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MASS MARKING AND CODED-WIRE TAGGING 
 

Concerned about the ability of the coastwide coded-wire tag (CWT) program to continue to 
provide statistically reliable data to support fishery management decisions and salmon stock 
assessment programs, the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) in 2004 convened an eight member 
panel of scientists to examine the CWT program, consider new and emerging technologies, and 
provide recommendations to the PSC.  The Panel completed its report, including peer review, 
and released it in November, 2005.  The executive summary is included as Agenda Item C.1.a, 
Attachment 1.  The full report and comments on the report from various agencies and tribes are 
available at the following website: 
http://www.psc.org/info_codedwiretagreview_finalreportintro.htm. 
 
Dr. David Hankin, Fisheries Biology Department Chairman at Humboldt State University, 
chaired the Panel, and will provide a summary of the Panel’s findings, including the potential 
effects of mass marking and mark selective fisheries on the integrity of the CWT database. 
 
Council Task: 
 
1. Receive information and discuss implications. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item C.1.a, Attachment 1:  Report of the Expert Panel on the Future of the Coded-

Wire Tag Recovery Program for Pacific Salmon – Part II.  Executive Summary. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Pacific Salmon Commission Report Dave Hankin 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Discussion 
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PART II.: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Our major findings and recommendations are grouped thematically and accompanied by brief 
background information that provides context.  
 
MAJOR FINDINGS 
The Coded Wire Tag Recovery System 

 
The coded-wire-tag (CWT) system has provided a practical and efficient means for stock and 
fishery specific assessment for Pacific salmon because it: (a) includes fully integrated tagging, 
sampling, and recovery operations along the entire west coast of North America; (b) has 
sufficient resolution for specific assessments of uniquely identifiable experiments; (c) provides 
data conducive to standardized methods of analysis of stock and fishery assessments; and (d) 
facilitates multi-decade evaluation of trends in stock and fishery statistics such as survival 
indices and brood exploitation rates. 
 
As an integral part of the 1985 Pacific Salmon Treaty (PST), the United States and Canada 
entered into an August 13, 1985 Memorandum of Understanding in which “the Parties agree to 
maintain a coded-wire tagging and recapture program designed to provide statistically reliable 
data for stock assessments and fishery evaluations.”  (Paragraph B).  The Parties recognized the 
central importance of the CWT program to provide the data required to evaluate the effectiveness 
of bilateral conservation and fishing agreements. 
 
The chinook and coho annexes of the PST are directed at constraining exploitation rates on 
naturally-spawning stocks in order to provide a means for sharing harvest and conservation 
responsibilities.  The Chinook Technical Committee (CTC) and Coho Technical Committee 
(CoTC) are charged with assessing the implementation of these annexes and rely on CWT 
recoveries to complete the required analyses.  These analyses: (a) require the capacity to estimate 
age- and fishery-specific exploitation rates for individual stocks; (b) depend upon the coast-wide 
CWT system to provide the data required to estimate exploitation rates; and (c) rely on the 
premise that exploitation rates and patterns on naturally spawning stocks can be accurately 
estimated from data collected from CWT experiments on hatchery fish surrogates. 
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Importance of the CWT Tag Recovery System 

 
Finding 1. The CWT system is the only technology that is currently capable of providing the 

data required by the PSC’s Chinook and Coho Technical committees.  There is no 
obvious viable short-term alternative to the CWT system that could provide the 
data required for cohort analysis and implementation of PST management 
regimes for chinook and coho salmon.  Therefore, agencies must continue to rely 
upon CWTs for several years (at least 5+ years), even if agencies make decisions 
for development and future implementation of alternative technologies.  

 

Problems with the Existing CWT Tag Recovery System 

 
Finding 2. Historic shortcomings of the CWT recovery data system remain problems today.  

These problems include inaccurate or non-existent estimates of freshwater 
escapement, especially of stray (non-hatchery) escapement, and inadequate 
sampling of some fisheries (e.g., inadequate sampling of freshwater sport 
fisheries and direct sales). 

 
Finding 3. Since the inception of the PST, the quality and quantity of CWT recovery data 

have deteriorated while increased demands have been placed on these data to 
provide guidance for protection of natural stocks at risk.  Deterioration is due to 
a number of interrelated factors: 

a. reduced fishery exploitation rates, sometimes coincident with periods of 
poor marine survival, have resulted in fewer fishery recoveries of CWTs; 

b. fishing regulations such as minimum size limits and non-retention fisheries 
have resulted in significant non-landed (catch-and-release) mortality that is 
infrequently, or cannot be, directly sampled; 

c. changes in the economics of commercial fisheries in at least Washington 
have resulted in an increased percentage of the catch sold in dispersed 
locations that are difficult to sample; 

d. increased escapement rates, a reflection of reduced ocean fishery 
exploitation rates, have increased the proportions of total adult cohorts that 
return to poorly sampled or unsampled natural spawning areas; 

e. an increased proportion of the total catch is occurring in sport fisheries 
which are more difficult to sample than commercial fisheries;  

f. competing demands for agency budgets have reduced support for CWT 
tagging efforts and CWT recovery programs in some jurisdictions. 
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Finding 4. Fishery managers are becoming more concerned with obtaining information that 

cannot be readily obtained through direct observation or data provided by the 
CWT system.  CWTs are not likely to be an effective tool to answer management 
questions that require identification of the origin of all fish encountered (e.g., 
stock-age composition of encounters of sub-legal sized fish) or the survival and 
migration routes of individual fish (e.g., migration patterns of released fish, 
catch-and-release mortality rates)  

 
Finding 5. Although there appears to be substantial empirical support for the critical 

assumption that exploitation rates and patterns of hatchery indicator stocks are 
the same as those of associated natural stocks, there are few peer-reviewed, 
published studies on this topic, especially for chinook salmon.  Much pertinent 
agency-collected data remains unanalyzed.   

