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Exhibit C.1
Situation Summary

March 2004

UPDATE ON PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION COHO 
FISHERY REGULATORY ASSESSMENT MODEL

FOR 2004 SALMON MANAGEMENT

Situation:  Under the salmon methodology review agendum at its November 2003 meeting, the
Council recommended the Coho Fishery Regulatory Assessment Model (FRAM) data sets be further
refined and error checked in the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) process before being
implemented in 2004 Council area preseason planning.  The Council recommended that if the states
and tribes were satisfied with the technical modifications to the Coho FRAM and data sets for use
in the Coho Technical Committee’s Regional Coho Planning Model, no further review would be
necessary by Council advisory bodies, and Council approval of the methodology would be implicit.
The Council then directed the Salmon Technical Team (STT) to use the same version of the Coho
FRAM and data sets as used by the PSC process for preseason planning of 2004 Council area
fisheries.

The STT employed the revised Coho FRAM and data sets in their analysis of 2003 fishery
management measures using projected 2004 abundance estimates and incorporated those results into
Preseason Report I. 

Council Task:  

1. Discuss implications of modifications to the Coho FRAM and associated data sets.
2. Provide guidance as needed for model implementation.

Reference Materials:

1. Exhibit C.1.b, STT Report:  Salmon Technical Team Comments on the Pacific Salmon
Commission Regional Coho Planning Model.

Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
c. Public Comment
d. Council Discussion of PSC Coho FRAM Status for 2004

PFMC 
02/24/04
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Exhibit C.1.b
STT Report
March 2004

SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM COMMENTS ON THE 
PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION REGIONAL COHO PLANNING MODEL

In 2002, the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) reached agreement on a management regime that
constrains total fishery exploitation rates on key management units of naturally spawning coho
salmon originating in Southern British Columbia, Puget Sound, and the Washington Coast.  The
agreement calls for the PSC Coho Technical Committee (CoTC) to develop a regional coho fishery
planning model for application beginning in 2004.  The CoTC has agreed to use Coho Fishery
Regulatory Assessment Model (FRAM) as the core for an initial version of the regional coho fishery
planning model to provide a consistent basis for fishery planning for domestic planning processes
in the United States and Canada.  In January 2004, the CoTC reached agreement on a new 1986-
1991 base period input file for use with Coho FRAM.  The new base period file reflects recoveries
from an expanded list of coded-wire tag (CWT) releases to represent production for Canadian
management units, fishery strata configured to better fit Canada’s needs, and corrections to errors
discovered in the 1986-1991 base period input file employed by the Council in 2003.  The CWT
recovery data covers the period from 1986-1991 recovery years for all U.S. and Canadian coho
management units, with the exception of Interior Fraser.  The recovery period for the Interior Fraser
management unit was limited to 1987-1991 because CWT marking and recovery programs were
inadequate to provide reliable data for 1986.  The data and methods for generating the new base
period file have been reviewed by the Council’s Model Evaluation Workgroup, Scientific and
Statistical Committee, and Salmon Technical Team (STT).  The STT believes the new base period
file is appropriate for use in modeling Council area fisheries for 2004 and  has used it for evaluation
of 2003 regulations given 2004 abundance projections in Preseason Report I.

PFMC 
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Exhibit C.2
Situation Summary

March 2004

REVIEW OF 2003 FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF
2004 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES

Situation:  Mr. Dell Simmons, Salmon Technical Team (STT) Chairman, will review the results of
the 2003 fisheries and the stock abundance projections for 2004.  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 2003 mark-selective
recreational and commercial fisheries.

Council Task:

1. Receive information.

Reference Materials:

1. Review of 2003 Ocean Salmon Fisheries (Included with Briefing Book).
2. Preseason Report I Stock Abundance Analysis for 2004 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
02/18/04
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 Exhibit C.2.b 
 Supplemental SSC Report 
 March 2004 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON REVIEW OF 2003 
FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF 2004 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES 

 
Mr. Dell Simmons, Chair of the Salmon Technical Team (STT), reviewed the 2003 
ocean salmon fisheries and preliminary salmon stock abundance estimates for 2004 for 
the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC).  All natural coho salmon stocks that are 
not “exceptions” met their conservation objectives in 2003.  There were three stocks of 
chinook salmon that failed to meet their conservation objectives or guidelines in 2003: 
 

1. The 2003 ocean harvest rate of 20.6% for age-4 chinook from the Klamath River Fall 

stock exceeded the target rate of 16%. 

2. Impacts to the Snake River fall chinook stock were underestimated in 2003 because of 

changes in the Canadian commercial troll fishery. 

3. The conservation objective for the spring/summer natural stock in the Quillayute River 

was not met. 

 

Management actions to prevent a re-occurrence of these problems in 2004 may be needed. 

 

Ocean abundance forecasts for coho salmon in 2004 are sufficiently high that all conservation 

objectives are expected to be met this year.  However, the expected ocean abundance of Snake 

River Fall chinook, in conjunction with expected impacts by the Canadian commercial troll 

fishery, make this a stock of concern for 2004 management. 

 

The SSC has a few recommendations to improve the usefulness of the STT reports.  Tables I-1 

and I-2 in Preseason Report I (Stock Abundance Analysis for 2004 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 to these tables, where 

available, to facilitate a reader’s ability to compare abundance predictions with previous years’ 

actual abundances.  To facilitate review of the overall performance of the various preseason 

predictors a graphical representation of the data in Tables II-8 and III-1 would be helpful. 

 

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 for the proposed fishing seasons. 

 

 

PFMC 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE  
ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM 

STATEWIDE MARINE PATROL DIVISION 
 

2003 WASHINGTON SELECTIVE SALMON FISHERY 
 
The following report is a synopsis of enforcement activities by Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) Officers, for the 2003 Selective Coho Salmon Fishery. Officers from 
Marine Stations, along with officers from other parts of the State, were utilized to meet 
enforcement commitments.  An early and aggressive patrol presence to address compliance issues 
had a bearing on our successes in ensuring an orderly fishery. Support by District Court Judges and 
widely advertised violation penalties also added deterrence from circumventing regulations.  
 
Developing compliance rate estimations for fish and wildlife violations are difficult. Uniformed 
presence on the water or at the dock provides visible deterrence to violations, thereby altering the 
behavior of those who may violate natural resource laws. In some instances, the contact to 
violation ratio may be merely a reflection of the effectiveness of the individual officer at 
discovering a violation. Therefore, estimated compliance rates compiled from uniformed 
enforcement activity may not be an accurate measure of actual compliance, but rather, serves best 
as an index when comparing one area to another, or one season to the next. 
 
 The average for estimated compliance with the wild coho release rule in the four Coastal Salmon 
Management Catch Areas (SMCA) was 98.7%. The average for compliance with overall salmon 
rules was 94.8%, compared to 90.9% in 2002, for these same areas.  
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Exhibit C.2.b 
Supplemental WDFW Report 

March 2004



 
 
 

SMCA AREA ONE AND TWO SUMMARY 
 
 

The Columbia River / South Coast Marine Detachment is directly responsible for planning 
patrols for these SMCA’s. The season started slowly, with catch rates low enough to allow 
for the expansion of a five day per week fishery to seven days per week. This put more 
demand on enforcement to cover the extra days. The presence of pink salmon 
complicated fish identification for some people, and undersized Chinook and unmarked 
Coho Salmon were sometimes mistaken for this species. Also, Buoy 10, a terminal fishery 
that exists at the mouth of the Columbia River, had a more liberal limit for Coho Salmon at 
the same time that the SMCA One fishery was underway. This resulted in some anglers 
exceeding ocean limits with the intent of claiming the extra fish as Columbia River caught. 
This fish laundering is difficult to detect and is believed to be extensive.               

AREA ONE 
(Ilwaco, WA): 

 
Enforcement Hours: 
 
Docks -  390   
Vessel -  89 
Total -    479 hours 
 
Contacts:  1801 total 
 
LIC VIO   Arrest 19 Warnings 43 Total 62 
         
GEAR VIO A 2 W 4 T 6 
         
OVERLIMIT A 10 W 4 T 14 
         
WILD COHO A 18 W 0 T 18 
         
CHINOOK A 6 W 1 T 7 
         
AREA /SEASON A 9 W 7 T 16 
         
GRND FISH A 0 W 0 T 0 
         
BOAT SAFE A 4 W 4 T 8 
         
OTHER   A 13 W 4 T 17 
 
 

Total Citations:  81 
Total Warnings:  67 

 
Estimated compliance regarding overall salmon rules was 93.2 %* 
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Estimated compliance regarding the possession of wild Coho was 99 %** 
 

AREA TWO 
(Westport, WA.): 

 
Enforcement Hours: 
 
Docks - 233    
Vessel - 201  
Investigative - 24  
Total -  438 hours 
 
Contacts: 2164 total 
 
LIC VIO   Arrest 14 Warnings 90 Total 104 
         
GEAR VIO A 6 W 12 T 18 
         
OVERLIMIT A 5 W 3 T 8 
         
WILD COHO A 27 W 0 T 27 
         
CHINOOK A 18 W 2 T 20 
         
AREA /SEASON A 5 W 5 T 10 
         
GRND FISH A 2 W 2 T 4 
         
BOAT SAFE A 2 W 3 T 5 
         
WARRANT A 0 W 1 T 1 
         
OTHER   A 30 W 33 T 66 
 
 

Total Citations:  109 
Total Warnings:  151   

                                                                                                                  
Estimated compliance regarding overall salmon rules was 97%.* 
Estimated compliance regarding the possession of wild Coho was 98.7%** 
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SMCA AREA THREE AND FOUR SUMMARY 
 
The North Coast / Strait Marine Detachment has primary responsibility for patrolling these SMCA’s. The 
development of a selective Chinook Salmon fishery inland necessitated a shift in patrol commitment. The 
reallocation of time was also based on noticeable declining angler participation in these two fisheries.  
 

AREA THREE 
(LaPush, WA.): 

 
Enforcement Hours: 
 
Docks -  18    
Vessel       4 
Total -    22 hours       
 
Contacts:  129total     
 
LIC VIO   Arrest 1 Warnings 0 Total 1 
         
GEAR VIO A 0 W 0 T 0 
         
OVERLIMIT A 0 W 0 T 0 
         
WILD COHO A      

 
W 0 T 1 

         
CHINOOK A 2 W 0 T 2 
         
AREA /SEASON A 0 W 1 T 1 
         
BOAT SAFE A 1 W 0 T 1 
         
     
 
 

Total Citations:   5 
Total Warnings:   1 

                                                                                                 
Estimated compliance regarding overall salmon rules was 96.2%* 
The estimated compliance regarding the possession of wild coho was 99.3 ** 

 
 Page 4 of  f  



 
AREA FOUR 

    (Neah Bay, WA.): 
 
Enforcement Hours: 
 
Docks -  31        
Vessel - 122    
Interagency - 8 

 
Total -  161 hours       
 
Contacts: 518 total     
 
LIC VIO   Arrest 11 Warnings 9 Total 20 
         
GEAR VIO A 15 W 1 T 16 
         
OVERLIMIT A 0 W 0 T 0 
         
WILD COHO A 6 W 0 T 6 
         
CHINOOK A 0 W 0 T 0 
         
AREA /SEASON A 2 W 0 T 2 
         
BOAT SAFE A 2 W 3 T 5 
         
OTHER   A 1 W 0 T 1 
    

 
Total Citations:   37 
Total Warnings:  13 

 
Estimated compliance regarding overall salmon rules was 91.5%*. 
The estimated compliance regarding the possession of wild Coho was 98.8%** 
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* % compliance with overall salmon regulations = total rule violations associated with salmon only (license, 
gear, possession, season and area ) / total contacts. 
 
** % compliance for possession of unmarked Coho = total unmarked fish violations / total contacts. 
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Exhibit C.3
Situation Summary

March 2004

INSEASON MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SEASONS PRIOR
TO MAY 1 FOR THE COMMERCIAL FISHERY

BETWEEN HORSE MOUNTAIN AND POINT ARENA (FORT BRAGG AREA)

Situation:  The 2003 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, 2004.  The fishery under consideration is
the commercial fishery off Fort Bragg, California between Horse Mt. and Pt. Arena. 

Council Action:  

1. Consider recommendations to NMFS for inseason action to set opening dates prior to
May 1 for an all-salmon-except-coho commercial fishery between Horse Mt. and Pt. Arena,
California.

Reference Materials:

1. None.

Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy
b. California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

Recommendations Marija Vojkovich
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Action:  Consider Adopting Recommendations for 

Early Opening Dates for the Commercial Fishery in the Fort Bragg Area

PFMC
02/18/04
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Exhibit C.4
Situation Summary

March 2004

IDENTIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND
PRELIMINARY DEFINITION OF 2004 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 10, 2004 followed by STT analysis and final adoption of the options on
Friday, March 12, 2004.  Exhibit C.4.a, 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 that 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 C.4.a, 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. Exhibit C.4.a, Attachment 1:  Guidance for Option Development and Assessment.
2. Exhibit C.4.a, Attachment 2:  Emergency Changes to the Salmon FMP.
3. Exhibit C.4.f, Attachment 1: Integration of Management in Ocean and Columbia River Fisheries

in 2004 to Meet Conservation Requirements for Oregon Coastal Natural and Lower Columbia
River Natural Coho Salmon.

4. Exhibit C.4.g, Supplemental SAS Report:  SAS Proposed Initial Salmon Management Options
for 2004 Non-Indian Ocean Fisheries.
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Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy
b. Report from the PSC Jim Harp
c. Report of the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) Dan Viele
d. NMFS Recommendations Bill Robinson
e. Tribal Recommendations Jim Harp
f. State Recommendations Phil Anderson/Neil Coenen/Marija Vojkovich
g. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
h. Public Comment
i. Council Recommendations for Initial Options for STT Collation and Description

PFMC
02/24/04
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Exhibit C.4.a
Attachment 1

March 2004

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 Oregon coastal natural 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).
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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
02/24/04
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Exhibit C.4.a
Attachment 2

March 2004

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
02/24/04







           Exhibit C.4.c 
Supplemental KFMC Report 

March 9, 2004 
 
 

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
REPORT and RECOMMENDATIONS  

to the 
PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF TECHNICAL ADVISORY TEAM REPORTS 
The Council received and endorsed the following reports from the Technical Advisory Team: 1) 
Ocean Abundance Projections and Prospective Harvest Levels for Klamath River Fall Chinook, 
2004 Season, and 2) Klamath River Fall Chinook Age-Specific Escapement, 2003 Run, dated 
March 1, 2004. 
 
RESOURCE UTILIZATION 
The KFMC’s previous recommendations regarding resource utilization are unchanged: 
 
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.  
 
REGULATIONS 
The KFMC recognizes that the change in the California recreational fishery regulations from bag 
limits to boat limits, as well as the recently modified regulations in Oregon and Washington, may 
affect the ability of the KOHM to accurately predict ocean recreational fishery impacts.  The 
KFMC recommends to the PFMC that existing models be reviewed to assess their sensitivity to 
these regulatory changes. 
 
2004 REGULATION OPTIONS 
The KFMC recommends that the in-river recreational fishery be allocated at least 15% of the 
non-Tribal share. 
 
The KFMC recommends to the PFMC a 51:49 California/Oregon sharing of Klamath River adult 
impacts for the commercial troll ocean fishery. 
 
The KFMC recommends to the PFMC for modeling the KMZ recreational fishery:  

• Option 1:  May 15 – September 12, 7 days/week, 2 fish/day. 
• Option 2:  May 15 – September 12, 7 days/week, 2 fish/day, including an opportunity for 



retention of marked coho between Humbug Mountain and the Oregon/California border. 
• Option 3:  May 15 – September 6, 7 days/week, 2 fish/day. 
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Exhibit C.4.e 
Supplemental Tribal Recommendations 2 

March 2004 
TESTIMONY OF  

THE COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY TRIBES 
BEFORE PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

MARCH 9, 2004 
Tacoma, WA  

 

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the Council.  My name is 
Terry Courtney Jr.  I am a member of the Fish and Wildlife Committee of the 
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon and a 
treaty fisherman on the Columbia River.   I am here today to provide 
Testimony on behalf of the four Columbia River treaty tribes: the Yakama, 
Warm Springs, Umatilla and Nez Perce tribes.   

