest rates on LCN coho in
freshwater fisheries, harvest rates on LCN coho in ocean fisheries, and cumulative exploitation rates on OCN coho. Shaded cells depict in-river
harvest rates or overall exploitation rates for LCN coho that exceed the maximum allowable in 2002 given the status of the parental spawners and
the marine survival for the 1999 brood year production.

IMPACT
RATES ON
SURROGATE
OCN COHO

1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%
1.13%

INRIVER

OCEAN

FRESHWATER

OVERALL
7.0%
7.5%
8.0%
8.5%
9.0%
9.5%
10.0%
10.5%
11.0%
11.5%
12.0%
12.5%
13.0%

FISHERY HARVEST RATES ON LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER NATURAL COHO

5.9%
6.4%
6.9%
7.4%
7.9%
8.4%
8.9%
9.4%
9.9%
10.4%
10.9%
11.4%
11.9%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

5.5%

6.0%

OVERALL EXPLOITATION RATES ON LOWER COLUMBIA NATURAL COHO
6.8% 7.3% 7.8% 8.2% 8.7% 9.2% 9.6% 10.1% 10.6% 11.0% 11.5%
7.3% 7.8% 8.2% 8.7% 9.2% 9.6% 10.1% 10.6% 11.1% 11.5% 12.0%
7.8% 8.3% 8.7% 9.2% 9.7% 10.1% 10.6% 11.1% 11.5% 12.0% 12.5%
8.3% 8.8% 9.2% 9.7% 10.1% 10.6% 11.1% 11.5% 12.0% 12.5% 12.9%
8.8% 9.3% 9.7% 10.2% 10.6% 11.1% 11.6% 12.0% 12.5% 12.9% 13.4%
9.3% 9.7% 10.2% 10.7% 11.1% 11.6% 12.0% 12.5% 13.0% 13.4% 13.9%
9.8% 10.2% 10.7% 11.1% 11.6% 12.1% 12.5% 13.0% 13.4% 13.9% 14.3%
10.3% 10.7% 11.2% 11.6% 12.1% 12.5% 13.0% 13.4% 13.9% 14.4% 14.8%
10.8% 11.2% 11.7% 12.1% 12.6% 13.0% 13.5% 13.9% 14.4% 14.8% 15.3%
11.3% 11.7% 12.2% 12.6% 13.1% 13.5% 14.0% 14.4% 14.9% 15.3% 15.7%
11.8% 12.2% 12.7% 13.1% 13.5% 14.0% 14.4% 14.9% 15.3% 15.8% 16.2%
12.3% 12.7% 13.1% 13.6% 14.0% 14.5% 14.9% 15.4% 15.8% 16.2% 16.7%
12.8% 13.2% 13.6% 14.1% 14.5% 15.0% 15.4% 15.8% 16.3% 16.7% 17.2%
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Exhibit B.6
Situation Summary
March 2003

STATUS OF MODEL EVALUATION WORKGROUP
Situation: At its November 2002 meeting, the Council approved the establishment of a Model Evaluation
Workgroup (MEW) to address concerns raised during the Salmon Methodology Review process. The
purpose of the group would be to:
·

·
·
·
·
·
·

Increase the number of people who understand models employed in the Council salmon
management process, can run the models, and make changes to the models, so the departure of
any single person does not disrupt model viability.
Assist with documentation of models.
Propose changes that would improve the models for their intended management purposes.
Validate the current models.
Review and validate any changes to models.
Conduct postseason evaluations of model performance.
Conduct a sensitivity analysis of model outputs to specific model inputs.

Dr. Hans Radtke, Dr. Donald McIsaac, Dr. Pete Lawson, Dr. Kevin Hill, Mr. Dell Simmons, and Mr. Chuck
Tracy met to discuss membership and leadership of the MEW, and to discuss integration of the MEW with
the Council’s existing Salmon Methodology Review process. The consensus at the meeting was the
initial MEW composition should include the following:
·

·
·
·
·
·
·
·

From Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Programmer
Biometrician
Data analyst/modeler
From Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission
Biometrician
Data analyst/modeler
From Columbia River Inter-tribal Fish Commission
Biometrician
From Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Biometrician
Data analyst/modeler
From U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Data analyst/modeler/programmer
From National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Data analyst/modeler
A representative from the Salmon Technical Team (STT), and
Possibly a representative from Canada