 
 

Issues Raised by Mass Marking & Mark-Selective Fisheries 

Prior to the initiation of extensive mass marking (MM) and marine mark-selective fisheries 
(MSFs) in 1993, the PSC established an ad-hoc Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee 
(ASFEC) to complete an assessment of the implications of MM and MSFs on the CWT system.  
ASFEC concluded that selective fisheries would disrupt CTC and CoTC analyses in two ways 
(ASFEC, 1995): 
 
• MSFs “violate the fundamental assumption that the tagged to untagged ratio remains constant 

through the entire migration of a stock containing both marked and unmarked components. 
Estimates of fishery exploitation rates from samples of tagged and marked fish will still be 
unbiased estimates of untagged and marked fish, but not of fishery exploitation rates of 
unmarked fish.”  As MSFs increase in number and intensity, the discrepancy between the 
fates of adipose-clipped fish and unmarked fish will increase. 

 
• MSFs result in non-landed mortalities to unmarked fish and “there will no longer be landed 

catch of unmarked fish to sample as a basis for estimating fishery impacts.”  
 
If MSFs were implemented for coho salmon, the ASFEC (1995) recommended: a) an adipose 
clip as the mass mark; b) ETD for CWTs; and c) double-index tagging of marked (Ad+CWT) 
and unmarked (CWT only) hatchery groups.  The ASFEC (1995) noted that “even with these 
efforts, however, some information and aspects of the present CWT program will be 
compromised or lost.  The degree to which information is lost is directly related to the size of the 
selective fishery program’’ and “we will not be able to estimate fishery-specific mortalities on 
unmarked stocks when multiple selective fisheries occur.” 
 
The ASFEC recommended that MM and MSFs for chinook not be pursued when it issued its 
1995 report because: (a) the technology to MM large numbers of small fish was not available and 
there were concerns of excessive mortality associated with the necessity to handle the fish 

 23



    

shortly before release; (b) the complex life history of chinook increased the difficulty of 
assessing impacts of mark-selective fisheries for this species; and (c) impacts would likely 
extend coast-wide, increasing the cost and difficulty of coordinating implementation. 
 
Finding 6. The Panel concurs with previous ASFEC findings that MM and MSFs together 

pose serious threats to the integrity of the CWT recovery data system.  In 
particular, under MSF, recovery patterns for adipose-clipped fish are no longer 
suitable indicators of recovery patterns for unmarked natural stocks, and under 
MM there are significant practical and statistical issues raised by the need to find 
adipose-clipped and coded wire tagged fish (Ad+CWT) from among the much 
larger number of fish released with adipose clips only.  As MSF increase in 
number and intensity, the discrepancy between the fates of adipose-clipped fish 
and untagged fish will increase.  The seriousness of these threats was previously 
pointed out to the PSC in the 1991 memorandum reproduced as a frontispiece for 
this report and in the 1995 report of the ASFEC.  

 
Finding 7. For both coho and chinook salmon, it appears possible to generate approximately 

unbiased estimates of total non-landed mortalities at age in all MSFs from a full 
age-structured cohort analysis of paired DIT releases of CWT groups.  The 
accuracy of these estimated total non-landed mortalities may be poor unless very 
large numbers of fish are released in DIT groups.  Estimates of total non-landed 
mortalities in all MSFs combined would not, however, meet requirements of 
current PSC regimes to estimate age- and fishery- specific exploitation rates.  

 
a. There does not appear to be any unbiased method to allocate estimated total 

non-landed mortalities over a set of individual mark-selective fisheries.  
That is, overall non-landed mortality impacts may be unbiasedly estimated, 
but impacts in individual MSFs may not be.  

 
Finding 8. We have serious methodological and sampling concerns regarding application of 

the DIT concept: 
a. We have been unable to find convincing theoretical or empirical evidence 

that DIT approaches can generate precise, unbiased estimates of age-
fishery-specific exploitation rates for natural stocks of chinook or coho 
salmon (represented by unmarked DIT release groups) in the presence of 
sub-stocks and multiple mark-selective ocean fisheries.  Methods for 
analysis of DIT recovery data remain incompletely developed for: (a) 
complex mixtures of non-selective and mark-selective fisheries with varying 
exploitation rates and different catch-and-release mortality rates, and (b) 
the full age-structured setting required for chinook salmon.   

b. The potential utility of DIT is undermined by the reluctance of some 
agencies to recover CWTs for both marked and unmarked DIT groups.  This 
reluctance can be attributed in part to the additional sampling burdens and 
costs associated with the use of the adipose fin clip both as a mass mark and 
as a visual indicator for the presence of a CWT. 
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Finding 9. Concerns have been raised regarding “reliability in practice” of electronic 
wanding of salmon (especially large chinook) for presence of CWTs, but 
empirical evidence brought to our attention has consistently suggested that 
electronic wanding detection of CWTs is very reliable.  Problems reported with 
electronic wanding appear to be operational in nature, centering on purchase and 
maintenance costs of equipment, availability of back-up detection equipment, 
training and supervision, increased sampling costs, etc.   