The fall chinook forecasts for Columbia River stocks continue to be strong.  
The upriver bright forecast is the 4th consecutive year over 200,000 and the 
4th largest run since 1964.  While the Spring Creek Hatchery Tule is down 
from the returns in the last two years, it is still more than double the 10 year 
average.  However impacts on Snake River fall chinook will likely limit both 
in-river fisheries and ocean fisheries.   

The forecast for Columbia River coho suggests a relatively strong return.  
According to recent management agreements for upper Columbia River 
coho, 50 percent of the upriver coho must be passed to the treaty fishing 
area upstream of Bonneville Dam. We expect the states to monitor and 
include all sources of non-Indian fishery mortalities in the ocean and the 
lower river to ensure the adequate passage of coho past Bonneville Dam in 
order for the tribes to have the opportunity to harvest their share of the coho 
and to assist with rebuilding upriver coho populations.  

The Columbia River tribes continue to question the utility of mass marking 
and selective fisheries as a long-term recovery strategy. WDFW and IDFG 
submitted terminal area selective fishing proposals for Snake River fall 
chinook to the PSC Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee in December.  
Since that time these agencies have not discussed these proposals with the 
tribes.  The Columbia River Tribes are concerned about WDFW and IDFG 
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Exhibit C.4.e 
Supplemental Tribal Recommendations 2 

March 2004 
proposals and are interested to know their status.  These fishery proposals 
will largely target the same returning supplementation fish that have been 
responsible for the increased runs sizes of Snake River fall chinook that we 
have seen in recent years.  Such fishery proposals can only serve to reduce 
the effectiveness of the supplementation program and delay or prevent 
recovery of this stock that drives ocean and in-river fisheries.  These 
selective fishery proposals if they are implemented will have a direct and 
negative effect on ocean fisheries by slowing the recovery of this stock. 

The idea of selective fishing as a way to address wild stock concerns is 
seductive because it diverts attention from the real problem: low wild fish 
survival.  In practice, selective fisheries have not reduced harvest rates on 
wild fish, but maintained the same overall harvest rate on the wild fish while 
expanding the harvest of hatchery fish.  Managing this way does not reduce 
the number of dead wild fish.  Managers are so interested in figuring out how 
to mass mark salmon that they haven't stopped to consider the longer term 
implications.  Our experience with steelhead in the Columbia River indicates 
that mass marking and selective fishing by itself will not restore wild runs. It 
is not prudent to move ahead with mass marking and selective fishing for 
chinook.    

We have seen cuts in Mitchell Act production of coho at Willard Hatchery 
and in the CEDC program.  This is because funding is flat and it costs a lot 
to mass mark all the fish.  If we didn’t spend so much money marking fish, 
we would be able to produce more of them.  Recent legislation from 
Congressman Norm Dicks of Washington requiring the mass marking of all 
Federally funded chinook, coho, and steelhead in Washington, Idaho, 
Oregon, and California will likely have the effect of reducing hatchery 
production.  While the Congressman has made promises to find the money 
to do this, it is unlikely that he will be entirely successful and very likely we 
will have to cut production to pay for this unnecessary scheme.   

There is an additional issue in the Columbia basin that is likely to have 
adverse effects on ocean fisheries.  This is the Bonneville Power 
Administration’s effort to eliminate summer spill at the Federal hydropower 
projects.  We are very concerned that the National Marine Fisheries Service 
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Exhibit C.4.e 
Supplemental Tribal Recommendations 2 

March 2004 
will allow this proposal to go foreward. In the 2000 BiOp, the Federal 
Government seemed determined to always place the wishes of the hydro-
power operators over the needs of the fish and the rights of the fishermen.  
Eliminating summer spill will mean that even more juvenile salmon will be 
killed while passing through the turbines of the dams.  It is simply an 
unjustifiable proposal given the status of Columbia River salmon stocks and 
current fishery limits.  

The Federal government has the legal obligation under federal law to 
restrict other activities that impact listed species before restricting the 
Columbia River treaty Indian fishery any further.  This must be done to 
comply with the conservation principles established in United States versus 
Oregon.  Until everyone, Indian and non-Indian, can resume fishing at its 
full potential, we can not forget the work that we have to do together to 
recover all salmon and steelhead runs for our future generations.   

As the Council considers various fishery options over the next month, it 
should consider the following management principles. 
 
 Harvest rates must account for all sources of mortalities including 

mortalities in groundfish fisheries and non-harvest mortality and the 
harvest rates be sustainable and support rebuilding of weak and 
depressed stocks. 

 
 Non-tribal river and ocean fisheries must allow sufficient escapement 

so the tribes can harvest their fair share of the harvestable fish.  The 
allocation between tribal and non-tribal fisheries must include 
mortalities from all sources, not just fishery mortalities.     

 
 Habitat protection and restoration and stock supplementation must be 

a part of the long term solution. 
 
    This concludes my statement.  Thank You. 
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Exhibit C.4.f 
Attachment 1 

March 2004 
 

INTEGRATION OF MANAGEMENT IN OCEAN AND COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES IN 2004 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 the 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 1999-
2003 (fishery years 2002-2006) 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 two 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 was 15% (Table 1) whereas 
the maximum allowable cumulative impact rate for LCN coho, including ocean fisheries, was 29.2% 
(Table 4).  This included 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 had the ability to utilize the full 11.5% harvest rate for LCN coho and did not have to request that 
the PFMC constrain overall impacts to OCN coho to less than what is allowed under the federal ESA. 
 
2004 Integration of Management for OCN and LCN Coho 
 
The management criteria based on parental spawner status for 2001 brood OCN coho again differed 
slightly from that for 2001 brood LCN coho. The parental spawner category for 2001 brood year OCN 
coho was "High" for two sub-aggregates and "Low" for one sub-aggregate.  On the other hand, the 2001 
brood year parental spawner status for natural coho in the Clackamas and Sandy rivers was "High" for 
both.  Marine survival for OPI coho resulting from 2001 parental spawners was "Medium".  Hence, the 
maximum allowable cumulative impact rate for OCN coho in all 2004 salmon fisheries is 15% (Table 1) 
whereas the maximum allowable cumulative impact rate for LCN coho, including ocean fisheries, is 
40.5% (Table 4).  This includes a maximum allowable harvest rate of 30% on LCN in ocean fisheries and 
15% on LCN in Columbia River fisheries (Tables 2 and 3).  Therefore, co-managers in the Columbia River 
basin could utilize the full 15% 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 12, 2004 
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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. 

4 Fish per
Mile

12% of Full
Seeding

19% of Full
Seeding

50% of Full
Seeding

75% of full
Seeding

899 21,700 3,596 NA 4,123 10,850 16,275

1,163 55,000 4,652 NA 10,450 27,500 41,250

1,685 50,000 6,740 NA 9,500 25,000 37,500

450 5,400 NA 648 1,026 2,700 4,050

4,197 132,100 25,099 66,050 99,075

(based on return of jacks per hatchery smolt)

HighMediumLowExtremely Low
(>0.0040 )(>0.0014 to 0.0040)
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Parent Spawner Status 1/
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< 15%

< 15%
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< 11%
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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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Parent Spawners > 75% of full
seeding
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Seeding

"Critical" Very Low, Low, Medium & High

A
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Table 2.  Harvest management matrix for LCN coho salmon showing maximum allowable OCEAN fishery 
mortality rates.  
 

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

 
 
Parental Escapement 1/ Critical 

(<0.0008) 
Low 
(< 0.0015) 

Medium 
(< 0.0040) 

High 
(> 0.0040) 

High > 0.75 full 
seeding 

<  8.0% <  15.0% < 30.0% < 45.0% 

Medium 0.75 to 0.50 
full seeding 

<  8.0% <  15.0% <  20.0% < 38.0% 

Low 0.50 to 0.20 
full seeding 

<  8.0% < 15.0% <  15.0% <  25.0% 

Very Low 0.20 to 0.10 
of full 
seeding 

<  8.0% <  11.0% < 11.0% <  11.0% 

Critical < 0.10 of full 
seeding 

0 – 8.0% 0 – 8.0% 0 – 8.0% 0 – 8.0% 

 
1/ 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. 
 

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

 
 
Parental Escapement 1/ Critical 

(<0.0008) 
Low 
(< 0.0015) 

Medium 
(< 0.0040) 

High 
(> 0.0040) 

High > 0.75 full 
seeding 

< 4.0% <  7.5% < 15.0% <  22.5% 

Medium 0.75 to 0.50 
full seeding 

< 4.0% < 7.5% <  11.5% <  19.0% 

Low 0.50 to 0.20 
full seeding 

<  4.0% < 7.5% <  9.0% <  12.5% 

Very Low 0.20 to 0.10 
of full 
seeding 

< 4.0% <  6.0% < 8.0% <  10.0% 

Critical < 0.10 of full 
seeding 

0.0 – 4.0% 0.0 – 4.0% 0.0 – 4.0% 0.0 – 4.0% 

 
1/ 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.  
 

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

 
 
Parental Escapement 1/ Critical 

(<0.0008) 
Low 
(< 0.0015) 

Medium 
(< 0.0040) 

High 
(> 0.0040) 

High > 0.75 full 
seeding 

 
< 11.7% 

 
<  21.4% 

 
<  40.5 % 

 
<  57.4% 

Medium 0.75 to 0.50 
full seeding 

 
<  11.7% 

 
<  21.4% 

 
<  29.2% 

 
<  49.8% 

Low 0.50 to 0.20 
full seeding 

 
<  11.7% 

 
<  21.4% 

 
<  22.7% 

 
<  34.4% 

Very Low 0.20 to 0.10 
of full 
seeding 

 
<  11.7% 

 
<  16.3% 

 
<  18.1% 

 
<  19.9% 

Critical < 0.10 of full 
seeding 

0.0 – 11.7% 0.0 – 11.7% 0.0 – 11.7% 0.0 – 11.7% 

 
1/ 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 2002-2006. 
 

Parental Spawner Category 
Fishery 

Year 

Parent 
Spawner 

Year OCN 1/
LCN 

Clackamas 
LCN 

Sandy 
2002 1999 Low Critical Very Low 
2003 2000 Low Medium Medium 
2004 2001 Low High High 
2005 2002 High Low Low 
2006 2003 High Medium High 

 
1/ 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. 
 

7.0% 1.13% 5.9% 6.8% 7.3% 7.8% 8.2% 8.7% 9.2% 9.6% 10.1% 10.6% 11.0% 11.5%
7.5% 1.13% 6.4% 7.3% 7.8% 8.2% 8.7% 9.2% 9.6% 10.1% 10.6% 11.1% 11.5% 12.0%
8.0% 1.13% 6.9% 7.8% 8.3% 8.7% 9.2% 9.7% 10.1% 10.6% 11.1% 11.5% 12.0% 12.5%
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Exhibit C.5
Situation Summary

March 2004

UPDATE ON MITCHELL ACT HATCHERY NEEDS

Situation: Base level Mitchell Act hatchery funding has remained level for a number of years,
resulting in decreased production and facility deterioration.  In 2003, Pacific States Marine Fishery
Commission (PSMFC) formed a policy group consisting of state, tribal, and stakeholder
representatives to pursue a strategy for prioritizing Mitchell Act programs and communicating the
effects of the funding situation to higher level administrators within NOAA.

Council Task:

1. Receive Information and provide guidance on Mitchell Act issues.

Reference Materials:

1. None.

Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy
b. Report of the Policy Group Randy Fisher
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council guidance and Direction

PFMC
02/25/04



1. P.L. 75-502, 52 Stat. 345, May 11 1938.
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Testimony of the Columbia River Treaty Tribes 

Before the Pacific Fishery Management Council 

March 9, 2004 

Tacoma, WA 

Good Morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Council.  My name is Terry Courtney Jr.  I am a 

member of the Fish and Wildlife Committee of the Warm Springs Tribes.  I am here today to 

present comments on behalf of the four Columbia River treaty tribes; the Yakama, Warm Springs, 

Umatilla and Nez Perce Tribes.   

The Mitchell Act was originally enacted in 1938 to “provide for the conservation of the fishery 

resources of the Columbia River”
1
.   The Mitchell Act hatchery program originated to mitigate for

the production lost due to the construction of dams on the Columbia River.   It is important to 

remember that this mitigation obligation can not go away so long as the dams are in place.   

Mitchell Act program funding has been flat in the past few years.  Because of increased costs, flat 

funding for this program has dramatically cut the benefits of program.  In 2003, USFWS was forced 

to eliminate the on-station coho releases at Willard Hatchery because of inadequate funding.  Once 

again, a legislative rider that requires all production from federally funded hatcheries to be mass 

marked was passed by Congress, but no new funding was included with this mandate.  This requires 

hatchery managers to use Mitchell Act hatchery funding to mass mark fish.  This means there will 

be less money available to actually produce the fish.  Past cuts in Mitchell Act programs have 

resulted in greater losses of above Bonneville production relative to below Bonneville production.  

This has been discriminatory to the tribes.   

The Mitchell Act hatchery program needs to be fully funded, but it also must be reformed by the co-

managers.  The tribes support funding the hatchery program at 25 million dollars for fiscal year 

2005, but only as part of a long term comprehensive reform of the program carried out by the co-

managers.   The tribes consider this amount a minimum appropriate level of funding.  Only agreed 

to marking programs developed by the co-managers should be conducted as part of the overhaul of 

Mitchell Act hatchery production.  Five million dollars or 20% of enacted funding should be 

contracted to the tribes for new or expanded supplementation projects, in addition to the programs 

carried out by the tribes.    Additionally the Mitchell Act screening program should be funded at 

20.6 million dollars for screens and passage programs as identified in the Federal Caucus Plan.   

Funding at any amount less than this would be inadequate to meet the needs of treaty and non-treaty 

fishermen dependent on these programs. 

The tribes want Mitchell Act funds to produce fish “In Kind - In Place”.  By this we mean that 

funds should not simply be used for lower river programs.  Most of the Mitchell Act hatcheries have 

been built in the lower river.  In order to mitigate for lost up-river natural production, fish need to be 

produced in all parts of the basin.  Additionally hatchery operations need to be reformed so that they 

can aid in restoration and utilize production to supplement natural runs.   The last significant 

changes to the Mitchell Act program have come from tribal coho programs that were included in the 

Columbia River Fish Management Plan back in 1988.  These coho programs have assisted in the 

restoration of naturally spawning coho in the Yakima, Umatilla, Klickitat, and Clearwater Rivers.   

These coho provide benefits to treaty and non-treaty fishermen alike.   

Agenda Item C.5.c
Supplemental CRI TFC Comments

March 2004
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Mitchell Act funds should be used for conservation and restoration purposes.  Funds should not be 

used to mass mark fish so they can be caught in non-Indian selective fisheries.  All fishermen, treaty 

and non-treaty should be able to benefit from this production.   

In closing the tribes hope the Council recognizes the critical importance the Mitchell Act plays in 

almost all Council area fisheries.  By supporting the tribal position on Mitchell Act funding, the 

Council can help ensure that all fishermen can share in the benefits of the program and the Council 

can help work towards restoration of salmon populations. 

Thank you. 

This concludes my statement. 
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Exhibit C.6
Situation Summary

March 2004

COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2004 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 C.4 on Tuesday, March 9, 2004.  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. Exhibit C.6.b, Supplemental STT Report:  Collation of Preliminary Salmon Management
Options for 2004 Ocean Fisheries.

Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy
b. Report of the STT Dell Simmons
c. Report of the KFMC Dan Viele
d. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
e. Public Comment
f. Council Direction to the STT and Salmon Advisory Subpanel

on Options Development and Analysis

PFMC
02/24/04
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Exhibit C.7
Situation Summary

March 2004

SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT ISSUES

Situation:  Proposals for amending the Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP) are under
consideration for the following subjects:

1. Incorporation of the Oregon coastal natural coho (OCN) Work Group matrix for OCN
conservation objectives.

2. Developing a coho allocation schedule for fisheries south of Cape Falcon.
3. Development of conservation objectives for Sacramento River winter and spring chinook.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) is developing a technical appendix to the OCN
Work Group matrix as recommended by the Council at its November 2000 meeting (Exhibit C.7.a,
Attachment 1), when it accepted the matrix as expert scientific advice.  ODFW is considering
completing the technical appendix and submitting the matrix as a technical amendment through the
salmon methodology review process.

ODFW is also considering sponsoring an FMP amendment to address allocation issues associated
with the selective coho fisheries south of Cape Falcon in general, and the OCN Work Group matrix
in particular.

The Sacramento River Winter and Spring Chinook Workgroup met twice this fall to continue
analysis of fishery effects on the two stocks.  The Workgroup report (Exhibit C.7.b) includes updates
of cohort analyses and impact rates, and a proposed management framework for winter chinook.

In addition to the issues above currently under consideration, the Council should be aware of other
potential FMP amendment issues, including:

4. Puget Sound and Washington coastal natural coho conservation objectives.
5. Puget Sound chinook conservation objectives.
6. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.
7. Essential fish habitat (EFH) updates.

Conservation objectives for Puget Sound and Washington coastal natural coho in the salmon FMP
are based on maximum sustainable yield (MSY) spawner escapement goals.  The FMP states that
annual objectives may differ from the FMP objectives if agreed to by the parties to U.S. v.
Washington and Hoh v. Baldrige.  However, these annual management objectives do not reflect the
criteria for a conservation alert or an overfishing concern as defined in the Salmon FMP.
Exploitation rate management objectives for these natural coho stocks have been developed through
procedures established in U.S. District Court and the 2002 Pacific Salmon Commission agreement
for southern coho.  If the parties believe these objectives are likely to remain in effect for a long
period, the Council should consider an FMP amendment to incorporate the objectives, which would
reduce the risk of stocks meeting the annual (exploitation rate) objective and not the FMP objective,
and subsequently triggering a conservation alert or an overfishing concern.
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A similar situation is occurring for Puget Sound chinook (Endangered Species Act [ESA]
threatened), with FMP objectives different from those in the State/Tribal Puget Sound Resource
Management Plan (RMP), which was granted an exemption under Section 4(d) of the ESA.  Because
Puget Sound chinook are listed under the ESA, and are also exploitation rate exceptions to the
conservation alert and overfishing concerns in the FMP, the need to address the discrepancy between
the FMP and the RMP is less urgent than the case for Puget Sound coho.  However, it would be
desirable to have consistent management objectives between the FMP and RMP, especially if the
evolutionarily significant units was delisted.

Each year, the Council has been required by NMFS to prepare a NEPA analysis of the annual ocean
salmon management measures.  A draft analysis is prepared before the Council takes final action
at the April meeting, and the analysis must be completed prior to implementation of the management
measures on May 1, which significantly impacts Council Staff workload.  Recently, the analysis had
consisted of an Environmental Assessment (EA), which has essentially restated the information
presented in the Preseason Reports.  An amendment to the FMP specifying the criteria requiring
additional NEPA analysis could substantially streamline the process, and preclude the need for an
annual EA.

Several updates to EFH designations have been suggested to the Council, most of which have little
effect on Council management, but impact other agencies required to consult with NMFS on EFH
issues.  At the time of the next FMP amendment process, the Council may wish to consider
including an update of EFH designations.

Council Action:

1. Provide guidance to ODFW for the development of FMP amendments for OCN coho
conservation objectives and coho allocation south of Cape Falcon.

2. Consider the recommendations of the Sacramento River Winter Chinook and Spring
Chinook Workgroup, and in particular, provide guidance for continued development of
a management matrix for winter chinook. 

3. Discuss the merits and timing of FMP amendments for Puget Sound and Washington
coastal natural coho and Puget Sound chinook conservation objectives, NEPA
requirements, and EFH designations.

Reference Materials:

1. Exhibit C.7.a, Attachment 1:  November 2000 minutes excerpt on the Final Report of the Oregon
Coastal Natural Coho Work Group.

2. Exhibit C.7.b, SRWSC Workgroup Report:  Recommendations for developing fishery
management plan conservation objectives for Sacramento River winter chinook and Sacramento
River spring chinook.
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1  Central Valley spring chinook (the population listed under the ESA by NMFS) and Sacramento River

spring chinook (the population referred to in the FMP and listed under the California Endangered Species Act) are
the same population.

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Present Management of Winter and Spring Chinook
Winter Chinook  Sacramento River winter chinook salmon were listed under the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) as a threatened species in 1989 and reclassified as endangered in
1994.  Since 1990, measures to limit the incidental take of winter chinook in the West Coast ocean
salmon fishery have been developed through section 7 consultations conducted by the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under the ESA.  The consultations and associated biological
opinions were conducted in 1990, 1996, 1997 and 2002.

Spring Chinook  Sacramento River spring chinook1 were listed as threatened in 1999.  NMFS
concluded in a 2000 biological opinion that ESA requirements for winter chinook provided sufficient
protection for spring chinook and additional constraints on ocean fisheries managed under the
Pacific Coast Salmon Plan (FMP) were not necessary.  Amendment 14 to the FMP included
Sacramento River winter and spring chinook in the list of stocks and stock complexes of
significance to ocean salmon fisheries and specified the conservation objective as NMFS’ section 7
consultation (jeopardy) standard.

1.2 The Development of Management Goals through FMP Amendment
In November, 2001, NMFS proposed that the Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council)
amend the FMP to specify recovery and long term conservation objectives for Sacramento River
winter chinook and Sacramento River spring chinook.  While management objectives for the two
stocks could continue to be determined through section 7 consultations, NMFS believes it
preferable that the Council develop conservation objectives, with full public involvement in the
evaluation of alternatives.  The Council, at its March 2002 meeting, directed NMFS and the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to form a workgroup to develop alternatives and,
if possible, a preferred alternative, for FMP conservation objectives.

A seven-member workgroup was formed consisting of representatives from the Council, NMFS,
CDFG and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  The workgroup has been compiling and
evaluating the available information on fishery impacts and status of the two stocks.  This progress
report provides the workgroup’s initial assessment of the potential of the existing data sets to
predict fishery impacts on winter and spring chinook, and describes a framework for conservation
objectives that the workgroup is considering for recommendation to the Council.

2 SACRAMENTO RIVER WINTER CHINOOK

2.1 Stock Description
The Sacramento River winter chinook stock consists of a single spawning group that enters the
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Sacramento River from November to June and spawns from late April to mid August, with a peak
from May to June.  NMFS determined that Sacramento River winter chinook represent a distinct
population segment, for purposes of the ESA, in 1987 (52 FR 6041), prior to development of the
NMFS species policy, and subsequently determined that the population meets the criteria to be
considered an evolutionarily significant unit (Myers et al. 1998).

2.2 Population Indicators and Status
Sacramento River winter chinook historically spawned during the summer at high elevations in cold,
spring-fed headwater streams, such as the upper reaches of the Little Sacramento, McCloud, and
lower Pit Rivers.  Shasta Dam, completed in 1943, completely blocked the migration of winter
chinook to those areas, forcing adults to hold in deep pools downstream, before initiating spawning
activities in the mainstem Sacramento
River between Red Bluff and Keswick
Dam.  The population persists as a result
of cool water released from Shasta
Reservoir during the summer periods of
spawning, incubation and rearing. 
Between 1970 and 1990, the spawning
population declined from over 50,000
fish to less than a thousand.

2.2.1 Red Bluff Diversion Dam Counts
The completion in 1966 of a flashboard
dam, Red Bluff Diversion Dam (RBDD),
allowed quantitative estimates of all
salmon runs to the upper Sacramento
River, based on counts at fish ladders. 
The dam may have been operated with
flashboards during some earlier phases
of operation, but it is now, and has been
since about 1970, an underflow dam with
11 mechanically operated gates. 
Beginning in 1989, the dam gates were
removed for increasing periods to
improve upstream passage of adult
winter chinook, resulting in a smaller and
smaller fraction of the adult run actually
being observed.  By 1993, observation of
the run through the fish ladders was
limited to the time between May 15 and
September 15.  The current expansion of
the observed number of fish passing the
dam to the total run size is based on the

Table 1  Spawning population estimates for Sacramento River winter
chinook

Estimate Based on Passage at
RBDDa

Carcass Survey
Jolly-Seber Estimateb

CY
Total

Population Adults

3-Year
Replacement
Rate Adultsc

Total
Population

Total
Females

1970 40,409 32,085

1971 53,089 32,225

1972 37,133 28,592

1973 24,079 19,456

1986 2,596 2,101

1987 2,186 1,909

1988 2,886 1,878

1989 696 571 0.3

1990 430 387 0.2

1991 211 192 0.1

1992 1,240 1,160 2.0

1993 387 250 0.6

1994 186 62 0.3

1995 1,297 1,267 1.1

1996 1,337 708 2.8

1997 880 528 8.5

1998 3,002 2,079 1.6

1999 3,288 822 1.2

2000 1,352 563 1.1 4,343 3,551

2001 5,523 1,696 0.8 7,171 4,686

2002 9,169 7,614 9.3 7,337 5,745

2003 9,757 6,172 11.0 8,133 5,179
Methodologies for estimating the spawning population from the carcass survey are
under review and estimates are preliminary.  
a/ Estimate expanded for spawning below RBDD.
b/ Estimate expanded for spawning below survey area.
c/ The 3-year replacement rate is calculated as the return of fish in year n divide by

the return of fish in year n-3
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fraction of the winter chinook spawning migration that passed the dam between May 15 and
September 15 for years 1982-1986.  Although the mean observed fraction was 15%, annual
observations ranged between 3% and 48% (Snider et al. 2000).  Similar variation in run timing
presumably continues to occur, and as a result, the accuracy of the estimates of the total run size
probably varies greatly.

2.2.2 Carcass Surveys
Since 1996, CDFG and USFWS have conducted mark-recapture carcass surveys in a 14 mile
reach of the Sacramento River downstream from Keswick Dam, which is the primary spawning
area for winter chinook.  Since the improvement of passage at Anderson Cottonwood Irrigation
District diversion dam, most of the spawning activity now occurs upstream from the dam, in an area
in which it is more difficult to observe carcasses.  CDFG has used several methodologies for
estimating the spawning population from the observed carcasses, including the Jolly-Seber model
(Table 1).

2.2.3 Population Status
Maturation rates estimated from cohort reconstructions of hatchery fish (Table 2) indicate that the
large majority of winter chinook return to spawn as age 3 fish.  Therefore, the 3-year replacement
rate of adults or females can be used as an index of the cohort replacement rate.  The 3-year
replacement rate for adults (RBDD estimate) has exceeded 1.0 for 8 of the 9 years since 1995
(Table 1).  The time series of spawning population abundance suggests a fairly consistent increase
in the size of succeeding cohorts since 1995.

2.3 Fishery Interactions

2.3.1 Marked Wild Fish - Brood Years 1969-1971
In 1969, CDFG initiated a study to estimate the contribution of Sacramento River winter chinook to
ocean fisheries and spawning escapement (Hallock and Reisenbichler 1980, Hallock and Fisher
1985).  The study utilized 720,000 wild winter chinook juveniles which were captured immediately
upstream from Red Bluff Diversion Dam during September and October of 1969, 1970, and 1971,
marked with a fin clip and then released back to the river.  Marked fish were recovered in ocean
fisheries and at RBDD.  The objectives of the study were to determine the return rate (contribution)
of winter chinook to the ocean fisheries and spawning escapement.  Difficulties associated with the
study include: 1) the marked fish were an unknown mixture of the winter and late fall chinook; 2)
the same mark was used for both 1970 and 1971 brood years and assigning recovered marked fish
to the correct brood was accomplished by aging adults from their scales; 3) 1968 brood Trinity
River chinook and 1972 brood Willamette chinook, marked with the same fin clip, may have
confounded recoveries of marked winter chinook north of Ft. Bragg; 4) marked fish were not
sampled in the river sport fishery.  A cohort reconstruction of the pooled recoveries of the 1969 and
1970 brood years formed the basis of the Winter Chinook Ocean Harvest Model (CDFG 1989).



4

Distribution of Hatchery Winter Chinook
Ocean Recoveries - 1993 to 2003
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Figure 1.  Landing distribution of Coleman and
Livingston Stone hatchery produced winter
chinook recovered from 1993 to 2003

2.3.2 Coded Wire Tagged Hatchery Population
Beginning in 1955 the USFWS made several attempts, with varying levels of success, to propagate
winter chinook at Coleman National Fish Hatchery.  In 1998, the program was shifted to Livingston
Stone National Fish Hatchery, located just below Shasta Dam and constructed specifically to
produce winter chinook.  All winter chinook produced at Livingston Stone are marked with adipose
clips and coded wire tags, as was the case at Coleman (USFWS 2001).  Even with the increased
production at Livingston Stone, the numbers of coded wire tagged fish recovered are less than
those from the 1969 or 1970 brood years; however the CWT data are free of many of the
confounding factors associated with the earlier marking experiments and should provide an
improved basis for evaluation of fishery impacts.
 
2.3.3 Harvest Distribution
Figure 1 displays the distribution of ocean recoveries of
coded wire tagged winter chinook from 1993 to 2003,
expanded for sample size.  Over 95% of all recoveries
occurred south of Point Arena, California, and 74% of all
recoveries occurred in the recreational fishery south of
Point Arena.

2.3.4 Cohort Analysis
Cohort reconstruction estimates the number of fish of a
single cohort that are alive at monthly intervals from the
time at which fish first become vulnerable to fisheries
through the spawning run of the oldest maturing fish.  The
aging convention for winter chinook and variables
associated with the cohort reconstructions are explained in Appendix I, and the reconstructions of
the 1998, 1999, and 2000 cohorts produced at Livingston Stone Hatchery are presented in
Appendix II.  The cohort analysis yields age-specific maturity rates, fishery contact rates and impact
rates.

Maturation Rates  Age-specific maturation rates are estimated in the cohort reconstruction as the
fraction of the cohort at the beginning of March that leaves the ocean to spawn.  The maturation
rate for age 3 fish is estimated at over 90% for the 1998,
1999, and 2000 brood years (Table 2).  The relatively
high age 3 maturation rate of winter chinook leaves
correspondingly few age 4 fish available for harvest.

Contacts  Age-, month- and area-specific fishery contacts
are estimated by dividing the landings for a given month
and area by the proportion of the cohort that is above the
minimum size limit.  The contacts associated with the
1998 brood year are displayed in Table 3 and are similar
in distribution to those of 1999 and 2000 brood years

Table 2.  Life history and fishery interaction
statistics for winter chinook .

Brood year 1998 1999 2000

Maturation rates age 2 0.01 0.17 0.06

age 3 0.96 0.96 0.97

age 4 1.00 1.00 1.00

Age 3 impact rate: 0.23 0.20 0.211

Age 4 impact rate: 0.57 0.74 NA

Spawner reduction rate: 0.26 0.23 0.241

1  Preliminary estimate; brood escapement not complete.
NA:  No estimate; brood escapement not complete.
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(Appendix II).  Seventy-four percent of all
winter chinook contacts occurring
between 2000 and 2003 (brood years
1998 through 2000) consisted of age 3
fish in the sport fishery south of Point
Arena.