One of the members could also fill the role of STT representative if appropriate. It was felt the Chair of
the committee should be the NMFS representative. The initial focus for the MEW would be the chinook
and coho Fishery Regulation Assessment Models (FRAMs), with the initial tasks being the review and
update of model documentation, data inputs, and parameter values. After that review is completed, the
MEW would explore and implement model improvements. Additional members could be added if needed
to address other models. It was felt that an Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) seat on the MEW
could compromise the SSC’s independent review status. Council staff would provide support with meeting
logistics, filing notices, and distributing documents.
The MEW would submit proposed model changes to the Council’s Salmon Methodology Review process
with the SSC continuing to serve a peer review function. Use of the existing (Council accepted for 2003
use) chinook and coho FRAMs should continue until the MEW has completed the review of model
documentation and current data inputs.
The Council should consider convening the MEW, including appointments, budget implications and
workload priorities.
1

Council Task:
Consider information relative to formation of a MEW.
Reference Materials:
None.
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Agendum Overview
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Discussion

Chuck Tracy

PFMC
02/20/03
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Exhibit B.6.b
Supplemental SSC Report
March 2003

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON
STATUS OF MODEL EVALUATION WORKGROUP
Both the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) and Salmon Technical Team (STT) have been
advocating the formation of a Model Evaluation Workgroup (MEW) to address issues related to the
chinook and coho Fishery Regulation and Assessment Models (FRAM). The STT proposal (Exhibit B.6.b,
Supplemental STT Report) differs considerably from the direction of earlier discussions that involved
concepts similar to those outlined in Exhibit B.6. The SSC discussion of the two proposals was wideranging. However, there was not sufficient time available to reach a consensus. The SSC wants to
continue these discussions and report to the Council in April. This report would:
Summarize our view of the objectives of the MEW.
Evaluate the two proposals currently before the Council (Exhibit B.6. and B.6.b, Supplemental
STT Report).
Suggest other potential approaches.
Discuss the potential role of the SSC in the process.

PFMC
03/11/03

Exhibit B.7
Situation Summary
March 2003

STATUS OF MARKING PROGRAMS FOR SELECTIVE FISHERIES
Situation: At its November 2002 meeting, the Council requested the Salmon Technical Team (STT)
provide a summary of chinook marking programs and current mark selective chinook fisheries to provide
perspective on the extent of such activities on the West Coast and the likely origin of mass marked
chinook in Council- area fisheries. The STT report is contained in Exhibit B.7.b.
Council Task:
1. Receive information.
Reference Materials:
1. Summary of West Coast Chinook Salmon Mass Marking Programs and Selective Fisheries (Exhibit
B.7.b, STT Report).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Report of the STT
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Discussion

PFMC
08/09/12
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Chuck Tracy
Dell Simmons