 
Finding 10. Based on recent proposals, many chinook and coho salmon stocks affected by 

PST regimes may be impacted by increasingly complex mixtures of non-selective 
and MSFs.  The overall impact of MSFs will be stock-specific, depending on 
migration and exploitation patterns.  The potential complexity of these fisheries 
and the limitations of existing assessment tools have significant ramifications for 
fishery management: 

a. Management agencies have not yet developed a framework to address the 
increased uncertainty that would result from the initiation of significant 
MSFs. 

b. Improved coordination of sampling and analysis will be required to 
maintain stock assessment capabilities.  

 
 

Existing and Future Technologies that Might Complement or Replace the 
CWT System 

Expert Panel members were provided with published reports, oral presentations, and email 
correspondence concerning currently available technologies and proposed future technologies 
that might somehow complement or replace the existing CWT system.  Below we present our 
findings concerning two existing technologies and two emerging technologies that may have 
promise.  The two existing technologies are otolith thermal marking and microsatellite-based 
genetic stock identification (GSI) methods.  The emerging technologies are genetic - use of SNPs 
(single nucleotide polymorphisms) for stock or release group identification - and electronic - use 
of radio frequency identification (RFID) tags (electronic technology).  We emphasize that even if 
these new technologies were introduced and supplemented or replaced the CWT system, the 
serious problems that we have identified for estimation of non-landed fishing mortalities, 
made more serious by mark-selective fisheries, would not be eliminated. These problems 
would remain. 
 
 
Finding 11. Some existing technologies can complement the existing CWT system.  These 

technologies include at least otolith thermal marking and Genetic Stock 
Identification (GSI) methods.  
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Finding 12. These alternative existing technologies cannot, by themselves, replace the CWT 

system, but they might be used jointly to achieve a similar purpose (e.g., GSI + 
otolith thermal marking).  Although such combination of technologies may be 
theoretically possible, their combined use could have substantial increased costs 
and would require a degree of interagency coordination and collaboration that 
exceeds that which was necessary to develop the CWT system.  

 
Finding 13. Modern GSI methods can be used to estimate the stock composition of the landed 

catch in a particular time/area fishery.  However, the accuracy and precision of 
data required to estimate stock-age-fishery specific exploitation rates using GSI 
methods is dependent upon a variety of factors.  For example, microsatellite 
DNA-based GSI technology is not yet capable of generating consistent, replicable 
estimates due to the lack of a coast-wide genetic baseline, the history of stock 
transfers within and among watersheds, and differences in methodologies and 
mixture separation algorithms.   

 
Finding 14. Although GSI methods can provide estimates of stock composition in catches or 

spawning escapements, they cannot provide (with the exception of full parental 
genotyping, FPG, see Finding 18) information on age or brood year contribution 
from a particular stock.  This information is, of course, required for estimation of 
age-fishery-specific exploitation rates.  Theoretically, GSI data could be 
augmented by aging data, e.g. scale ages, to rectify this difficulty.  Unfortunately, 
we do not believe that reliable ages of chinook salmon or coho salmon captured 
in mixed stock ocean fisheries can be obtained consistently by reading of scales.  
Based on a review of published and unpublished studies, it seems clear that aging 
errors can be substantial and that these errors are largely attributable to 
ambiguities in identification of freshwater annuli (juvenile life history).  

 
Finding 15. Large sample sizes will be necessary to use GSI methods to generate reliable 

estimates of fishery contributions for small (often natural) stocks, and results will 
be sensitive to small assignment errors for large stocks and ages. 

 
Finding 16. If sampling programs were sufficiently well designed, GSI methods could be 

employed to gather information on the incidence of particular stocks and identify 
opportunities for time-area management measures to reduce fishery mortalities of 
natural stocks of concern.  However, stock-specific management approaches in 
the aggregate abundance based management fisheries (AABM) would need to be 
carefully evaluated and agreed upon by the PSC to ensure that the harvest rates 
on other stocks do not exceed the target levels appropriate for the AABM 
abundance index as established under the 1999 PST agreement.  
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Finding 17. Over the past 20 years, first allozymes and more recently microsatellite markers 

have become the dominant tool for use in GSI.  However, we believe that 
microsatellites will be replaced in the next several years by SNPs as the tool of 
choice for population genetic applications, as has already occurred in human 
genetics.  The first step in the transition in marker type is the identification of 
appropriate SNP markers, a process that is already underway for chinook salmon 
through a multi-agency effort.  SNP marker development and databases are also 
well underway for sockeye and chum salmon.  Factors driving the replacement 
currently include the ease of data standardization, cost, and high throughput.  
Cost-effectiveness should rapidly improve as more SNPs are developed and 
multiplex processes drive the cost of analysis down. 

 
Finding 18. A novel genetic method, termed full parental genotyping (FPG), has been 

presented as an alternative to coded wire tagging.  The method uses genetic 
typing of hatchery brood stock to “tag” all hatchery production.  The tags are 
recovered through parentage analysis of samples collected in fisheries and in 
escapement.  Because of the need for a low laboratory error rate, FPG would rely 
on SNP markers.  FPG would provide the equivalent of CWT recovery data, and 
could be easily integrated with a GSI system to provide stock of origin for all fish 
and stock + cohort for fish from FPG hatcheries.  However, further evaluation of 
the relative costs of FPG, GSI and CWT systems is needed.  Moreover, an 
empirical demonstration is needed to validate theoretical results that suggest 
broad feasibility  

 
Finding 19. A number of existing or emerging electronic technologies could theoretically 

replace the CWT and may have substantial advantages over the CWT (e.g., tags 
can be read without killing the fish, unique tags for individual fish allow 
migration rates and patterns to be directly observed).  Examples include at least 
Passive Induced Transponder (PIT) tags and Radio Frequency Identification 
(RFID) tags.  PIT tags are currently too large to mark all sizes of juvenile 
chinook salmon released from hatcheries and are expensive relative to CWTs, but 
future technological improvements may reduce tag size and tag cost for these 
technologies.  
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MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Correct Current Deficiencies in CWT System: 

Remedial measures should be undertaken immediately to correct deficiencies in data 
collection and reporting throughout the basic CWT system and to improve analysis of CWT 
recovery data. 
 