Contact Rates  Age-, month-, and fishery
sector-specific contact rates are
estimated by dividing contacts by the
cohort abundance for that age at the
beginning of that month.  Each cohort
reconstruction yields a single estimate of
contact rate for a given month, age and fishery sector.  Contact rates are provided in the cohort
reconstructions in Appendix II.

Impact Rates  Impact rates and spawner reduction rates for the 1998, 1999, and 2000 cohorts are
summarized in Table 2.  Age-specific ocean impact rates are estimated by dividing the fishery
impacts (landings, hook-and-release mortality, and dropoff mortality) associated with an age class
by the cohort abundance at the beginning of that age.  The spawner reduction rate is the fraction of
the cohort’s potential spawners killed by the fishery, that is, the observed fishery mortality in terms
of adult-equivalents divided by the predicted number of spawners that would survive natural
mortality in the absence of fishery mortality.  Spawner reduction rates were estimated with a cohort
projection using the maturation and contact rates of the respective cohort reconstruction.

The high maturation rate of age 3 fish and the vulnerability of age 3 fish to recreational harvest
result in the majority of ocean fishery impacts being age 3 fish.  As an annual management
objective, the age 3 impact rate is a better index of the cohort spawner reduction rate than the age
4 impact rate.

2.4 Conservation Objective for Winter Chinook

2.4.1 Predictive Models
The workgroup is considering a methodology for predicting winter chinook impact rates similar to
that used in the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM), in which “contact rate-effort” and “effort-
days open” submodels are coupled to predict the contact rates and the resulting impact rates
associated with proposed fishing seasons.

Contact Rate - Effort Relationship  When a sufficient number of contact rate estimates become
available, a ratio estimator is fit to the contact rates and respective observed effort.  The slope of
the ratio estimator provides a basis for predicting contact rates associated with varying levels of
effort.  Figures 2 and 3 show ratio estimators fit to the three available sets of monthly estimates of
age 3 contact rates and the respective observed effort for recreational and commercial fisheries

Table 3.  Winter chinook contacts, 1998 hatchery cohort.

Sport Commercial
South of

Point Arena
North of

Point Arena
South of

Point Arena
North of

Point Arena
Age 3 4 3  4 3 4 3 4

Mar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Apr 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
May 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
Jun 40 0 0 0 23 0 0 0
Jul 50 0 0 0 0 0 7 0
Aug 6 0 8 0 0 0 0 0
Sep 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Oct 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nov 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 118 0 8 0 23 5 7 3
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south of Point Arena.  Sets of contact rate - effort estimators can also be characterized for age 4
fish for both recreational and commercial fisheries.

Effort - Days Open Relationship  Ratio estimators of the relationship between observed effort and
days open are used in the KOHM “effort-management” submodel to predict the expected effort
resulting from a given number of fishing days in monthly increments for specific areas and fishery
sectors.  This submodel could be modified to meet time and area requirements associated with
winter chinook management.

Impact Rate Prediction  The coupling of the two submodels would allow prediction of winter chinook
contact rates associated with proposed recreational and commercial seasons south of Point Arena.
Predicted contact rates, incorporated into a cohort projection, would allow prediction of the
recreational age 3 impact rates and commercial age 3 and age 4 associated with proposed
seasons and minimum size limits.

2.4.2 General Considerations

Measurable Effects  The workgroup recommends that FMP conservation objectives for listed
salmon stocks be expressed in terms of measurable effects that fisheries have on stock dynamics. 
An estimate of fishery impact rates is a critical element in evaluating the effects.  Methodologies
necessary to implement the objective, as well as assess whether the objective has been achieved,
should be identified and made available.

Reliability of Predictive Models  “Risk averse” management is appropriate in the case of listed
species.  In order to assess the degree of risk involved with fishery management decisions, the
Council, NMFS and public should be provided with estimates of the uncertainty associated with the
methodologies and monitoring programs used to measure and predict fishery effects.  The
workgroup recommends that management objectives for winter chinook include consideration of
the uncertainty in estimating variables such as contact rates and effort, as well as with the use of
the relatively small number of contact rate estimates which exist for winter chinook. 

2.4.3 Management Framework Proposal
The workgroup is considering an FMP conservation objective for winter chinook in the form of a cap
on the age 3 ocean fishery impact rate (imax).  Annual preseason impact rate targets would be

determined by parent spawner status, marine survival, and the uncertainty associated with the
impact rate forecast.  Determination of whether the conservation objective has been met would be
based on a post-season comparison of the realized (observed) impact rate, ipost, with imax.  Annual

preseason impact rate targets, ipre, would be set to provide a reasonable likelihood that ipost will not

exceed imax.  The workgroup has discussed two alternatives for implementing the framework.  Both

approaches would allow annual preseason impact rate targets to vary with ocean productivity,
parent spawner status, and changes in uncertainty in predicting impact rates.  Changes in
uncertainty are expected to result from the expansion of the data sets used to estimate
contact rate - effort relationships.
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Alternative A - Variable Maximum Impact Rates and Fixed Risk  The conservation objective would
consist of a matrix of impact rates, imax, which would vary with parent spawner status and marine

survival.  A second matrix would provide the preseason impact rate targets, ipre , such that ipost will

not exceed imax with some fixed level of probability.  As additional estimates of contact rates accrue

and uncertainty associated with impact rate prediction change, the preseason impact rate targets
associated with a given category of marine survival and parent spawner status will also change.
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Figure 2   Contact rates of age 3 winter chinook plotted against effort for the recreational fishery south of Point Arena from
cohort analyses of the 1998, 1999 and 2000 brood years.  Contact rates are from Appendix II; effort estimates are from
PFMC 2003.
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Example  Values are for illustrative purposes only. Table 4 is an example of a matrix of maximum
impact rates associated with varying levels of marine survival and parent spawner status. Table 5
shows the associated preseason impact rate targets (ipre) that would provide some fixed probability

(.70 in this case) that the observed postseason impact rate (ipost) would not exceed the conservation

objective (imax).  The values of ipre would be expected to change as additional estimates of contact

rates accrue.

Alternative B - Fixed Maximum Impact Rate and Variable Risk  The conservation objective would
consist of a single maximum impact rate (imax) which would apply under all conditions of marine

survival and parent spawner status.  The annual preseason impact rate target (ipre) would be

determined through a matrix associating values of ipre with the probability that the observed impact

rates will not exceed the fixed maximum impact rate (imax) given ipre, i.e. p(ipost < imax | ipre).

Example  Values are for illustrative purposes only.  Assume imax = 30%.  Table 6 contains a matrix

of probabilities that represent the risk that management believes appropriate for ensuring that imax is

not exceeded at various levels of parent spawner status and marine survival.  Table 7 shows the
preseason impact rate targets that would be associated with the different levels of risk set out in
Table 6.  As in Alternative A, the values of ipre would be expected to change as additional estimates
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Figure 3 Contact rates of age 3 winter chinook plotted against effort for the commercial fishery south of Point Arena from
cohort analyses of the 1998, 1999, and 2000 brood years.  Contact rates are from Appendix II; effort estimates are from
 PFMC 2003.
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of contact rates accrue.  Substitution of the preseason impact rate targets of Table 7 for the
corresponding risk levels in Table 6 produces a
matrix of preseason impact rate targets
(Table 8) associated with various levels of
parent spawner status and marine survival.

2.4.4 Comments and Concerns for Implementation
The management framework described above is similar to that used by the Council for Oregon
coastal natural coho, except that it: 1) explicitly considers the uncertainty associated with the
predictive methodology, and 2) recognizes that uncertainty may change as data accumulates. 
Most components of the framework are “data-driven”.  However, two key elements, the maximum
impact rate and the appropriate risk levels, would be specified by policy decisions.  As a result, the
difference between the two alternatives is primarily in the way in which uncertainty is integrated into
the framework.  Depending on the selected levels of risk and maximum impact rates, the same
matrix of preseason impact rate targets, ipre, could result from either alternative, as in the

hypothetical examples presented here (Tables 5 and 8).

Commercial and Recreational Impacts North of Point Arena not Predicted  In evaluating
postseason impact and spawner reduction rates, the framework would incorporate all observed
marine and freshwater recoveries.  However, the preseason prediction of age 3 impact rates would
only utilize effort and contact rate/unit effort estimates for fisheries south of Point Arena.  As a
result, marine impacts north of Point Arena will not be included in the age 3 impact rate prediction. 
About 5% of the available CWT recoveries occurred above Point Arena.  A possible solution would

Table 6 .  Matrix of acceptable risks (probabilities) that an
observed impact rate will not exceed the conservation
objective.

Marine Survival Index

Low Medium High

Parent
Spawner
Status

Females

High (delisted) .60 .55 .50

Medium .70 .65 .60

Low .80 .75 .70

Critically Low .90 .90 .90

Table 7.  Preseason impact rate targets (ipre) and probability
that the postseason impact rate (ipost) will not exceed the
fixed conservation objective (imax).

ipre 5% 11% 13% 15% 18% 22% 26% 30%

p(ipost < imax | ipre) .90 .80 .75 .70 .65 .60 .55 .50

Table 8.  Resulting impact rates targerts (ipre) 

Marine Survival Index

Low Medium High

Parent
Spawner 

Status
Females

High (delisted) 22% 26% 30%

Medium 15% 18% 22%

Low 11% 13% 15%

Critically Low 5% 5% 5%

Table 4   Maximum impact rates (imax)

Marine Survival Index

Low Medium High

Parent
Spawner
Status

Females

High (delisted) 28% 32% 36%

Medium 20% 24% 28%

Low 16% 18% 20%

Critically Low 8% 8% 8%

Table 5.  Preseason imact rate targets (ipre) such that 
p(ipost < imax | ipre) < .70

Marine Survival Index

Low Medium High

Parent
Spawner
Status

Females

High (delisted) 22% 26% 30%

Medium 15% 18% 22%

Low 11% 13% 15%

Critically Low 5% 5% 5%
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be the assumption, for purposes of modeling, that recoveries from north of Point Arena were
caught south of Point Arena, similar to the approach taken in the KOHM for recoveries that occur
outside the KOHM catch area partitions.

Inland Recreational Hook and Release Impacts not Included in Cohort Reconstruction The
California Fish and Game Commission limits river recreational impacts on winter chinook by
prohibiting retention of salmon in the Sacramento River recreational fishery during periods of time
when winter chinook are present.  As a result of recoveries of tagged winter chinook in late
December 2000 and January 2001, the Fish and Game Commission advanced the no-retention
date to January 1.  No estimate is available for fishery impacts associated with releasing sport
caught winter chinook.  In 2003, CDFG suspended monitoring of Central Valley recreational
fisheries for chinook due to budgetary constraints.

No Cohort Analysis of Naturally Spawning Population  Although scales are collected from naturally
produced fish sampled in the spawning surveys, they have yet to be aged.  Therefore, no age-
structured analysis of the naturally spawning population exists and a cohort reconstruction of the
naturally spawning population is not available.  The age structure of the naturally spawning
population, while containing no additional information on fishery impact rates, would improve the
assessment of certain aspects of stock dynamics, in particular cohort replacement rates.

Index of Marine Survival  An appropriate index of marine survival for Central Valley chinook stocks,
e.g. return rate of jacks per hatchery smolt, would have to be developed, and an appropriate
number of levels selected to trigger changes in impact rates.

Management Line at Pigeon Point  If significantly different contact rates per unit effort are observed
in the San Francisco and Monterey catch areas, consideration of a management line at Pigeon
Point might offer more flexibility in controlling winter chinook impacts.

Parent Spawner Status  An appropriate index of parent spawner status, such as spawning
abundance of the cohort that produced the age 3 year class vulnerable in the fishing season under
consideration, or an indicator of stock productivity, would need to be identified.
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3 SACRAMENTO RIVER SPRING CHINOOK

3.1 Stock Description
Like winter chinook, spring chinook evolved to exploit spawning habitats at high elevations,
generally above 1,500 feet; fish enter the river in the spring when higher elevation habitats are
accessible, hold through the summer and spawn in the fall.  The spring run of chinook salmon
enters the Sacramento River from March to July and the fish spawn from late August through early
October in the Sacramento River and its tributaries.

3.2 Population Indicators and Status

3.2.1 Spawning Surveys
Spring chinook salmon once occupied the headwaters of all major river systems in California’s
Central Valley.  Commercial fish landings suggest the population of Central Valley spring chinook in
the 1880s ranged from 127,000 to 604,000 fish (CDFG 1998).  Self sustaining populations of spring
chinook are now found in Mill, Deer, and Butte creeks, where they still have access to the spawning
habitats historically utilized.  Butte Creek spring chinook are genetically distinct from the Deer and
Mill Creek populations and enter their
natal stream earlier than the Deer and Mill
Creek runs. Spring chinook appear
sporadically in other tributaries to the
Sacramento River, such as Beegum,
Clear, Cottonwood, Antelope and Big
Chico creeks.  These remaining wild
populations are small, isolated, and the
range of suitable spawning habitat is
restricted.  Various methods have been
used to evaluate the size of spring
chinook spawning populations in the
Sacramento River tributaries (Table 9). 
Most recent estimates have been based
on snorkel surveys (Deer Creek), ground
and aerial redd surveys (Mill Creek), and,
in the case of Butte Creek, snorkel and
carcass surveys.

The largest self sustaining population of spring chinook occurs in Butte Creek.  In 1995, CDFG
initiated a study project to define life history characteristics of spring chinook in Butte and Big Chico
Creeks (Ward et al. 2001, 2002, 2003).  The project traps emigrating spring chinook fry at four
locations along Butte Creek.  At the uppermost site, directly downstream of the spring chinook
spawning habitat, juveniles are marked with adipose clips and coded wire tags and released
downstream from the trapping location.  Table 10 shows the numbers of fish tagged and released
since 1998.

Table 9  Recent spawning escapement estimates for Sacramento
River spring chinook populations.

Return
Year Mill Deer Butte

Butte
Carcassa Antilope Beegum

Big
Chico

1995 320 1,295 7,500 7 8 200

1996 252 614 1,413 1 6 2

1997 200 466 635 0 2

1998 424 1,879 20,259 154 477 369

1999 560 1,591 3,529 40 102 27

2000 544 637 4,118 9 120 27

2001 1,104 1,622 9,605 18,312 8 245 39

2002 1,594 2,185 8,785b 16,328c 46 130 0

2003 1,426 2,751 4,398d 17,294f 46 73 81
a. Schaefer estimate
b. No prespawning mortalities added
c. Includes an estimated 3,431 prespawning mortalities
d. Snorkel survey estimate of Butte (no prespawn mortalities)
f. Includes estimated 11,231 prespawn mortalities
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In 2001, the project initiated a carcass survey of spring chinook spawning in Butte Creek, primarily
for the purpose of recovering CWT marked fish.  The survey was expanded to include estimates of
the large numbers of pre-spawn mortalities during 2002 and 2003, and provides a spawning
population estimate based on standard carcass survey methodologies (Table 5).  The present
range of spring chinook in Butte Creek is similar to the historic range.  However Butte Creek does
not conform to typical spring chinook habitat in that the accessible spawning areas are all below
1000 ft elevation and water temperatures frequently exceed lethal levels.  As a result, high levels of
prespawning mortality are not unexpected.  Conducting a carcass survey on Butte Creek in future
years will be important, both for assessing the status of the population as well as estimating harvest
impacts.

Historically, spring chinook spawned in the upper reaches of the Feather River in substantial
numbers.  Early hydropower and agricultural diversions blocked access to much of the spring-run
spawning habitat in the upper watershed.  The construction of Oroville Dam blocked further
upstream migration, but the release of cold reservoir water created conditions below the dam that
support an early run of chinook salmon which are regarded as a spring-fall hybrid (CDFG 1998), a
condition exacerbated by operations of the Feather River Hatchery.  Like winter chinook, spring
chinook may also have spawned in the mainstem Sacramento River below Keswick, but because of
the lack of physical and temporal separation with the fall run, they have likely hybridized with fall
chinook.