Exhibit B.7.b
STT Report
March 2003

SUMMARY OF WEST COAST CHINOOK SALMON
MASS MARKING PROGRAMS AND SELECTIVE FISHERIES
Introduction
The Salmon Technical Team (STT) was asked by the Council to report on the magnitude and release
locations of mass marked chinook salmon, the likely ocean distribution of mass marked stocks, and on
any anticipated or ongoing selective fisheries on those fish. For the purposes of this report, a mass
marked fish is defined to be a fish with an adipose fin clip, but without a coded-wire tag (CWT).
Oregon Coast
Tillamook Spring Chinook: About 250,000 Trask spring chinook smolts are released annually from
Trask Hatchery. The release has been fully mass marked beginning with the 1998 brood except for
50,000 adipose fin clipped fish with CWT released annually. The Tillamook spring chinook fishery is
selective. Trask River spring chinook are a north migrating stock not typically encountered in Council
fisheries.
Umpqua River Spring Chinook: About 400,000 Umpqua spring chinook smolts are released annually
from Rock Creek Hatchery. The release has been fully mass marked beginning with the 1998 brood
except for 50,000 adipose fin clipped fish with CWT released annually. The Umpqua River spring
chinook fishery is non-selective; mass marking is used to facilitate hatchery/wild accounting. Umpqua
spring chinook are a south/local migrating stock encountered in Council fisheries, primarily between Cape
Falcon and Horse Mt.
Rogue River Spring Chinook: About 1.9 million Rogue River spring chinook smolts are released
annually from Cole M. Rivers Hatchery. The stock has been fully mass marked beginning with the 1998
brood except for 50,000 non-adipose fin clipped fish with CWT and 110,000 adipose fin clipped fish with
CWT as a Double Index Tag (DIT) group. Selective fishery regulations for the Rogue River spring
chinook fishery will be considered for 2004. Rogue River spring chinook are a south/local migrating stock
encountered in Council fisheries, primarily between Cape Falcon and Horse Mt.
Oregon Coast Summary: Fall chinook production is not mass marked, and fall chinook freshwater
fisheries are all non-selective. Spring chinook hatchery production is mass marked and most spring
chinook freshwater fisheries are selective. Mass marking and selective fisheries for north migrating
stocks have been or are being reviewed through the Pacific Salmon Commission process. Mass marking
and selective fisheries for south/local migrating stocks (Umpqua and Rogue spring chinook) were
discussed in the Klamath Fishery Management Council forum, and an analysis of contribution rates and
expected no tag rates in Oregon and California fisheries was presented.
Columbia River
Willamette River Hatchery Spring Chinook: Five to six million spring chinook smolts are released
annually. The stock has been fully mass marked with adipose fin clips beginning with the 1997 brood
except for up to 100,000 non-adipose fin clipped fish with CWT and up to 700,000 adipose fin clipped fish
with CWT released annually as DIT groups. Two stocks are identified for DIT: Clackamas yearlings and
MacKenzie yearlings. All freshwater fisheries (recreational and commercial) operate under mark selective
regulations as required by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) Fishery Management and
Evaluation Plan (FMEP) approved by the National Marine Fisheries Service. Selective fisheries targeting
this stock were initiated in 2000, and currently occur in the lower Columbia River mainstem below the I-5
Bridge and in the Willamette River. Willamette River spring chinook are a north migrating stock not
typically encountered in Council fisheries.
Lower Columbia River Youngs Bay Spring Chinook: About one million Willamette stock spring
chinook smolts are released in Youngs Bay annually. The releases have been fully mass marked
1