Our findings indicate that the CWT system should remain the primary stock assessment tool for 
the CTC and CoTC in the short-term (5-10 years).  Substantial staff and funding investments will 
be required to improve the reliability of this system, especially if MSFs are increased in number 
and intensity.  Even if decisions are made now to develop and implement alternative 
technologies for future PST fishery management, it will be important to maintain a reliable CWT 
system during the transition period to ensure data continuity and to allow evaluation of the 
relative performance of some new technology or approach as compared to the CWT system.   

 
Recommendation 1.   Substantial improvements must be made in the CWT system to insure that 

the quality and reliability of collected data are consistent with the 
increasing demands being placed on these data by fishery managers.  
Areas requiring attention include quality control/quality assurance, and 
various sampling design issues including expansion of catch and 
escapement samples in areas where little or no sampling currently takes 
place.   

 
Recommendation 2. Explicit criteria should be developed for the precision of statistics to be 

estimated from CWT recovery data.  New guidelines for CWT release 
group sizes and for fishery and escapement sampling rates should be 
based on these explicit criteria.   

 
Recommendation 3. The utility of a decision-theoretic approach, integrating costs, benefits, 

and risk into a formal evaluation structure should be investigated as a 
means of prioritizing potential improvements (e.g., measures to improve 
CWT data reporting, sampling designs, and protocols) to the CWT system.  
The approach should identify the release group sizes and recovery 
programs required to meet the statistical criteria for CWT recovery data.  
Sampling programs should include all fisheries, hatcheries, and spawning 
ground areas where CWT exploitation rate indicator stocks are present.   
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Improving tagging and sampling programs is important, but completion of the following 
recommendations will strengthen the analysis and interpretation of CWT data: 

 
Recommendation 4. We recommend completion of a comprehensive survey and statistical 

analysis of all relevant published and unpublished CWT studies that 
concern the correspondence between exploitation patterns and rates for 
hatchery indicator stocks as compared to their natural counterparts.  This 
review should also include new analysis of relevant agency-collected data 
that have not yet been previously subjected to analysis.  Recommendations 
for additional studies should be made if they are judged necessary. 

 
Recommendation 5. Evaluate the utility of band-recovery or state space modeling approaches 

to estimate exploitation rates and maturation probabilities from cohort 
reconstructions based on CWT recovery data.  These alternative modeling 
schemes may allow information from multiple cohorts to be combined to 
improve estimators compared to current single-cohort methods for which 
each cohort is treated independently. 

 

Respond to Mass Marking and Mark-Selective Fisheries 

Implement enhancements to the basic CWT system and introduce new analytical methods that 
are consistent with the anticipated scope of MSFs. 
 
Implementation of MSFs will ultimately depend on value judgments that must somehow balance 
many competing factors:  a) the benefits of wild stock conservation as compared to enhanced 
fishing opportunities; b) the financial costs of selective fishery implementation as compared to 
the fishery benefits; c) the degree of uncertainty in natural stock assessments that proves 
politically acceptable for fishery management; and d) the theoretical viability and costs of 
alternative management strategies that might meet policy objectives.  If MSFs are extensively 
implemented, our Panel has identified analytical methods and short-term enhancements to the 
current CWT system that could provide improved stock assessment capabilities for the CTC and 
CoTC.  The enhancements considered should depend on the scope of MSF, including the species 
targeted, the geographic location of the fisheries, and the intensity of fishery exploitation. 

 
 

Recommendation 6. To provide greater assurance that stock conservation objectives will be 
achieved, future fishery management regimes should compensate for 
increased uncertainty of fishery impacts on unmarked natural stocks due 
to degradation of the CWT system and non-landed mortality impacts 
related to MM and MSFs. 
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Recommendation 7. The Panel has conducted a preliminary evaluation of a number of 

potential enhancements to the basic CWT system and analytical methods 
that address the complexities introduced by MM and MSFs.  This 
evaluation indicates that no single solution will provide precise and 
accurate estimates of the stock-specific mortality of unmarked fish over all 
types of MSFs.  Instead, we recommend an approach in which marking, 
tagging, and analytical methods are linked to the anticipated intensity of 
mark-selective fisheries. 

 
We suggest that the SFEC, or other group appointed by the PSC, develop recommendations for 
both threshold levels and specific methodologies to refine this concept (Table 4). 

 

Table 4. Estimation methods for unmarked mortalities in MSFs at varying MSF 
magnitudes. 

Selective Fishery 
Magnitude 

 
 

Tagging and Marking 

 
Estimation Method for Unmarked 
Mortalities in Selective Fishery 

Low 
CWT-based indicator stock 
program with single tag 
code per indicator stock. 

Method 1.  Multiply CWT recoveries of 
adipose-clipped fish by selective fishery 
release mortality rate. 

Option A.  CWT-based 
indicator stock program 
with double-index tagging 
(DIT). 

Method 2.  Multiply recoveries of marked 
fish by mark-selective fishery release 
mortality rate and the ratio of the unmarked 
to marked component of the DIT at release. 

Moderate Option B.  CWT-based 
indicator stock program 
with double-index tagging 
(DIT). 