3.3 Status
Deer and Mill Creek  Estimates of spawner abundance are available for Deer and Mill Creeks from
as early as 1940 (CDFG 1998).  These time series from the early 1940s through the mid 1970s
indicate abundances that fluctuate around means of about 1,800 and 2,000 fish in Mill and Deer
creeks respectively.  Abundance declined during the late 1970s and early 1980s to levels generally
fewer than 500 fish, and then increased beginning in the late 1990s.  The average return over the
past three years has been 1,375 and 2,186 to Mill and Deer Creeks respectively, suggesting these
populations are recovering to levels approaching those of the 1940s and 1950s.

Butte Creek  The carcass surveys of 2001, 2002, and 2003 estimated river escapements of
approximately 18,000, 16,000 (3,000 pre-spawn mortality; 13,000 spawning), 17,000 (11,000 pre-
spawn mortality; 6000 spawning).  In 2002 and 2003, large numbers did not survive the holding
period to spawn, due to an outbreak of two pathogens caused by elevated water temperatures and
high densities of holding fish.  In the record of spawner abundance estimates for Butte Creek
spring chinook dating back to 1954 (CDFG 1998), abundance exceeded 6,100 fish only once.  Like
the estimates for Deer and Mill Creek, standardized survey methods were not consistently applied
in Butte Creek and the series must be interpreted with some caution.  However, the high
prespawning mortality observed in the past two years, and the utilization of most of the available
spawning habitat in Butte Creek, may indicate that the numbers of spring chinook that survive to
spawn can not be expected to increase substantially over current levels.
3.4 Fishery Interactions
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Distribution of Butte Creek Spring Chinook
Ocean Recoveries - 1998 to 2003
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Figure 4.  Landing distribution of marked Butte
Creek spring chinook recovered from 1998 to
2003

3.4.1 Harvest Distribution
Figure 4  displays the distribution of ocean recoveries of
coded wire tagged Butte Creek spring chinook from 1998 to
2003, expanded for sample size, which includes recoveries
from the relatively small numbers of fish marked from the
1995 and 1997 cohorts.  Of the total recoveries, 58% were in
the commercial fishery, 64% were in fisheries south of Point
Arena, California, and 39% in the commercial fishery south
of Point Arena.

The number of spring chinook CWT recoveries available for
cohort reconstruction is less than a fifth of that for winter
chinook.  Compared with winter chinook, the recovery rate
(sum of expanded ocean and river recoveries divided by
release numbers) for each of the Butte Creek spring chinook
broods has been about 15% of the recovery rate for winter chinook.  The difference may be due to
higher mortality rates experienced by spring chinook between the time they are tagged and the
time they recruit to ocean fisheries; winter chinook are tagged as smolts, while Butte Creek spring
chinook are tagged as fry.  Table 10 compares the numbers of Butte Creek spring chinook and
winter chinook tagged and recovered since 1998.

The existence of the
yearling life history
component of spring
chinook complicates
the analysis of fishery
impacts.  A very small
fraction (0.4%) of the
marked 1998 brood
year Butte Creek
spring chinook were
trapped and tagged as yearlings, however 3 of the 9 ocean recoveries were yearlings.  It is not
known whether that fraction is representative of either the fraction of the cohort out-migrating as
yearlings, or the fraction of the cohort available as yearlings at age of recruitment to ocean
fisheries.

3.4.2 Cohort Analysis
The cohort reconstructions of the 1998, 1999, and 2000 cohorts of tagged naturally produced Butte
Creek spring chinook are presented in Appendix III; they are similar in construction to the winter
chinook reconstructions.  The notable differences are the aging convention (see Appendix I), and
the addition of age 5 fish.

Table 10  Summary of releases and expanded recoveries of winter and spring chinook for
brood years 1998 through 2000

       Livingston Stone Winter Chinook                  Butte Creek Spring Chinook           

Brood
Year

Tagged
and

Released

Expanded
Ocean

Recoveries

Expanded
River

Recoveries

Recovery
Rate

Tagged
and

Released

Expanded
Ocean

Recoveries

Expanded
River

Recoveries

Recovery
Rate

1998 141,482 147 381 0.37% 106,690 32 32 0.06%

1999 30,035 78 368 1.48% 58,854 54 68 0.21%

2000 162,198 90 315 0.25% 166,570 19 41 0.04%
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2  The workgroup’s concern regarding the small number of Butte Creek spring chinook CWT recoveries

available for the cohort reconstruction is illustrated by the effect of a single recovery on estimated maturation rates:
the ocean recovery of one age 5 fish of the 1998 cohort produces an age 4 maturation rate of .67.  Had the recovery
not occurred, the rate would have been 1.0, as estimated for the 1999 cohort.

Maturation Rates  Age-specific maturation rates are
shown in Table 11.  The relatively low age 3
maturation rate of spring chinook leaves significant
numbers of age 4 fish and even a small number of
age 5 fish available for harvest.2

Impact Rates  The impact rates, summarized in Table
11, suggest that spring chinook are less available to
ocean fisheries at age 3 than are winter chinook.  The
age 4 impact rates, similar to those of winter chinook,
reflect the vulnerability of spring chinook to both
recreational and commercial harvest.  The combined maturity schedule and exposure to
commercial harvest result in spawner reduction rates, 0.36 and 0.42, higher than those estimated
for winter chinook.  Seventy-four percent of the ocean recoveries of Butte Creek spring chinook
have been age 4, and for purposes of an annual management objective, the age 4 impact rate
would be the better index of the cohort spawner reduction rate. 

The age-4 impact rates occurring in 2001 (0.62) and 2002 (0.55) are similar to one another, as are
the CVI harvest rate indices for 2001 and 2002 (26% and 35%) (PFMC 2004, Table II-1).  If Butte
Creek spring chinook impact rates are well correlated with those for Central Valley fall chinook,
Butte Creek spring chinook impact rates were likely substantially higher over the past 30 years than
the 0.36 and 0.42 estimated here.

3.5 Recommendations

Cohort reconstructions of CWT marked naturally produced Butte Creek spring chinook provide the
best available estimate of fishery impacts on listed stocks of Sacramento River spring chinook. 
However, the number of recoveries are not sufficient to allow fine scale assessments of ocean
impacts, and given that the results are derived from just two cohorts, the impact rates should be
interpreted with some caution.  Confidence in future results would increase in proportion to the
numbers of tagged fish that are released.

Without substantially more information on the magnitude and distribution of ocean fishery impacts
on naturally spawning spring chinook populations, the development of FMP conservation objectives
that specify measurable fishery effects on the stock will be difficult.  In principle, a conservation
objective for Butte Creek spring chinook, expressed as an age 4 ocean impact rate, is possible and
should be considered.  Implementation of such an objective would require a continuation and
increase in the commitment of resources for the Butte Creek spring chinook life history

Table 11.  Butte Creek spring chinook life history and
fishery interaction statistics

Brood year 1998 1999 2000
Maturation Rates age 2 0.00 0.01 NA

age 3 0.40 0.28 NA
age 4 0.67 1.001 NA
age 5 1.002 NA

Age 3 impact rate: 0.08 0.05 0.121

Age 4 impact rate: 0.62 0.55 NA
Spawner reduction rate: 0.36 0.421 NA
1. Preliminary estimate, brood escapement not complete
2. No age 5 recoveries have occurred in the river; one age 5

fish was recovered in the ocean.
NA No estimate, brood escapement not complete
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investigation.  The project is scheduled to terminate in 2004 due to lack of available funding.  The
numbers of CWTs recovered in ocean fisheries and spawning surveys from releases of less than
200 thousand tagged fry are currently small, probably too small to serve as a reliable basis for a
cohort analysis.

The workgroup is generally skeptical of the use of Feather River Hatchery spring chinook as a
surrogate for naturally spawning spring chinook populations.  The “spring chinook” produced at
Feather River Hatchery are genetically more similar to fall chinook than they are to Deer, Mill or
Butte Creek spring chinook, at least in part due to the difficulty in distinguishing between the
progeny of Feather River Hatchery fall- and spring-runs on the basis of run timing.  Tagging studies
at the hatchery show that significant numbers of fall chinook return early enough to be mistakenly
spawned as spring chinook (CDFG 1998).  The use of Feather River Hatchery spring chinook CWT
data set, which is large, should be conditioned on a demonstration that the stock exhibits
similarities with naturally spawning spring chinook populations with respect to ocean distribution
and run timing.

Spawner reduction rates on Butte Creek spring chinook in the range of .36 to .42 constitute a
significant source of mortality on the population.  The Deer and Mill Creek populations most likely
experience similar rates.  These impact rates however, under the current fresh water and ocean
conditions, have been low enough to allow spawning populations to increase, provided suitable
holding and spawning habitat is available. The workgroup believes that lowering the impact rate
through reductions in recreational and commercial fishing effort would be necessary should
Sacramento River spring chinook populations experience a reversal in the recent trends in
recovery.  Reducing impact rates under the current conditions of ocean productivity would likely
increase the growth rate of the Deer and Mill Creek populations and benefit efforts to establishing
spring runs in newly accessible reaches of Battle and Clear Creeks.  In contrast, a reduction of
fishing impacts under current fresh water and ocean conditions may not increase the numbers of
fish surviving to spawn in Butte Creek.  In 2002 and 2003, 21% and 65% of the spring run entering
the river died as a result of high temperatures and disease prior to spawning.
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Appendix I Description of Cohort
Reconstructions

1 Aging Conventions

Sacramento River Winter Chinook  Based
on the appearance of adults at Red Bluff
Diversion Dam, winter chinook are believed
to enter the San Francisco Bay between
November and May.  Spawning occurs
between April and July.  Fry emerge in the
fall and emigrate to the ocean during the
winter and spring.  Winter chinook become
vulnerable to ocean fisheries towards the
end of their second calendar year of life as
age 3 fish (Figure 1).  Age increments on
March 1, unless fish enter the river; the
date is intended to represent the time when
the majority of fish destined to mature in a
given year have left the ocean.  Under this
convention, fish are designated as age 2
soon after they emigrate to the ocean,
although they are still in their first calendar
year of life.

Butte Creek Spring Chinook  Spring
chinook enter Butte Creek about six weeks
earlier than do the populations of Deer and
Mill Creeks. Fry emerge in the fall and the
emigration of juveniles occurs primarily in
January and February for young of the year
and from September to May for yearlings. 
The aging convention is similar to that used
for winter chinook, except the age of fish
increments on May 1, unless they enter the
river to spawn.  They first appear in ocean
fisheries during June and July of their
second calendar year of life as age 3 fish
(Figure 2).  Age 5 CWT recoveries have
occurred in ocean fisheries but not in
carcass surveys. 

Figure 1.  Aging convention for
Sacramento River winter chinook.
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Figure 2.  Aging convention for
Butte Creek spring chinook
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2 Cohort Reconstruction Variables and Parameters

Each cohort (brood year) is treated separately.  The cohort reconstructions start with the oldest
observed recoveries in a cohort, e.g. ocean recoveries of age 5 spring chinook, or the spawning
population of age 4 winter chinook, and proceed backward in monthly intervals, with the population
increased by estimated natural mortality, fishery impacts, and spawning escapement.  The
reconstructions end at the point of the youngest tag recoveries for the cohort (usually age 2
spawning population).

Variables associated with reconstruction include: the number of fish that contact fishing gear and
either drop off before landing (includes sea lion predation), or are landed and then either retained
(legal size) or released (sublegal size); the number of fishery impacts (landed mortality, hook and
release mortality, and drop-off mortality) during the month; the number of fish alive in all areas of
the ocean at the beginning of each month; the number of fish that mature and leave the ocean as
age 2, age 3, and age 4 fish; the number of fish that are removed by river recreational fisheries; the
number of fish that are available to spawn.

Landings are estimated by expanding the observed numbers of CWTs to account for sample size
and losses of CWTs during processing and decoding (Goldwasser et al. 2000).  Contacts are
estimated by dividing landings (legal sized fish) by the proportion of the cohort that is legal size
(Plegal).  Plegal is estimated as 1 - normative cumulative density evaluated at the minimum size limit in
effect for the specified mean and standard deviation of the winter chinook length at monthly
intervals.  The means are interpolated from measurements of the 1969 and 1970 brood winter
chinook spawners; standard deviations are based on Sacramento River fall chinook (CDFG, 1989). 
The size at age relation for winter chinook is also used in the spring chinook reconstructions,
pending development of independent estimates.

Hook and release mortality is estimated by multiplying sub-legal contacts by the hook and release
mortality rates.  The hook and release mortality rate is fishery-, time- and area-specific, as adopted
by the Council’s Salmon Technical Team.  Sub-legal contacts are estimated by subtracting
landings from contacts.

Drop-off mortality is estimated by multiplying contacts by .05.  Drop-off mortality is intended to
account for the mortality associated with pinniped and shark depredation, the release mortality of
hooked but non-landed fish, and unreported landings. 

Fishery impacts are the sum of landings, hook and release mortality, and drop-off mortality.

Ocean escapement estimates of tagged fish include river recreational harvest (if observed),
recoveries in spawning and pre-spawning mortality carcass surveys and, in the case of winter
chinook, fish taken for hatchery brood stock.  Butte Creek spring chinook escapement is increased
by 1% to account for poaching.  Bear predation is very apparent in Butte Creek, but the removals
are believed to be primarily dead carcasses.
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Appendix II Winter Chinook Cohort Reconstructions

Winter Chinook 1998 Cohort

LANDINGS: Coded wire tag recoveries expanded for sampling

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.0 0.0

Jun 39.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jul 49.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0

Aug 5.6 0.0 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5

Oct 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 110.3 0.0 7.6 0.0 10.5 4.7 3.8 2.5

CONTACTS:  Landings divided by proportion legal

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0

Jun 39.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jul 50.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 0.0

Aug 5.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6

Oct 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 118.3 0.0 7.7 0.0 22.6 4.8 6.9 2.6

IMPACTS: landings + shaker deaths + drop off deaths

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Apr 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

May 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0

Jun 41 0 0 0 15 0 0 0

Jul 52 0 0 0 0 0 5 0

Aug 6 0 8 0 0 0 0 0

Sep 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Oct 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nov 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Dec 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Feb 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 119 0 8 0 15 5 5 3

BY 1998 WINTER CHINOOK COHORT ANALYSIS: mortality applied in
monthly increments (50% annual age 2 and 20% annual age 3 and 4).  Alive
is population at beginning of month.  Impacts precede escapement,
escapement precedes natural mortality

Age 4 Age 3 Age 2

Month Impacts Alive Impacts Alive Impacts Alive

Mar 0 13 0 626 0 0

Apr 0 13 5 614 0 0

May 5 13 0 598 0 0

Jun 0 8 56 587 0 0

Jul 0 8 57 521 0 0

Aug 0 8 14 456 0 0

Sep 3 7 5 433 0 0

Oct 0 5 9 421 0 0

Nov 0 5 0 404 0 0

Dec 0 5 0 397 0 0

Jan 0 4 0 389 0 0

Feb 0 4 0 382 0 671

Total 8  146 0

Escapement 4 368 8

Maturation Rates Age 3 impact rate: 0.23

Age 2 0.01 Age 4 impact rate: 0.57

Age 3 0.96

BY 1998  CONTACT RATES: number of contacts (age area month) divided
by the total ocean pop (age month) 

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar

Apr 1.5%

May 37.3%

Jun 6.8% 3.9%

Jul 9.7% 1.3%

Aug 1.2% 1.7%

Sep 1.0% 34.7%

Oct 2.1%

Nov
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Winter Chinook 1999 Cohort

LANDINGS: Coded wire tag recoveries expanded for sampling

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 14.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jun 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0