beginning with the 1999 brood except for up to 125,000 adipose fin clipped fish with CWT released each
year. Terminal area fisheries are expected to be selective in 2004. Willamette stock spring chinook are
a north migrating stock not typically encountered in Council fisheries.
Lewis River Spring Chinook: About one million Lewis River spring chinook smolts are released
annually. The releases have been fully mass marked beginning with the 1998 brood except for up to
150,000 adipose fin clipped fish with CWT each year. Selective fishery regulations have been in effect for
spring chinook in the Columbia River mainstem recreational fisheries since 2001, and in lower Columbia
River mainstem commercial fisheries since 2002. Lewis River stock spring chinook are a north migrating
stock not typically encountered in Council fisheries.
Kalama River Spring Chinook: About 250,000 Kalama River spring chinook smolts are released
annually. The releases have been fully mass marked beginning with the 1998 brood. Selective fishery
regulations have been in effect for spring chinook in the Columbia River mainstem recreational fisheries
since 2001, and in lower Columbia River mainstem commercial fisheries since 2002. Kalama River stock
spring chinook are a north migrating stock not typically encountered in Council fisheries.
Cowlitz River Spring Chinook: About 1.4 million Cowlitz River stock spring chinook smolts are released
annually. The releases have been fully mass marked beginning with the 1998 brood. Selective fishery
regulations have been in effect for spring chinook in the Columbia River mainstem recreational fisheries
since 2001, and in lower Columbia River mainstem commercial fisheries since 2002. Cowlitz River stock
spring chinook are a north migrating stock not typically encountered in Council fisheries.
Upriver Spring Chinook (including Mid Columbia River, Upper Columbia River and Snake River
Spring Chinook: Over 20 million Carson, Little White Salmon, Umatilla, Leavenworth, Entiat, Methow,
Wenatchee, Klickitat, Deschutes, Yakima and Snake River spring chinook are released annually from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), Tribal,
and Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) hatcheries. The percentage of the releases with
adipose fin clips is lower for 1999 brood (20%) than the 1998 brood (63%). However, none are DIT.
IDFG began mass marking spring chinook in the Clearwater drainage prior to 1990. All hatchery spring
chinook originating in Idaho have been mass marked since the 1995 releases. WDFW and ODFW began
mass marking with the 1998 brood. USFWS began mass marking Deschutes river spring chinook with
the 2000 brood. Selective fishery regulations have been in effect for spring chinook in the Clearwater
recreational fisheries since 1992, the Snake River recreational fisheries since 1997, the Columbia River
mainstem recreational fisheries since 2001, and in lower Columbia River mainstem commercial fisheries
since 2002. Upriver spring chinook stocks are not typically encountered in Council fisheries.
Upper Columbia River and Snake River Summer Chinook: Over 2 million Wells, Methow, Okanogan,
Wenatchee, and Snake River summer chinook are released annually from the WDFW and IDFG
hatcheries. Most of these releases are adipose fin clipped. There no DIT groups for summer chinook.
Summer chinook stocks in Idaho have been 100% mass marked since the 1995 release. WDFW began
mass marking with the 2000 brood. Selective fishery regulations for summer chinook have been in effect
for recreational fisheries in the Snake River since 1997 and in the Columbia River mainstem since 2002.
Upper Columbia River summer chinook stocks are north migrating stocks. Neither Columbia River nor
Snake River summer chinook are typically encountered in Council fisheries.
Columbia River Summary: Fall chinook production is not currently mass marked, and fall chinook
freshwater fisheries are all non-selective. Most spring and summer chinook production is mass marked,
and most spring/summer chinook freshwater fisheries are selective. Mass marking of Columbia River
stocks and Columbia River selective fisheries have been or are being reviewed through the Pacific
Salmon Commission process.
Puget Sound
Puget Sound Chinook: About 46.2 million spring, summer, and fall chinook are released annually from
various WDFW Puget Sound hatcheries. Most stocks are mass marked with the following exceptions:
5.9 million adipose fin clipped fish with CWT, 2.6 million non-adipose fin clipped fish with CWT as a DIT
2

group, and 7.2 million unmarked/untagged fish. An additional 10.5 million chinook are released from
Tribal and cooperative hatchery programs in Puget Sound. Of those, most stocks are mass marked
except 1.5 million adipose fin clipped fish with CWT, 970,000 non-adipose fin clipped fish with CWT as
DIT groups, and 1.7 million unmarked/untagged fish. Most stocks have been mass marked beginning with
the 2000 brood. Mark-selective recreational fisheries will be considered for 2003 in Areas 5-6 and the
Skykomish River. Puget Sound chinook stocks are north migrating stocks not typically encountered in
Council fisheries. Mass marking of Puget Sound stocks and selective fisheries have been or are being
reviewed through the Pacific Salmon Commission process.
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Exhibit B.8
Situation Summary
March 2003

CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES FOR CENTRAL VALLEY WINTER AND SPRING CHINOOK
Situation: At its November 2002 meeting, the Council recommended the salmon fishery management plan
amendment process for establishing conservation objectives for Central Valley winter and spring chinook
be suspended for at least two years pending additional information on cohort analyses for the two stocks.
The Council also requested the Sacramento River Winter and Spring Chinook Workgroup (Workgroup)
continue to meet to develop the needed analyses, and report on their progress to the Council. The
Workgroup met on December 9, 2002 and February 7, 2003 and developed preliminary estimates of
impact rates for the 1998 and 1999 brood winter chinook. The report of the Workgroup includes
recommendations for 2003 ocean salmon management measures (Exhibit B.8.b)
Council Action:
1. Consider recommendations of the Workgroup.
Reference Materials:
1. Report of the Sacramento River Winter and Spring Chinook Workgroup (Exhibit B.8.b).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Report of the Sacramento River Winter and Spring Chinook Workgroup
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Action: Consider Recommendations of the Workgroup