Method 3.  Total MSF mortality derived 
from differences in age-specific 
escapement rates (or terminal run) of 
marked and unmarked fish.  Mortality 
allocated to individual fisheries based on 
distribution of recoveries of marked fish. 

Option A.  CWT-based 
indicator stock program 
with double-index tagging 
(DIT) and otolith marking. 

Method 3.  Total MSF mortality derived 
from differences in age-specific 
escapement rates (or terminal run) of 
marked and unmarked fish.  Mortality 
allocated to individual fisheries based on 
sampling of otolith marked fish in paired 
fishery. High 

Option B.  CWT-based 
indicator stock program 
with double-index tagging 
(DIT) and otolith marking. 

Method 4.  Multiply encounters of marked 
fish in mark-selective fishery by ratio of 
adipose clipped and unclipped fish with 
otolith marks in a paired non-selective 
fishery. 
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Recommendation 8. The PSC should explore the interest of fishery agencies in participating in 

a Grand Experiment to improve the basis for harvest management 
decisions coast-wide through an intensive program conducted over a short 
period of time.  If interest is sufficient, the PSC should: (a) charge its 
Technical Committees (Chinook, Coho, and Selective Fishery Evaluation) 
with the task of preparing draft specifications for the Grand Experiment; 
(b) solicit proposals to assess the feasibility of conducting the experiment 
and develop a detailed experimental design, including cost estimates; (c) 
seek funding for implementation; and (d) coordinate conduct of the 
experiment.  

 

Develop a Coordinated Research & Implementation Plan 

Recommendation 9. The PSC and management agencies should initiate a coordinated research 
and implementation plan to assure application of improved technology in 
the management of salmon fisheries.  

 
Recommendation 10. Additional experiments should be conducted to evaluate the use of 

alternative external marks (e.g., a ventral fin clip or some alternative fin 
clip) for identification of fish bearing CWTs.  Existing published 
information suggests that application of other external marks (e.g., a 
ventral fin clip) will reduce the survival of hatchery fish from release to 
age 2, but there is little evidence of differences in survival or behavior of 
externally marked versus unmarked fish past age 2.  We propose some 
experiments that would allow, among other things, testing of a null 
hypothesis that survival rates for (A) Ad+CWT+alternative external mark 
fish and (B) Ad+CWT fish are the same from age 2 on, i.e., that there is no 
lingering differential mortality due to, for example, ventral fin marking.  

 
Recommendation 11. We recommend that programs be developed and implemented to enhance 

the capacity to apply genetic methods to stock identification problems of 
concern to the Pacific Salmon Commission. 
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Recommendation 12. We recommend that the Pacific Salmon Commission support an immediate 

evaluation of a coordinated transition for all salmon species from genetic 
stock identification (GSI) based on the use of microsatellite markers to 
GSI based on single nucleotide polymorphism (SNPs) markers.  It is 
important to develop standard sets of species-specific SNPs and related 
protocols now, so that coast-wide implementation of SNP-based GSI will 
be cost-effective and efficient.  The best approach to such a transition is 
for a multi-jurisdictional agency, such as the PSC, to coordinate broad, 
multi-agency collaborations such as those adopted during the 
development of the coast-wide allozyme data bases during the last decade 
or during the development of the CTC standardized Chinook 
microsatellite data base developed over the last two years.  Such 
collaborative efforts should include provisions for future tissue sample 
availability from all stocks included, so as to provide for periodic 
improvement and expansion of the databases. 

 
Recommendation 13. We recommend support of a “proof-of-concept” empirical validation of 

the Full Parental Genotyping (FPG) method for use in management of 
Pacific salmon fisheries.  This validation should occur in chinook salmon 
and should include support for further SNP development, a series of 
paired CWT and FPG tag recovery experiments, as well as thorough 
evaluation of relative costs of implementing these methods and the 
sampling necessary to provide equivalent tag recovery data.   

 
Recommendation 14. We recommend that a feasibility study be conducted to determine how 

PIT, RFID or other electronic tags might be used to generate data suitable 
for full cohort reconstruction.  

 

Consider New Management Paradigms 

 
Recommendation 15. PSC technical committees should explore potential fishery management 

regimes that would rely less on estimates of age-fishery-specific 
exploitation (or non-landed mortality) rates, but that would still ensure 
adequate protection for unmarked natural stocks of concern. 

 
Alternative types of fishing regimes might provide similar or improved conservation and 
economic benefits at lower cost to the management agencies.  It is likely that technology that 
could substantially improve salmon management will become financially and operationally 
available within a 5-15 year horizon. 
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IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 
 
The 15 recommendations presented in this report follow a natural sequence for implementation: 
 
1. Correct current deficiencies in CWT system (recommendations 1-5); 
2. Respond to Mass-marking and Mark-selective fisheries (recommendations 6-8); 
3. Develop a coordinated research and implementation plan (recommendations 9-14); 
4. Consider new management paradigms (recommendation 15). 
 
The coded wire tag (CWT) program has been a uniquely successful long-term example of 
cooperation in resource management, and the data derived have proved to be indispensable in the 
development of management and assessment methods for chinook, coho, and steelhead.  While 
numerous problems with the current coast-wide CWT program were identified during the 
review, the majority of concerns can be addressed by a renewed commitment to the marking and 
sampling programs designed to achieve an agreed set of objectives.  However, new demands 
(e.g., need for age-fishery-specific exploitation rates in an increasing number of fishery recovery 
strata) placed on the CWT program will increase uncertainty in CWT-based estimates.  It will be 
impossible to respond to these new demands unless marking and sampling programs are 
redesigned.  Even with redesign of marking and sampling programs, there are serious questions 
regarding whether stock-age-fishery-specific exploitation rates for unmarked fish can be 
accurately estimated when multiple mark-selective fisheries impact a given release.   
 