Jul 23.8 3.6 8.4 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aug 8.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 55.0 3.6 8.4 0.0 5.6 5.2 0.0 0.0

CONTACTS:  Landings divided by proportion legal

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 48.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jun 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0

Jul 24.1 3.6 8.5 0.0 14.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aug 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 95.2 3.6 8.5 0.0 14.0 5.3 0.0 0.0

IMPACTS: landings + shaker deaths + drop off deaths

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 26.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jun 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.5 0.0 0.0

Jul 25.1 3.8 8.8 0.0 8.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aug 8.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Dec 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 70.7 3.8 8.8 0.0 8.5 5.5 0.0 0.0

BY 1999 WINTER CHINOOK COHORT ANALYSIS: mortality applied in
monthly increments (50% annual age 2 and 20% annual age 3 and 4).  Alive
is population at beginning of month.  Impacts precede escapement,
escapement precedes natural mortality

Age 4 Age 3 Age 2

Month Impacts Alive Impacts Alive Impacts Alive

Mar 0 12 0 442

Apr 0 12 26 434

May 0 12 6 400

Jun 5 12 5 387

Jul 4 6 42 375

Aug 0 2 9 327

Sep 0 2 0 312

Oct 0 2 0 307

Nov 0 2 0 301

Dec 0 2 0 295

Jan 0 2 0 290

Feb 0 2 0 285 0 563

Total 9  88 0

Escapement 2 272 94

Maturation Rates Age 3 impact rate: 0.20

Age 2 0.17 Age 4 impact rate: 0.74

Age 3 0.96

BY 1999  CONTACT RATES: number of contacts (age area month) divided
by the total ocean pop (age month) 

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar

Apr 11.2%

May 2.2%

Jun 1.4% 44.8%

Jul 6.4% 58.6% 2.3% 3.7%

Aug 2.5%

Sep

Oct

Nov
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Winter Chinook 2000 Cohort

LANDINGS: Coded wire tag recoveries expanded for sampling

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 17.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jun 15.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.2 2.9 0.0 0.0

Jul 21.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aug 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 62.2 4.0 0.0 0.0 21.3 2.9 0.0 0.0

CONTACTS:  Landings divided by proportion legal

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 18.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jun 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.2 2.9 0.0 0.0

Jul 21.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aug 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 63.8 4.1 0.0 0.0 39.6 2.9 0.0 0.0

IMPACTS: landings + shaker deaths + drop off deaths

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

May 19.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jun 15.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 3.0 0.0 0.0

Jul 22.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

Aug 8.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Dec 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Jan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total 65.7 4.2 0.0 0.0 28.0 3.0 0.0 0.0

BY 2000 WINTER CHINOOK COHORT ANALYSIS: mortality applied in
monthly increments (50% annual age 2 and 20% annual age 3 and 4).  Alive
is population at beginning of month.  Impacts precede escapement,
escapement precedes natural mortality

Age 4 Age 3 Age 2

Month Impacts Alive Impacts Alive Impacts Alive

Mar 4 7 0 455

Apr 0 3 0 447

May 0 3 19 439

Jun 3 3 23 412

Jul 0 0 35 381

Aug 0 0 17 340

Sep 0 0 0 318

Oct 0 0 0 312

Nov 0 0 0 306

Dec 0 0 0 300

Jan 0 0 0 295

Feb 0 0 0 289 0 515

Total 7  94 0

Escapement NA 282 33

Maturation Rates Age 3 impact rate: 0.21

Age 2 0.06 Age 4 impact rate: NA

Age 3 0.97

NA: No estimate, brood year not yet complete

BY 2000 CONTACT RATES: number of contacts (age area month) divided
by the total ocean pop (age month) 

Sport Commercial

South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mar 55.4%

Apr

May 4.3%

Jun 3.7% 2.7% 96.5%

Jul 5.6% 4.6%

Aug 2.4% 3.2%

Sep

Oct

Nov
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Appendix III Butte Creek Spring Chinook Cohort Reconstructions.  

Butte Creek Spring Chinook brood year 1998
LANDINGS: Coded wire tag recoveries expanded for sampling

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jun 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jul 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.9 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0
Total 3.3 0.0 0.0 13.9 0.0 2.8 3.6 5.3

CONTACTS:  Landings divided by
proportion legal

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jun 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jul 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.9 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0
Total 3.3 0.0 0.0 13.9 0.0 2.9 3.8 5.3

IMPACTS: landings + shaker deaths + drop off deaths
Sport Commercial

South North South North
Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jun 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jul 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.6 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0
Total 3.5 0.0 0.0 14.6 0.0 3.0 3.8 5.6

BY 1998 BUTTE CREEK SPING CHINNOOK COHORT ANALYSIS  mortality
applied in monthly increments (50% annual age 2 and 20% annual age 3 
and 4)  Alive: alive at beginning of month.  Impacts precede escapement,
escapement precedes natural mortality

Age 5 Age 4 Age 3 Age 2
Month Impcts Alive Impcts Alive Impcts Alive Impcts Alive
May 0 3 0 37 0 86
Jun 0 3 0 37 3 85
Jul 3 3 18 36 0 80
Aug 0 0 3 18 0 78
Sep 0 0 3 15 0 77
Oct 0 0 0 12 0 75
Nov 0 0 0 12 0 74
Dec 0 0 0 12 0 73
Jan 0 0 0 11 0 71
Feb 0 0 0 11 0 70
Mar 0 0 0 11 0 69
Apr 0 0 0 11 4 67 0 91
Total 3 23  7 0

Escapement 0 7 25 0
Maturation Rates Age 3 impact rate: 0.08
Age 2 0.00 Age 4 impact rate: 0.62
Age 3 0.40
Age 4 0.67

BY 1998  CONTACT RATES: number of contacts (age area month) divided
by the total ocean pop (age month) 

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May
Jun 3.9%
Jul 38.5% 8.0%
Aug 15.3%
Sep 17.1%
Oct
Nov
Dec-Feb
Mar
Apr 5.6%

Note: the workgroup has not yet finalized the procedure for expanding
CWTs recovered in the Butte Creek carcass surveys.  Escapement
numbers reported in the Butte Creek spring chinook cohort reconstructions
are provisional.
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Butte Creek Spring Chinook brood year 1999
LANDINGS: Coded wire tag recoveries expanded for sampling

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 0.0 0.0
Jun 0.0 7.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.3 0.0 0.0
Jul 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 9.9 0.0 2.7
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0
Total 4.4 7.2 0.0 1.7 0.0 33.1 3.2 4.3

CONTACTS:  Landings divided by proportion legal
Sport Commercial

South North South North
Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.3 0.0 0.0
Jun 0.0 7.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0
Jul 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 10.1 0.0 2.8
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0
Total 4.5 7.2 0.0 1.7 0.0 33.9 3.4 4.4

IMPACTS: landings + shaker deaths + drop off
deaths

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 0.0 0.0
Jun 0.0 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 0.0 0.0
Jul 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 10.5 0.0 2.9
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0
Total 4.6 7.6 0.0 1.8 0.0 35.0 3.5 4.6

BY 1999 BUTTE CREEK SPING CHINNOOK COHORT ANALYSIS
mortality applied in monthly increments (50% annual age 2 and 20%
annual age 3 and 4)  Alive: alive at beginning of month.  Impacts precede
escapement, escapement precedes natural mortality

Age 5 Age 4 Age 3 Age 2

Month Impacts Alive Impacts Alive Impacts Alive Impacts Alive

May 0 0 12 88 0 164

Jun 0 0 21 75 0 161

Jul 0 0 15 54 0 158

Aug 0 0 0 38 0 155

Sep 0 0 2 37 0 152

Oct 0 0 0 35 0 149

Nov 0 0 0 34 0 147

Dec 0 0 0 34 0 144

Jan 0 0 0 33 0 141

Feb 0 0 0 32 0 139

Mar 0 0 0 32 5 136
Apr 0 0 0 31 3 129 0 176
Total 0 49  8 0

Escapement NA 31 36 2
Maturation Rates Age 3 impact rate: 0.05
Age 2 0.01 Age 4 impact rate: 0.55
Age 3 0.28
Age 4 NA
NA: brood year not yet complete
BY 1999  CONTACT RATES: number of contacts (age area month) divided
by the total ocean pop (age month) 

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 12.7%
Jun 9.5% 16.6%
Jul 3.2% 18.7% 5.2%
Aug
Sep 4.3%
Oct
Nov
Dec-Feb
Mar 3.3%
Apr 2.7%
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Butte Creek Spring Chinook brood year 2000
LANDINGS: Coded wire tag recoveries expanded for sampling

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jun 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Jul 8.6 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 8.6 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0

CONTACTS:  Landings divided by proportion legal
Sport Commercial

South North South North
Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jun 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Jul 8.7 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 8.7 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.0

IMPACTS: landings + shaker deaths + drop off deaths
Sport Commercial

South North South North
Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jun 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0
Jul 9.1 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0
Aug 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sep 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oct 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nov 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dec-Feb 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Apr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 9.1 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 6.8 0.0 0.0

BY 2000 BUTTE CREEK SPING CHINNOOK COHORT ANALYSIS 
mortality applied in monthly increments (50% annual age 2 and 20%
annual age 3 and 4) Alive: alive at beginning of month.  Impacts precede
escapement, escapement precedes natural mortality

Age 5 Age 4 Age 3 Age 2

Month Impacts Alive Impacts Alive Impacts Alive Impacts Alive

May 0 0 0 12 0 75

Jun 0 0 3 11 0 74

Jul 0 0 8 8 9 72

Aug 0 0 0 0 0 62

Sep 0 0 0 0 0 61

Oct 0 0 0 0 0 60

Nov 0 0 0 0 0 59

Dec 0 0 0 0 0 58

Jan 0 0 0 0 0 57

Feb 0 0 0 0 0 55

Mar 0 0 0 0 0 54
Apr 0 0 0 0 0 53 0 79
Total 0 11  9 0

Escapement NA NA 42 0
Maturation Rates Age 3 impact rate: 0.12
Age 2 0.00 Age 4 impact rate: NA
Age 3 NA
Age 4 NA
NA: brood year not yet complete
BY 2000  CONTACT RATES: number of contacts (age area month) divided
by the total ocean pop (age month) 

Sport Commercial
South North South North

Month Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4
May
Jun 25.5%
Jul 12.1% 51.3% 44.4%
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec-Feb
Mar
Apr
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Appendix IV CWT Recoveries Winter Chinook (Livingston Stone National Fish Hatchery)
Ocean Recoveries
Brood