Chuck Tracy
Dan Viele
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Exhibit B.8.b
Workgroup Report
March 2003
CENTRAL VALLEY WINTER AND SPRING CHINOOK WORKGROUP REPORT
In August, 2002, an Interagency Workgroup consisting of representatives from National Marine Fisheries
Service, the California Department of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Pacific
Fishery Management Council (Council) was formed to assess the information currently available for winter
and spring chinook stocks of the Central Valley, and to evaluate the potential of the data sets to support
harvest management measures. At the November 2002 Council meeting, the Workgroup recommended
the Council delay consideration of fishery management plan conservation objectives for winter chinook
and spring chinook for a two-year period. The Workgroup has met twice since the November Council
meeting and has updated the preliminary age-three impact rates reported at that time.
Sacramento River Winter Chinook
Cohort analysis of the 1998 winter chinook brood year yields an ocean age-three impact rate of 0.23. The
preliminary age-three impact rate on the 1999 brood year (returns from the cohort not yet complete) is
estimated at 0.22. The lack of recoveries in the winter chinook carcass survey of adipose-clipped fish
that are trapped at Keswick Dam, tagged and released to spawn, raises concern that estimates of the
number of recoveries of coded-wire tagged (CWT’d) winter chinook in the spawning population may be
biased low. A negative bias in the recovery of CWTs in the carcass survey would result in an
over-estimation of the ocean impact rate.
The two indices of spawning population show inconsistent results with regard to the replacement rate of
the 1998 brood year. Counts of adult fish at Red Bluff Diversion Dam (RBDD) show a 20% decline from
1998 to 2001, however, estimates of adult spawners derived from the carcass survey show an increase of
between 50% and 90%. Both the RBDD counts and carcass survey for 2002 suggest a large increase
(five to nine- fold) in the 1999 brood.
The increase in the spawning population of 1998 and 1999 brood years indicates the relatively high
age-three impact rate of 0.23 may be compatible with recovery of the stock during periods of good marine
survival and improved freshwater habitat conditions.
Over 90% of the expanded CWT recoveries of tagged winter chinook have occurred below Point Arena
and the majority of those below Pigeon Point. In 2002, no winter chinook CWT were recovered north of
Point Arena, including the troll fisheries off Fort Bragg. In the 2000 and 2001 seasons, 16 expanded
recoveries occurred in the sport fisheries off Fort Bragg and in the KMZ, and six expanded recoveries in
commercial fisheries off Oregon, compared to 186 expanded recoveries in recreational and commercial
fisheries south of Point Arena.
Recommendations: The increase in the spawning population of 1998 and 1999 brood years
indicates that the relatively high age-3 impact rate of .23 may be compatible with recovery of the
stock. The Workgroup believes that a modest expansion of troll effort north of Point Arena, which may
be possible in 2003, is unlikely to substantially increase the incidental take of winter chinook. The
workgroup recommends the management measures that would increase winter chinook impacts south of
Point Arena, particularly in the recreational fishery, not be considered; the recreational seasons south of
Point Arena Tseason structure and minimum size limits in effect for the past two years south of Point
Arena be continued.
Central Valley Spring Chinook
A cohort reconstruction and estimation of ocean impact rate have not been completed for the 1998 brood
year of Butte Creek spring chinook. Relatively small numbers of CWT recoveries are available for
analysis. The available recoveries suggest that Butte Creek spring chinook may have a more northerly
distribution than winter chinook, with commercial fisheries accounting for a little over half of the landings.
Recoveries of brood years 1998 and 1999 Butte Creek spring chinook occurred in commercial and
recreational fisheries off Oregon and in the KMZ and Fort Bragg areas. Since tagging began in 1995, the
majority of recoveries (73%) have occurred below Point Arena.
1

Estimates of the spawning populations of spring chinook in Deer, Mill, and Butte creeks indicate consistent
growth of the populations since 1997. Expansion of troll fisheries north of Point Arena is likely to increase
incidental impacts of Central Valley spring chinook, but it is difficult to assess the magnitude of the
increase or its likely effect on the recovery of the population.
Recommendations:
The workgroup has no specific recommendations for the 2003 salmon
management measures relating to Central Valley spring chinook, apart from NMFS’ requirements for
Endangered Species Act listed salmon stocks.
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Exhibit B.9
Situation Summary
March 2003

COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2003 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 2003 Ocean Fisheries (Exhibit B.9.b,
Supplemental STT Report).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Agendum Overview
Report of the STT
KFMC Comments
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comments
Council Direction to the STT and Salmon Advisory Subpanel on Options
Development and Analysis

Chuck Tracy
Dell Simmons
Dan Viele
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Exhibit B.10
Situation Summary
March 2003

COUNCIL DIRECTION FOR 2003 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.9 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.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Report of the STT
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comment
Council Guidance and Direction

Chuck Tracy
Dell Simmons
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Red Lion Hotel
South Umpqua Room
1313 N Bayshore Drive
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Red Lion Hotel Eureka
Evergreen Room
1929 Fourth Street
Eureka, CA 95501

March 31
Monday
7 p.m.

April 1
Tuesday
7 p.m.

NMFS

USCG

C. Tracy

C. Tracy

K. Dahl

Staff

The Council will also receive public comment at the Vancouver, Washington meeting during the week of April 7-11, 2003.
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Chateau Westport
Beach Room
710 West Hancock
Westport, WA 98595

Location

March 31
Monday
7 p.m.

Date
Time/Day

A. Grover

C. Melcher

D. Milward

Salmon
Team

SCHEDULE OF SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT OPTION HEARINGS
Pacific Fishery Management Council
a/
March 31-April 1, 2003

Carol Clymo-Palmer
(707) 441-4712 Phone
(707) 445-4712 Fax

Ms. Kristi Snow
(541) 269-4099 Phone
(541) 267-2884 Fax

Kathie or Chuck
(360) 268-9101 Phone
(360) 268-1646 Fax

Meeting Facility
Contact

Exhibit B.11
Attachment 1
March 2003

Exhibit B.11
Situation Summary
March 2003

SALMON HEARINGS OFFICERS
Situation: Attachment 1 provides a schedule of public hearings for the Council management options.
Three hearings are scheduled as follows: March 31 in Westport, Washington and Coos Bay, Oregon;
and April 1 in Eureka, California. The public will also be able to provide their comments and
recommendations on the options in Vancouver, Washington during the April Council meeting.
In addition to the Council’s hearings, the California Department of Fish and Game and the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife are also expected to announce additional state-sponsored hearings.
Council Action:
1. Confirm hearings officers and other official hearings attendees.
Reference Materials:
1. Schedule of Salmon Fishery Management Option Hearings (Exhibit B.11, Attachment 1).
Agenda Order:
a. Agendum Overview
b. Council Action: Appoint Hearings Officers

Chuck Tracy
Hans Radtke
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SCHEDULE OF SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT OPTION HEARINGS
Pacific Fishery Management Council
March 31-April 1, 20031/
Date
Time/Day

Location

Council

NMFS

USCG

Staff

Salmon
Team

Meeting Facility
Contact

March 31
Monday
7 p.m.

Chateau Westport
Beach Room
710 West Hancock
Westport, WA 98595

K. Dahl

D. Milward

Kathie or Chuck
(360) 268-9101 Phone
(360) 268-1646 Fax

March 31
Monday
7 p.m.

Red Lion Hotel
South Umpqua Room
1313 N Bayshore Drive
Coos Bay, OR 97420

C. Tracy

C. Melcher

Ms. Kristi Snow
(541) 269-4099 Phone
(541) 267-2884 Fax

April 1
Tuesday
7 p.m.

Red Lion Hotel Eureka
Evergreen Room
1929 Fourth Street
Eureka, CA 95501

C. Tracy

A. Grover

Carol Clymo-Palmer
(707) 441-4712 Phone
(707) 445-4712 Fax

PFMC
08/09/12
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The Council will also receive public comment at the Vancouver, Washington meeting during the week of April 7-11, 2003.
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Exhibit B.12
Situation Summary
March 2003

ADOPTION OF 2003 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW
Situation: The Council will review the Salmon Technical Team (STT) impact analysis (Exhibit B.12.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 2003 Ocean Fisheries (Exhibit B.12.b,
Supplemental STT Report).
Agenda Order:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Agendum Overview
Report of the STT
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
Public Comments
Council Action: Adopt Management Options for Public Review

Chuck Tracy
Dell Simmons
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