For at least the next 5 years, the Panel has concluded that CWTs are likely to remain the only 
agreed upon coast-wide tool capable of providing the data required to perform cohort analyses 
for individual release groups of chinook and coho salmon.  Consequently, our first several 
recommendations address restoring the CWT program coast-wide to meet an agreed minimum 
set of objectives established by the PSC (and consistent with the Memorandum of Understanding 
within the PST).   
 
The Panel recognizes the current legal requirement in the United States to mass-mark all chinook 
and coho salmon, and steelhead reared in federal hatcheries.  Therefore, we have presented 
recommendations to respond to estimation problems that are raised by the development of mark-
selective fisheries that are intended to take greater advantage of mass-marked hatchery salmon.    
 
Although the Panel is in full agreement that all parties must make a renewed commitment to the 
CWT program, the Panel also acknowledges the capacity of alternative marking and/or 
identification systems to augment information from the CWT system and, in the future, to 
possibly replace the coded-wire tag.  While the potential for these new technologies seems 
substantial, there is currently no agreed upon coast-wide system that could replace the CWT 
system and there is not agreement on which technology may offer the greatest opportunity for 
development.  It seems clear that certain DNA-based stock identification methods could augment 
the CWT system and should be seriously considered when considering how to “restore” the 
CWT system.   
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Finally, the Panel recommends that management strategies should be adjusted to compensate for 
increased uncertainty in the capacity to accurately estimate stock-age-fishery specific 
exploitation rates.  This recommendation is intended to ensure that management systems are 
consistent with the quality and quantity of data available and to ensure adequate protection of the 
unmarked natural stocks.  We are unanimous in our concern that the proposed future versions of 
PSC management models, which may incorporate as many as 75 fisheries with 4 time steps each, 
would place unrealistic and impossible demands on data, whether from CWT recoveries or from 
some future technology.   
 
These conclusions lead to a series of next steps, many of which should be acted on soon since 
progressive changes to the CWT program require information to be derived from these steps.  
However, the Panel recognizes that the priority of specific steps will depend on future decisions 
and may differ from the sequence presented below: 

 
1) The PSC should request that the domestic agencies of both Parties implement corrective 

measures to assure that standards for sampling and estimation of catch and escapement 
are met, that CWT release and recovery data are accurately and timely reported to 
regional exchange points, that proposals for MM and MSF are presented to the PSC early 
in the annual fishery planning process, and that coordination and cooperation between 
coast-wide agencies be restored.  Restoration of cooperation and coordination is 
imperative to fully utilize the CWT program (under any scenario for future change) and 
was a strength of the past program.  Two previous reports of the PSC’s SFEC have 
emphasized the necessity for coast-wide cooperation and this Panel strongly supports 
their conclusion.  Data standards for these programs must be integrated with data 
requirements developed during Step 2. 

 
2) In 2006, the PSC should establish a joint Canada-US technical committee to determine an 

agreed statistical basis for a restored coast-wide CWT program, including means to 
estimate uncertainty about age-specific exploitation rates for chinook and coho salmon, 
objectives for the program design (specifically for the PSC indicator stocks), and the 
decision-theoretic methods to optimize the information return given limited financial 
resources.  To facilitate immediate implementation of this step, the Panel suggests the use 
of internal agency experts plus a contract for external experts in statistical design and 
modeling to implement the necessary analytical framework.  The PSC should seek joint 
funding for this initiative. 

 
3) The PSC should revisit the “desequestering” of the adipose fin and its current frequent 

use as both a mass mark and a visual indicator of fish containing a CWT.  This 
confounding of indicators greatly increases the costs of recovering CWTs, and the 
unwillingness of some agencies to use ETD equipment has already lead to incomplete 
recoveries of unmarked fish which contain CWTs in non-selective fisheries.  It is highly 
desirable to have different visual cues to identify mass marked and CWT fish.  If fin 
marks are to be employed for these purposes, then a decision on which fin to use in MM 
is essential to financial planning and logistics of a revised CWT program, but a fully 
informed basis for this decision requires more information on the relative survival of 
salmonids marked with different fin-clips.  The PSC should request agencies in Canada 
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and the United States to immediately design and conduct (commencing with the 2006 
brood year) a coordinated study of the relative survival of fish marked with adipose fin 
clips as compared to other fin clips, e.g., pelvic fin clip.  If fish in such studies were also 
mass marked using otolith thermal marking techniques, these studies might also allow 
assessment of the survival impacts of adipose fin clips. These studies should probably be 
focused on chinook salmon due to the likely greater impacts of marking on this species 
due to its smaller average size at release. 