Year
Sector

Recov

Date
Age Recovery Location Est No Tag Code ID

1991 Sport 5/27/93 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 7.08 0501010406 50426

1991 Sport 7/23/93 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 5.46 0501010405 51610

1991 Troll 5/6/94 4 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.41 0501010406 55024

1992 Sport 6/19/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.60 0501010713 53145

1992 Sport 3/26/94 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 6.50 0501010702 55500

1992 Sport 3/20/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.92 0501010610 55619

1992 Sport 5/21/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.49 0501010609 55374

1992 Sport 7/11/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.62 0501010611 15608

1992 Sport 4/14/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 5.49 0501010711 55313

1992 Sport 4/4/94 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.42 0501010711 55212

1992 Sport 4/14/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 5.49 0501010609 55311

1992 Sport 7/31/94 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.33 0501010609 49678

1992 Sport 6/18/94 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.29 0501010608 49638

1992 Sport 4/20/94 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.45 0501010614 55221

1992 Troll 7/11/94 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 9.84 0501010614 49652

1992 Troll 7/12/94 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 9.84 0501010705 55825

1992 Troll 9/14/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 11.20 0501010611 53586

1992 Troll 7/16/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 7.22 0501010614 15620

1992 Troll 7/15/94 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 5.80 0501010703 7920

1992 Troll 7/19/94 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 9.84 0501010609 55827

1993 Sport 4/28/95 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.23 0501010902 4409

1993 Sport 7/30/95 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 5.14 0501010907 11536

1993 Sport 5/28/95 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 9.21 0501010905 12429

1993 Sport 7/29/95 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.81 0501010810 10939

1993 Sport 4/26/96 4 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 5.00 0501010907 5342

1994 Sport 3/30/96 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 4.52 0501011015 5024

1994 Sport 3/15/96 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.87 0501011113 1058

1994 Sport 5/30/97 4 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.54 0501011102 878

1994 Sport 3/16/97 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 4.11 0501011105 9011

1994 Troll 4/22/97 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 1.51 0501011115 8758

1994 Troll 7/3/97 4 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.80 0501011011 14017

1994 Troll 4/15/97 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 1.57 0501011101 9513

1994 Troll 4/22/97 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 1.51 0501011012 8862

1994 Troll 6/25/97 4 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.18 0501011106 13682

1994 Troll 4/20/97 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 1.51 0501011112 9685

1994 Troll 9/30/97 4 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.40 0501011201 19439

1995 Sport 8/24/97 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.78 0501011409 15958

1995 Sport 8/11/97 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.82 0501011413 15494

1995 Sport 7/12/97 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.37 0501011412 16556

1995 Sport 7/23/97 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 6.64 0501011301 45545

1998 Sport 8/11/99 2 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.02 0501020913 39803

1998 Sport 8/13/99 2 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.02 0501020813 39358

1998 Sport 8/11/00 3 BIG LAG.-CENTERV.BEA 4.42 0501020903 42738

1998 Sport 8/21/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 2.87 0501020812 41788

1998 Sport 8/16/00 3 BROOKINGS SPORT 6 3.21 0501020913 J5319

1998 Sport 7/15/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020913 41341

1998 Sport 7/14/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020913 35299

1998 Sport 7/2/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020913 35234

1998 Sport 7/16/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.72 0501020909 41740

1998 Sport 7/2/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020811 41315

1998 Sport 6/24/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.98 0501020814 43402

1998 Sport 6/17/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.98 0501020813 43836

1998 Sport 7/7/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020815 41328

1998 Sport 6/17/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.98 0501020903 43833

1998 Sport 6/25/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.98 0501020814 43413

1998 Sport 7/9/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020903 41732

1998 Sport 6/10/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.35 0501020906 43338

1998 Sport 9/19/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.30 0501020814 34453

1998 Sport 7/8/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020814 41330

1998 Sport 6/23/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.98 0501020905 43392

1998 Sport 7/25/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.72 0501020904 34423

1998 Sport 6/29/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.98 0501020815 43469

1998 Sport 7/25/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.72 0501020909 41360

1998 Sport 6/6/00 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.27 0501020911 43328

1998 Sport 10/9/00 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.43 0501020913 35334

1998 Sport 7/22/00 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.28 0501020903 34148

1998 Sport 6/19/00 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.51 0501020902 40529

1998 Sport 7/21/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.72 0501020914 34406

1998 Sport 7/3/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.94 0501020813 41725

1998 Sport 8/2/00 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 2.77 0501020815 34163

1998 Sport 10/20/0 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 4.52 0501020814 34627

1998 Sport 4/27/00 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 2.72 0501020910 22627

1998 Sport 6/23/00 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.98 0501020914 43390

1998 Troll 6/17/00 3 PIGEON PT-CA/MEX.BOR 2.51 0501020915 28763

1998 Troll 6/7/00 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 2.97 0501020902 28710

1998 Troll 6/27/00 3 PIGEON PT-CA/MEX.BOR 2.51 0501020901 28789

1998 Troll 6/23/00 3 PIGEON PT-CA/MEX.BOR 2.51 0501020914 19972

1998 Troll 7/19/00 3 COOS BAY TROLL 5 3.76 0501020912 J4538

1998 Troll 5/16/01 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 4.66 0501020908 34857

1998 Troll 9/19/01 4 NEWPORT TROLL 4 2.54 0501020815 G2886

1999 Sport 7/17/01 3 C.VIZCAINO-NAVARR.HD 3.69 0501021306 47400

1999 Sport 7/21/01 3 PT.SN.PEDRO-PIGN.PT. 3.63 0501021208 29885

1999 Sport 7/25/01 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.63 0501021306 50756

1999 Sport 7/2/01 3 C.VIZCAINO-NAVARR.HD 4.66 0501021306 44912

1999 Sport 6/18/01 3 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 4.03 0501021214 47150

1999 Sport 7/20/01 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.63 0501021213 48489

1999 Sport 8/4/01 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.12 0501021213 35656

1999 Sport 8/11/01 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.12 0501021303 27149

1999 Sport 4/13/01 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.82 0501021304 28617

1999 Sport 7/1/01 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.30 0501021307 48178

1999 Sport 4/9/01 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 4.82 0501021302 34804

1999 Sport 5/17/01 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.72 0501021303 46695

1999 Sport 7/13/01 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.30 0501021301 48206

1999 Sport 7/14/01 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.30 0501021208 48212

1999 Sport 3/31/01 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 4.53 0501021302 34801

1999 Sport 7/18/02 4 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 3.63 0501021305 51661

1999 Troll 7/13/01 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 2.80 0501021302 49151

1999 Troll 7/10/01 3 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 2.80 0501021303 50080

1999 Troll 6/14/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 2.59 0501021214 56970

1999 Troll 6/14/02 4 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 2.59 0501021214 54109

2000 Sport 8/22/02 3 PT.SN.PEDRO-PIGN.PT. 3.81 0501030204 58199

2000 Sport 6/22/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.60 0501030305 57601

2000 Sport 5/4/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 2.88 0501030107 46963

2000 Sport 7/11/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.31 0501030403 58750

2000 Sport 6/9/02 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 3.84 0501030309 51936

2000 Sport 6/17/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.83 0501030302 55611

2000 Sport 6/19/02 3 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 3.83 0501030403 55303

2000 Sport 5/25/02 3 PT.SN.PEDRO-PIGN.PT. 4.40 0501030306 51765

2000 Sport 7/21/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.63 0501030301 59425

2000 Sport 8/18/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.20 0501030305 57339

2000 Sport 7/22/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.46 0501030303 60068

2000 Sport 7/10/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.31 0501030307 58743

2000 Sport 5/24/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.54 0501030108 46895

2000 Sport 5/24/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.54 0501030407 46893

2000 Sport 7/26/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.46 0501030206 57325

2000 Sport 5/25/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.54 0501030207 53846

2000 Sport 3/29/03 4 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.00 0501030107 60005

2000 Troll 6/14/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 2.59 0501030402 54098

2000 Troll 7/11/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.26 0501030402 57153

2000 Troll 7/19/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.41 0501030107 60066

2000 Troll 6/14/02 3 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 2.59 0501030309 53268

2000 Troll 7/10/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 2.80 0501030202 54939

2000 Troll 8/1/02 3 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 6.65 0501030301 58241

2000 Troll 6/12/03 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 2.87 0501030201 66928

2001 Sport 5/21/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.08 0501030903 61557

2001 Sport 7/11/03 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 5.01 0501030802 61957

2001 Sport 7/26/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.02 0501030903 68657

2001 Sport 7/18/03 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.03 0501030806 62580

2001 Sport 6/27/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.57 0501030705 66526

2001 Sport 6/27/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.57 0501030904 66524

2001 Sport 6/27/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.57 0501030904 65760

2001 Sport 5/22/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.08 0501030705 62027

2001 Sport 5/21/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.08 0501030705 62256

2001 Sport 5/9/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 2.95 0501030707 61542

2001 Sport 6/14/03 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.51 0501030802 65725
Total Recoveries: 135
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Carcass Survey CWT Recoveries

Brood

Year

Method Recovery

Date

Age Est # CWT Code

1998 Carcass 7/14/01 3 2.94 0501020914

1998 Carcass 6/8/01 3 2.94 0501020911

1998 Carcass 7/20/01 3 2.94 0501020911

1998 Carcass 7/23/01 3 2.94 0501020910

1998 Carcass 6/13/01 3 2.94 0501020913

1998 Carcass 6/13/01 3 2.94 0501020913

1998 Carcass 7/9/01 3 2.94 0501020913

1998 Carcass 7/9/01 3 2.94 0501020913

1998 Carcass 6/28/01 3 2.94 0501020912

1998 Carcass 8/2/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 7/8/01 3 2.94 0501020914

1998 Carcass 8/4/01 3 2.94 0501020911

1998 Carcass 6/29/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 6/28/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 7/8/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 6/17/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 6/14/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 7/21/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 7/29/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 7/30/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 8/1/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 7/5/01 3 2.94 0501020914

1998 Carcass 8/13/01 3 2.94 0501020813

1998 Carcass 6/16/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 7/8/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 7/14/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 6/22/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 7/11/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 7/5/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 6/23/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 7/20/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 6/22/01 3 2.94 0501020811

1998 Carcass 6/19/01 3 2.94 0501020911

1998 Carcass 7/20/01 3 2.94 0501020813

1998 Carcass 7/8/01 3 2.94 0501020911

1998 Carcass 7/2/01 3 2.94 0501020813

1998 Carcass 7/17/01 3 2.94 0501020903

1998 Carcass 7/29/01 3 2.94 0501020903

1998 Carcass 5/11/01 3 2.94 0501020902

1998 Carcass 7/11/01 3 2.94 0501020902

1998 Carcass 7/5/01 3 2.94 0501020906

1998 Carcass 7/23/01 3 2.94 0501020911

1998 Carcass 7/29/01 3 2.94 0501020911

1998 Carcass 7/1/01 3 2.94 0501020912

1998 Carcass 7/12/01 3 2.94 0501020813

1998 Carcass 5/11/01 3 2.94 0501020908

1998 Carcass 6/26/01 3 2.94 0501020814

1998 Carcass 6/14/01 3 2.94 0501020814

1998 Carcass 7/9/01 3 2.94 0501020814

1998 Carcass 7/17/01 3 2.94 0501020815

1998 Carcass 7/24/01 3 2.94 0501020815

1998 Carcass 7/30/01 3 2.94 0501020812

1998 Carcass 7/12/01 3 2.94 0501020812

1998 Carcass 8/7/01 3 2.94 0501020812

1998 Carcass 7/9/01 3 2.94 0501020908

1998 Carcass 7/6/01 3 2.94 0501020908

1998 Carcass 6/22/01 3 2.94 0501020906

1998 Carcass 6/16/01 3 2.94 0501020908

1998 Carcass 7/27/01 3 2.94 0501020812

1998 Carcass 7/17/01 3 2.94 0501020814

1998 Carcass 6/19/01 3 2.94 0501020909

1998 Carcass 7/15/01 3 2.94 0501020912

1998 Carcass 7/8/01 3 2.94 0501020909

1998 Carcass 7/29/01 3 2.94 0501020909

1998 Carcass 6/28/01 3 2.94 0501020909

1998 Carcass 6/16/01 3 2.94 0501020901

1998 Carcass 7/24/01 3 2.94 0501020901

Brood

Year

Method Recovery

Date

Age Est # CWT Code

1998 Carcass 7/5/01 3 2.94 0501020908

1998 Carcass 7/12/01 3 2.94 0501020908

1998 Carcass 7/30/01 3 2.94 0501020907

1998 Carcass 7/5/01 3 2.94 0501020904

1998 Carcass 6/25/01 3 2.94 0501020904

1998 Carcass 7/5/01 3 2.94 0501020815

1998 Carcass 5/14/01 3 2.94 0501020904

1998 Carcass 6/19/01 3 2.94 0501020815

1998 Carcass 7/26/01 3 2.94 0501020907

1998 Carcass 7/15/01 3 2.94 0501020812

1998 Carcass 8/8/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 7/1/01 3 2.94 0501020906

1998 Carcass 5/8/01 3 2.94 0501020905

1998 Carcass 6/7/01 3 2.94 0501020906

1998 Carcass 7/8/01 3 2.94 0501020904

1998 Carcass 7/14/01 3 2.94 0501020815

1998 Carcass 8/19/01 3 2.94 0501020907

1998 Carcass 5/4/02 4 2.15 0501020905

1998 Carcass 6/25/02 4 2.15 0501020812

1998 Keswick 7/2/01 3 1.00 0501020909

1998 Keswick 6/13/01 3 1.00 0501020813

1998 Keswick 6/6/01 3 1.00 0501020905

1998 Keswick 6/13/01 3 1.00 0501020905

1998 Keswick 6/6/01 3 1.00 0501020906

1998 Keswick 6/13/01 3 1.00 0501020811

1998 Keswick 6/6/01 3 1.00 0501020905

1998 Keswick 7/2/01 3 1.00 0501020914

1998 Keswick 5/30/01 3 1.00 0501020815

1998 Keswick 6/13/01 3 1.00 0501020910

1998 Keswick 6/13/01 3 1.00 0501020812

1998 Keswick 6/13/01 3 1.00 0501020914

1999 Carcass 7/8/01 2 2.94 0501021307

1999 Carcass 5/30/01 2 2.94 0501021214

1999 Carcass 5/24/01 2 2.94 0501021214

1999 Carcass 6/26/01 2 2.94 0501021212

1999 Carcass 7/23/01 2 2.94 0501021213

1999 Carcass 7/12/01 2 2.94 0501021213

1999 Carcass 6/28/01 2 2.94 0501021215

1999 Carcass 7/11/01 2 2.94 0501021215

1999 Carcass 7/6/01 2 2.94 0501021214

1999 Carcass 6/20/01 2 2.94 0501021302

1999 Carcass 7/8/01 2 2.94 0501021305

1999 Carcass 7/2/01 2 2.94 0501021304

1999 Carcass 6/22/01 2 2.94 0501021301

1999 Carcass 7/14/01 2 2.94 0501021305

1999 Carcass 7/5/01 2 2.94 0501021305

1999 Carcass 7/1/01 2 2.94 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/19/01 2 2.94 0501021210

1999 Carcass 7/17/01 2 2.94 0501021301

1999 Carcass 7/8/01 2 2.94 0501021303

1999 Carcass 7/20/01 2 2.94 0501021208

1999 Carcass 6/17/01 2 2.94 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/23/01 2 2.94 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/23/01 2 2.94 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/28/01 2 2.94 0501021215

1999 Carcass 7/6/01 2 2.94 0501021213

1999 Carcass 7/5/01 2 2.94 0501021210

1999 Carcass 7/26/01 2 2.94 0501021307

1999 Carcass 6/29/01 2 2.94 0501021215

1999 Carcass 7/5/01 2 2.94 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/16/01 2 2.94 0501021213

1999 Carcass 6/26/01 2 2.94 0501021302

1999 Carcass 7/24/01 2 2.94 0501021215

1999 Carcass 7/24/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 6/30/02 3 2.15 0501021210

1999 Carcass 6/30/02 3 2.15 0501021306

Brood

Year

Method Recovery

Date

Age Est # CWT Code

1999 Carcass 7/3/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/9/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/15/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 5/22/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 7/18/02 3 2.15 0501021207

1999 Carcass 5/28/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 7/15/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 7/3/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 6/30/02 3 2.15 0501021210

1999 Carcass 5/16/02 3 2.15 0501021210

1999 Carcass 5/25/02 3 2.15 0501021210

1999 Carcass 6/12/02 3 2.15 0501021212

1999 Carcass 7/18/02 3 2.15 0501021212

1999 Carcass 7/15/02 3 2.15 0501021212

1999 Carcass 7/15/02 3 2.15 0501021212

1999 Carcass 7/15/02 3 2.15 0501021205

1999 Carcass 5/31/02 3 2.15 0501021205

1999 Carcass 6/3/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 5/28/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 6/30/02 3 2.15 0501021306

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021303

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 5/25/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 6/4/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 5/22/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 7/3/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 7/4/02 3 2.15 0501021207

1999 Carcass 7/9/02 3 2.15 0501021207

1999 Carcass 7/21/02 3 2.15 0501021207

1999 Carcass 7/6/02 3 2.15 0501021207

1999 Carcass 7/18/02 3 2.15 0501021208

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021208

1999 Carcass 6/9/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021303

1999 Carcass 7/9/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 6/15/02 3 2.15 0501021303

1999 Carcass 5/22/02 3 2.15 0501021303

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021303

1999 Carcass 7/12/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 6/6/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 7/12/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 6/12/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 6/15/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 7/6/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 6/18/02 3 2.15 0501021215

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021208

1999 Carcass 5/19/02 3 2.15 0501021301

1999 Carcass 7/9/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 7/27/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 7/27/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 7/15/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 6/30/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 6/15/02 3 2.15 0501021305

1999 Carcass 7/15/02 3 2.15 0501021213

1999 Carcass 6/9/02 3 2.15 0501021213

1999 Carcass 7/6/02 3 2.15 0501021213

1999 Carcass 7/6/02 3 2.15 0501021213

1999 Carcass 6/3/02 3 2.15 0501021209

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021301
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Brood

Year

Method Recovery

Date

Age Est # CWT Code

1999 Carcass 5/13/02 3 2.15 0501021301

1999 Carcass 6/22/02 3 2.15 0501021301

1999 Carcass 7/9/02 3 2.15 0501021301

1999 Carcass 7/12/02 3 2.15 0501021206

1999 Carcass 7/12/02 3 2.15 0501021206

1999 Carcass 6/27/02 3 2.15 0501021206

1999 Carcass 5/16/02 3 2.15 0501021214

1999 Carcass 5/16/02 3 2.15 0501021214

1999 Carcass 5/29/02 3 2.15 0501021214

1999 Carcass 6/1/02 3 2.15 0501021214

1999 Carcass 5/10/02 3 2.15 0501021214

1999 Carcass 7/3/02 3 2.15 0501021214

1999 Carcass 7/6/02 3 2.15 0501021213

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 5/22/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 7/3/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 5/22/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 7/6/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 7/6/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 5/10/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/6/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 5/22/02 3 2.15 0501021211

1999 Carcass 6/15/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 5/22/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 5/29/02 3 2.15 0501021211

1999 Carcass 6/12/02 3 2.15 0501021211

1999 Carcass 7/15/02 3 2.15 0501021211

1999 Carcass 5/13/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 6/25/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 6/18/02 3 2.15 0501021304

1999 Carcass 8/5/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 5/16/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 7/18/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 7/9/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 6/30/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 5/31/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 7/24/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 6/12/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/15/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/6/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/30/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 5/4/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/3/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021307

1999 Carcass 6/9/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 6/21/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 5/28/02 3 2.15 0501021302