 
4) The quality of the CWT program has broad effects on the assessment and management of 

salmonid resources coast-wide.  The data gained is critical to the development of 
management planning models and agreements developed within the PSC.  Therefore, 
before any sweeping changes to the CWT program are implemented, the Panel 
recommends a “Grand experiment” (Recommendation 8) to provide current and high 
quality information (at a level of resolution to be decided in (1) above) for the continued 
evolution of management models and assessments.  Such an experiment will require a 
number of years of data and will require a staged implementation of changes to the CWT 
program so the goals of this experiment are not compromised in mid-stream.  The PSC is 
the local focus for designing this experiment and should seek to implement this study 
through the appropriate agencies within one year (fall, 2006).8 

 
5) The Panel acknowledges that MM and MSFs are likely to continue to develop in the 

near-term and that some loss of information from the CWT program will occur.  The 
significance of the bias and uncertainty resulting from MSFs will vary depending on their 
complexity and intensity.  Consequently, the PSC’s SFEC should be charged with a 
detailed evaluation of the merits of the proposed tiered assessment framework modeled 
on the conceptual framework presented in the discussion of Recommendation 7.  In 
addition, the PSC should undertake efforts to investigate methods to compensate for 
increased uncertainty in management capabilities without increasing the risk to spawning 
objectives (mature returns) for the naturally produced populations.  PSC working groups 
for chinook and coho salmon should establish agreements on: methods to quantify the 
increased uncertainty relative to a base-year; the risk tolerance to be applied; and who 
(i.e., what fisheries) should accept the cost of increased uncertainty due to executing a 
mark-selective fishery.  This step should be completed and incorporated into the next 
negotiations of the chinook and coho annexes of the PST.  This task will involve 
technical experts and policy makers and is best addressed within the PSC. 

 
6) The PSC should immediately develop a coordinated research and implementation plan 

for the application of new technologies for use in salmon assessment and management.  
The Panel’s recommendations identify three research issues that need to be addressed 
before any broader application of these tools is likely to be agreed upon coast-wide (see 
Recommendations 12, 13 and 14).  Suggestions for proceeding with Recommendations 12 
and 13 are included in this Panel report, and merit support through the PSC Endowment 
funds.  Further, Recommendation 14 addresses the development and application of 
electronic tags (PIT, RFID or others developed).  These tags are not currently applied for 

                                                 
8 Steps 2 and 3 are of sufficient importance that funding should be considered through the PSC Endowment process 
for a fixed number of brood years. 
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management within the PSC but may have significant future value.  To examine this 
potential, the PSC should solicit research proposals through a public request for proposals 
and fund research in the innovative application of such technologies. 

 
7) In spring 2006, or at the earliest possible time, the PSC should host a workshop 

concerning potential fishery management regimes that would rely less on estimates of 
age-fishery-specific exploitation (or non-landed mortality) rates, but that would still 
ensure adequate protection for unmarked natural stocks of concern.  The Panel believes 
that estimating age- and fishery-specific exploitation rates will become increasingly 
difficult in the future if the number and intensity of MSFs increase and if management 
models demand increased time/area resolution.  The impact of these problems for 
estimation of stock-age-fishery-specific exploitation rates would depend on the total 
exploitation rates being imposed on a stock of interest and whether the CWT indicator 
stock continues to be representative of the naturally-produced salmon for which it is an 
indicator.  Given the current and future difficulties in estimation of age- and fishery-
specific exploitation rates on individual natural stocks, the Panel feels it is very important 
to explore alternative management regimes that would rely less on these estimated 
quantities.  Since the chinook annex must be renegotiated in 2008, dialogue on alternative 
regimes should be initiated soon. 
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Agenda Item C.1.b. 
Supplmental Presentation 

March 2006









Agenda Item C.1.c 
Supplemental SAS Report 

March 2006 
 
 

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON  
MASS MARKING AND CODED-WIRE TAGGING 

 
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) supports the continuation of the scientific research on 
mass marking and coded-wire tagging.  The SAS understands there are pros and cons to mass 
marking and feels there should be continuation of scientific research at this time. 
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Agenda Item C.1.c 
Supplemental SSC Report 

March 2006 
 

 
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON MASS MARKING AND 

CODED-WIRE-TAGGING 
 
The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) received a briefing from Professor Dave Hankin, 
Humboldt State University and Chair of the Expert Panel that recently reviewed the coastwide 
salmon coded-wire-tag (CWT) recovery program for the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC).  
The Panel conducted a comprehensive review of the existing CWT program and how the system 
provides data that are crucial to the support of the Pacific Salmon Treaty and salmon 
management on the U.S. West Coast.  The Panel's report identifies various problems with the 
existing CWT system and provides 15 recommendations on how to rectify them.  One is to 
consider a "Grand Experiment" to test critical assumptions underlying stock and fishery 
assessment methods, such as mortality rates of released fish and the adequacy of hatchery stocks 
as indicators of natural stocks. 
 
The SSC commends the Expert Panel for their very thorough investigation of the CWT program, 
for the excellent documentation of the CWT system that their report provides, and for proposing 
steps to implement its recommendations.  The SSC understands that the PSC has established a 
Working Group to develop an Action Plan to further define the tasks associated with the Expert 
Panel's recommendations; the SSC urges the Council to support the activities of the Working 
Group and to provide them with a clear statement of the Council’s goals and objectives for the 
CWT program.  The SSC sees merit in conducting experiments to test model assumptions and 
gather additional data, but will not be able to evaluate whether the proposed Grand Experiment 
would deliver new information at a reasonable cost until details of the experiment have been 
developed.  The SSC concurs with the Expert Panel's finding that mass marking and mark-
selective fisheries compromise the integrity of the CWT system and its ability to provide reliable 
data in support of salmon management.  However, the SSC concurs that the CWT system 
currently provides the best available data. 
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 Public Comment 

March 2006
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 Agenda Item C.2 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2006 
 
 

FORT BRAGG MARCH 15, 2006 COMMERCIAL FISHERY OPENING 
 
The 2005 ocean salmon fishing regulations specify the Fort Bragg, California commercial 
fishery (Horse Mountain to Point Arena) will open March 15, 2006, but that the opening could 
be modified following review at the March 2006 Council meeting.  The March 15 opening date 
was established to allow the possibility of fishing in Fort Bragg when impacts on Klamath fall 
Chinook would be reduced.  However, the review would provide an opportunity to reduce 
impacts if stock status warrants additional conservation. 
 