1999 Carcass 7/17/03 4 2.44 0501021305

1999 Keswick 5/1/02 3 1.00 0501021211

1999 Keswick 4/17/02 3 1.00 0501021306

1999 Keswick 4/17/02 3 1.00 0501021213

1999 Keswick 4/17/02 3 1.00 0501021307

1999 Keswick 4/24/02 3 1.00 0501021211

2000 Carcass 7/9/02 2 2.15 0501030201

2000 Carcass 7/15/02 2 2.15 0501030302

2000 Carcass 7/18/02 2 2.15 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/15/02 2 2.15 0501030307

2000 Carcass 6/25/02 2 2.15 0501030306

2000 Carcass 7/7/02 2 2.15 0501030408

2000 Carcass 7/15/02 2 2.15 0501030401

2000 Carcass 7/15/02 2 2.15 0501030207

2000 Carcass 7/4/02 2 2.15 0501030306

2000 Carcass 7/10/02 2 2.15 0501030308

2000 Carcass 7/16/02 2 2.15 0501030308

2000 Carcass 7/3/02 2 2.15 0501030205

Brood

Year

Method Recovery

Date

Age Est # CWT Code

2000 Carcass 7/16/02 2 2.15 0501030308

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030203

2000 Carcass 5/27/03 3 2.44 0501030403

2000 Carcass 7/9/03 3 2.44 0501030403

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030402

2000 Carcass 7/20/03 3 2.44 0501030202

2000 Carcass 7/23/03 3 2.44 0501030401

2000 Carcass 6/29/03 3 2.44 0501030401

2000 Carcass 6/2/03 3 2.44 0501030403

2000 Carcass 7/9/03 3 2.44 0501030401

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030401

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030401

2000 Carcass 7/20/03 3 2.44 0501030203

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030203

2000 Carcass 7/21/03 3 2.44 0501030204

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030205

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030203

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030203

2000 Carcass 7/14/03 3 2.44 0501030203

2000 Carcass 5/21/03 3 2.44 0501030205

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030204

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030204

2000 Carcass 7/17/03 3 2.44 0501030204

2000 Carcass 7/14/03 3 2.44 0501030204

2000 Carcass 7/5/03 3 2.44 0501030203

2000 Carcass 8/7/03 3 2.44 0501030308

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030202

2000 Carcass 7/29/03 3 2.44 0501030201

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030404

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030202

2000 Carcass 8/1/03 3 2.44 0501030406

2000 Carcass 7/18/03 3 2.44 0501030307

2000 Carcass 7/20/03 3 2.44 0501030202

2000 Carcass 6/29/03 3 2.44 0501030307

2000 Carcass 7/23/03 3 2.44 0501030308

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030308

2000 Carcass 5/15/03 3 2.44 0501030107

2000 Carcass 5/15/03 3 2.44 0501030107

2000 Carcass 6/8/03 3 2.44 0501030107

2000 Carcass 7/23/03 3 2.44 0501030107

2000 Carcass 7/14/03 3 2.44 0501030202

2000 Carcass 6/23/03 3 2.44 0501030306

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030402

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030402

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030309

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030305

2000 Carcass 7/9/03 3 2.44 0501030306

2000 Carcass 7/26/03 3 2.44 0501030109

2000 Carcass 7/29/03 3 2.44 0501030306

2000 Carcass 7/12/03 3 2.44 0501030402

2000 Carcass 6/23/03 3 2.44 0501030108

2000 Carcass 7/5/03 3 2.44 0501030108

2000 Carcass 7/5/03 3 2.44 0501030108

2000 Carcass 7/29/03 3 2.44 0501030307

2000 Carcass 6/29/03 3 2.44 0501030307

2000 Carcass 8/4/03 3 2.44 0501030307

2000 Carcass 6/29/03 3 2.44 0501030306

2000 Carcass 9/1/03 3 2.44 0501030302

2000 Carcass 8/4/03 3 2.44 0501030209

2000 Carcass 7/30/03 3 2.44 0501030209

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030209

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030301

2000 Carcass 6/24/03 3 2.44 0501030301

2000 Carcass 6/29/03 3 2.44 0501030404

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030408

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 8/4/03 3 2.44 0501030408

2000 Carcass 7/26/03 3 2.44 0501030408

2000 Carcass 7/6/03 3 2.44 0501030408

2000 Carcass 7/14/03 3 2.44 0501030408

2000 Carcass 7/23/03 3 2.44 0501030209

Brood

Year

Method Recovery

Date

Age Est # CWT Code

2000 Carcass 6/2/03 3 2.44 0501030408

2000 Carcass 8/1/03 3 2.44 0501030302

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030302

2000 Carcass 7/20/03 3 2.44 0501030302

2000 Carcass 7/23/03 3 2.44 0501030303

2000 Carcass 7/26/03 3 2.44 0501030303

2000 Carcass 8/7/03 3 2.44 0501030303

2000 Carcass 7/20/03 3 2.44 0501030304

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030304

2000 Carcass 8/4/03 3 2.44 0501030304

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030409

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030409

2000 Carcass 8/7/03 3 2.44 0501030409

2000 Carcass 6/17/03 3 2.44 0501030408

2000 Carcass 7/23/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/24/03 3 2.44 0501030404

2000 Carcass 7/29/03 3 2.44 0501030404

2000 Carcass 6/2/03 3 2.44 0501030404

2000 Carcass 5/19/03 3 2.44 0501030404

2000 Carcass 6/18/03 3 2.44 0501030405

2000 Carcass 6/29/03 3 2.44 0501030405

2000 Carcass 6/23/03 3 2.44 0501030405

2000 Carcass 7/29/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/5/03 3 2.44 0501030208

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/20/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/11/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 6/27/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/6/03 3 2.44 0501030207

2000 Carcass 7/8/03 3 2.44 0501030406

2000 Carcass 6/29/03 3 2.44 0501030208

2000 Carcass 6/17/03 3 2.44 0501030208

2000 Carcass 8/7/03 3 2.44 0501030406

2000 Carcass 6/5/03 3 2.44 0501030406

2000 Carcass 6/12/03 3 2.44 0501030406

2000 Carcass 8/1/03 3 2.44 0501030406

2000 Carcass 6/17/03 3 2.44 0501030207

2000 Carcass 7/17/03 3 2.44 0501030207

2000 Carcass 7/2/03 3 2.44 0501030206

2000 Carcass 7/17/03 3 2.44 0501030207

2000 Carcass 7/29/03 3 2.44 0501030207

2000 Keswick 6/12/02 2 1.00 0501030409

2000 Keswick 4/17/02 2 1.00 0501030108

2000 Keswick 6/12/02 2 1.00 0501030306

2000 Keswick 4/23/03 3 1.00 0501030301

2000 Keswick 4/23/03 3 1.00 0501030304

2000 Keswick 3/11/03 3 1.00 0501030302

2000 Keswick 6/4/03 3 1.00 0501030206

2000 Keswick 5/14/03 3 1.00 0501030202

2000 Keswick 6/4/03 3 1.00 0501030305

2001 Carcass 6/14/03 2 2.44 0501030803

2001 Carcass 7/20/03 2 2.44 0501030705

2001 Carcass 8/1/03 2 2.44 0501030705

2001 Carcass 6/29/03 2 2.44 0501030705

2001 Carcass 6/5/03 2 2.44 0501030705

2001 Carcass 7/3/03 2 2.44 0501030705

2001 Carcass 7/24/03 2 2.44 0501030705

2001 Carcass 7/24/03 2 2.44 0501030806

2001 Carcass 7/6/03 2 2.44 0501030903

2001 Carcass 6/29/03 2 2.44 0501030802

2001 Carcass 7/14/03 2 2.44 0501030802

2001 Keswick 6/18/03 2 1.00 0501030803
Total Recoveries: 409
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River Recreational Recoveries

Brood
Year

Recovery Location Recovery
Date

Age Est # CWT Code

1998

1998

1998

1998

1998

1998

1998

1998

AMER.R. TO COLUSA

AMER.R. TO COLUSA

COLUSA TO RBDD

COLUSA TO RBDD

COLUSA TO RBDD

AMER.R. TO COLUSA

CARQUINEZ TO AMER. R

Submitted by angler

1/7/01

1/7/01

1/14/01

1/6/01

1/6/01

12/28/00

12/29/00

1/4/01

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

8.26

8.26

22.4

22.4

22.4

8.2

13.7

1

0501020905

0501020908

0501020908

0501020906

0501020906

0501020907

0501020811

0501020904
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Appendix V  Coded Wire Tag Recoveries Butte Creek Spring Chinook

Ocean Recoveries

Brood

Year
Sector

Recovery

Date
Age Recovery Location Est No Tag Code ID

1995 Sport 4/29/98 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 2.64 B61202 36704

1995 Sport 4/17/98 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 2.64 B61202 36406

1995 Troll 5/8/98 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 2.86 B61201 23378

1997 Sport 6/10/00 4 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.27 0601120201 43589

1997 Troll 5/23/00 4 FORT ROSS-POINT SUR 4.75 0601120205 42801

1997 Troll 7/20/00 4 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 2.05 0601120112 34313

1997 Troll 9/25/01 5 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.16 0601120206 47136

1998 Sport 6/13/00 3 FORT ROSS-PIGEON PT 3.27 0601120211 29505

1998 Sport 7/1/01 4 SPAN.FLAT-C.VIZCAINO 4.66 0601120215 45767

1998 Sport 7/1/01 4 CA/OR BOR-FA.KLAM.RC 4.36 0601120214 48539

1998 Sport 7/30/01 4 BIG LAG.-CENTERV.BEA 4.88 0601120212 35565

1998 Sport 7/5/02 5 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 3.34 0601120307 54991

1998 Troll 4/23/01 3 NEWPORT TROLL 4 3.57 0601120215 J0304

1998 Troll 7/11/01 4 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 2.80 0601120209 50227

1998 Troll 8/18/01 4 NEWPORT TROLL 4 2.75 0601120307 J8571

1998 Troll 9/18/01 4 NEWPORT TROLL 4 2.54 0601120307 J8939

1999 Sport 3/31/02 3 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 4.38 0601120311 52114

1999 Sport 6/29/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.60 0601120309 52271

1999 Sport 7/15/02 4 MARINE AREA 2 1.74 0601120308

1999 Sport 6/25/02 4 PT.ARENA-PT.REYES 3.60 0601120310 56801

1999 Troll 4/23/02 3 COOS BAY TROLL 5 3.24 0601120311 J2015

1999 Troll 6/5/02 4 POINT SUR-CA/MEX.BOR 4.54 0601120310 54374

1999 Troll 9/25/02 4 GARIBALDI TROLL 3 1.59 0601120312 D2544

1999 Troll 7/12/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.26 0601120313 58078

1999 Troll 6/13/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.54 0601120311 54407

1999 Troll 6/28/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.22 0601120310 57913

1999 Troll 7/14/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.26 0601120313 56676

1999 Troll 7/25/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.41 0601120311 59550

1999 Troll 5/22/02 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 5.45 0601120310 46835

1999 Troll 7/24/02 4 SPAN.FLAT-PT.ARENA 1.37 0601120311 59211

1999 Troll 7/24/02 4 SPAN.FLAT-PT.ARENA 1.37 0601120311 44358

1999 Troll 5/28/02 4 PIGEON PT.-POINT SUR 5.45 0601120310 54325

2000 Sport 7/11/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.31 0601000201 58756

2000 Sport 7/3/02 3 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 4.31 0601120404 58415

2000 Sport 7/21/03 4 SPAN.FLAT-PT.ARENA 4.25 0601120408 63283

2000 Troll 7/1/03 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 3.62 0601120402 65133

2000 Troll 6/5/03 4 PT.REYES-PIGEON PT. 2.87 0601120406 64545
Total Recoveries: 37

River Recoveries

Brood

Year

Comment Recovery

Date

Age Est # Tag Code

1995 10/13/99 4 1.00 B61201

1997 9/18/01 4 1.80 0601120113

1997 9/27/01 4 1.80 0601120113

1998 6/11/01 3 1.80 0601120212

1998 9/25/01 3 1.80 0601120215

1998 9/27/01 3 1.80 0601120213

1998 10/2/01 3 1.80 0601120210

1998 10/2/01 3 1.80 0601120212

1998 10/2/01 3 1.80 0601120214

1998 10/3/01 3 1.80 0601120211

1998 10/4/01 3 1.80 0601120212

1998 10/4/01 3 1.80 0601120303

1998 10/4/01 3 1.80 0601120210

1998 10/4/01 3 1.80 0601120212

1998 10/9/01 3 1.80 0601120213

1998 10/11/01 3 1.80 0601120212

1998 10/11/01 3 1.80 0601120212

1998 8/13/02 4 2.07 0601120210

1998 10/10/02 4 2.07 0601120213

1998 Stray 10/29/02 4 1.00 0601120307

River Recoveries Continued

Brood

Year

Comment Recovery

Date

Age Est # Tag Code

1999 7/31/02 3 2.07 0601120310

1999 8/21/02 3 2.07 0601120311

1999 9/24/02 3 2.07 0601120310

1999 9/26/02 3 2.07 0601120309

1999 10/1/02 3 2.07 0601120309

1999 10/1/02 3 2.07 0601120310

1999 10/3/02 3 2.07 0601120311

1999 10/3/02 3 2.07 0601120309

1999 10/3/02 3 2.07 0601120311

1999 10/3/02 3 2.07 0601120310

1999 10/3/02 3 2.07 0601120311

1999 10/10/02 3 2.07 0601120312

1999 10/10/02 3 2.07 0601120310

1999 10/10/02 3 2.07 0601120310

1999 10/10/02 3 2.07 0601120312

1999 10/10/02 3 2.07 0601120311

1999 10/17/02 3 2.07 0601120313

1999 9/25/03 4 1.53 0601120309

1999 10/2/03 4 1.53 0601120312

1999 10/2/03 4 1.53 0601120310

1999 10/9/03 4 1.53 0601120310

1999 10/9/03 4 1.53 0601120313

1999 10/9/03 4 1.53 0601120313

1999 10/23/03 4 1.53 0601120311

1999 PreSpawnMort 7/31/03 4 2.03 0601120310

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/12/03 4 2.03 0601120309

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/12/03 4 2.03 0601120310

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/12/03 4 2.03 0601120313

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/13/03 4 2.03 0601120309

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/13/03 4 2.03 0601120309

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/18/03 4 2.03 0601120312

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/18/03 4 2.03 0601120312

1999 PreSpawnMort 8/28/03 4 2.03 0601120309

1999 PreSpawnMort 9/2/03 4 2.03 0601120310

2000 9/30/03 3 1.53 0601120406

2000 9/30/03 3 1.53 0601120405

2000 10/2/03 3 1.53 0601120407

2000 10/7/03 3 1.53 0601120402

2000 10/7/03 3 1.53 0601120405

2000 10/9/03 3 1.53 0601120405

2000 10/9/03 3 1.53 0601000205

2000 PreSpawnMort 5/23/03 3 2.03 0601120406

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/5/03 3 2.03 0601000202

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/7/03 3 2.03 0601120402

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/12/03 3 2.03 0601120407

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/12/03 3 2.03 0601120406

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/12/03 3 2.03 0601120405

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/13/03 3 2.03 0601120408

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/13/03 3 2.03 0601120406

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/13/03 3 2.03 0601120405

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/13/03 3 2.03 0601000202

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/18/03 3 2.03 0601120406

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/21/03 3 2.03 0601120404

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/26/03 3 2.03 0601120403

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/28/03 3 2.03 0601000201

2000 PreSpawnMort 8/28/03 3 2.03 0601120406
Total Recoveries: 77
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Appendix VI Expansion of Coded Wire Tags Recoveries in Carcass Surveys Methodology

[To be completed]
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Exhibit C.8
Situation Summary

March 2004

COUNCIL DIRECTION FOR 2004 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 C.4 on Tuesday
and/or C.5 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:

1. None.

Agenda Order:

a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy
b. Report of the STT Dell Simmons
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies
d. Public Comment
e. Council Guidance and Direction

PFMC
02/18/04
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Exhibit C.9
Situation Summary

March 2004

ADOPTION OF 2004 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW

Situation:  The Council will review the Salmon Technical Team (STT) impact analysis (Exhibit
C.9.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 C.4, 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 2004 Ocean Fisheries (Exhibit C.9.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 Comment
e. Council Action:  Adopt Management Options for Public Review

PFMC
02/18/04
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Exhibit C.10.a 
Attachment 1 

March 2004
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 Exhibit C.10 

 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 29 in Westport, Washington and 

Coos Bay, Oregon; and March 30 in Fort Bragg, California.  The public will also be able to 

provide their comments and recommendations on the options in Sacramento, California 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 may announce additional state-sponsored hearings. 

 

Council Action:   

 

1. Confirm hearings officers and other official hearings attendees. 

 

Reference Materials: 

 

1. Exhibit C.10.a, Attachment 1:  Schedule of Salmon Fishery Management Option Hearings. 

 

Agenda Order: 

 

a. Agendum Overview Chuck Tracy 

b. Council Action:  Appoint Hearings Officers Don Hansen 

 

 

PFMC 

06/27/13 
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