The Council may also consider addressing the scheduled March 15, 2006 opening of the Cape 
Falcon to Oregon/California border commercial fisheries and the Cape Falcon to Humbug 
Mountain recreational fishery. 
  
If the Council makes a recommendation to change the opening date(s), National Marine Fisheries 
Service would consider inseason action to implement the change. 
 
Resolving these issues at this time would help facilitate Salmon Technical Team collation and 
analysis of the tentative management options, and contribute to timely adoption of final options 
for public review on Friday. 
 
Council Action: 
 
1. If necessary, make a recommendation for inseason action to change the opening date 

for the Fort Bragg, Central Oregon, and Oregon Klamath Management Zone 
commercial fisheries, and the Central Oregon recreational fishery. 

 
Reference Materials: 
 
None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Agency and Tribal Recommendations 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action: Consider Modifying Opening Date 
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Agendum C.2.b 
Supplemental Comments of Hoopa Valley Tribe 

March 2006 
 
 

HOOPA VALLEY TRIBE TESTIMONY OF FORT BRAGG MARCH 15, 2006 
COMMERCIAL FISHERY OPENING 

 
(1) My name is Mike Orcutt, I am the Fisheries Director for Hoopa Tribal Fisheries.  The 

Hoopa Valley Tribe (Tribe) thanks the Council for this opportunity to comment regarding 
the Fort Bragg, 15 March 2006 Commercial Fishery Opening and other related 
spring-time marine fisheries. 

(2) The Tribe has always avoided making recommendations affecting the harvest allocation 
of non-tribal fisheries that encounter Klamath Chinook.  We recognize that Klamath 
Chinook contribute to non-tribal fisheries from Cape Falcon to Pt. Sur.  However, there is 
limited knowledge on Klamath contributions because of either the historic absence of 
such fisheries, or the limited effort exhibited in past fisheries during this time frame in 
areas of interest. 

(3) The Tribe is very appreciative of the strong alliances we have forged with those 
prosecuting non-tribal fisheries both in the ocean and river.  The significance of this 
alliance to the prospects for successful restoration of Klamath Basin can not be 
overstated. 

(4) Unfortunately, today, those dependent on Klamath Chinook are faced with a difficult 
choice over conservation and the prospects for near-term gain.  As most are aware, the 
abundance of Klamath fall Chinook is greatly depressed.  Managers are searching for 
balance between conservation and opportunity.  Most likely, management response will 
be measured and lead to historic reductions in all fisheries. 

(5) The marine fishery of fall 2005 has already harvested in excess of 6,000 Klamath fall 
Chinook.   One aspect of these late season fisheries is that their impact is not evaluated in 
advance.  As it turns out in 2006, even absent this impact, the abundance of Klamath fall 
Chinook would have not provided sufficient natural spawners to meet FMP objectives.  
With the added fall 2005 impacts, escapement is significantly below the management 
standard. 

(6) In conclusion, the Tribe can not support the concept of spring season fisheries in marine 
areas.  The limited knowledge on contributions of Klamath Chinook in March and April 
off the coast of Fort Bragg raises serious doubt on the ability to accurately anticipate 
further impacts on this already depressed stock.  Other spring fisheries operating since 
February 2006 are of similar concern. 
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Agenda Item C.2.c 
Supplemental STT Report 

March 2006 
 
 

SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM REPORT ON FORT BRAGG MARCH 15, 2006 
COMMERCIAL FISHERY OPENING 

 
The graphic I am presenting shows the distribution of Klamath fall Chinook impacts by month in 
the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) cells.  Red areas indicate time and area cells that we 
know from the coded-wire tagging (CWT) recovery records impact Klamath fish.  Any further 
fishing in these cells will result in the KOHM estimate of Klamath impacts increasing.  No 
Klamath tags have been observed in the green cells, even though fisheries have occurred in those 
cells in past years.  The larger dark grey areas are showing KOHM cells with no observed 
Klamath tags.  However, the waters these cells represent have not been open to fishing in the last 
20 years.  The chance of encountering a Klamath fish in these cells is not known.  The stippled 
grey cells represent areas that have been open and had no observed Klamath recoveries.  
However, unlike the green cells, catch and effort in these stippled cells has been very low.  
Because of the low catches in these cells, the team does not believe that the lack of CWT 
recoveries is a reliable indicator of Klamath stock absence.  The Salmon Technical Team (STT) 
is concerned that opening areas with little or no historic effort will result in unpredictable, 
potentially large, increases in effort, with a corresponding increase in the potential for Klamath 
impacts. 
 
The bottom portion of the display shows the recent 5-year average catch of all stocks in each 
cell.  The numbers in parentheses show associated effort.   
 
The Council’s decision here is whether to allow fisheries that are open or are scheduled to open 
between now and May 1 to occur.  Based on the information I have presented here and the STT’s 
collected professional judgment, we believe that it is likely that allowing further fishing before 
May 1 between Cape falcon and Point Sur will result in increased impacts on Klamath fall 
Chinook.   
 
 
PFMC 
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 Agenda Item C.3 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2006 
 
 

REVIEW OF 2005 FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF 
2006 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES 

 
Mr. Dell Simmons, Salmon Technical Team (STT) Chairman, will review the results of the 2005 
fisheries and the stock abundance projections for 2006.  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 2005 mark-selective 
recreational and commercial fisheries. 
 
Council Task: 
 
1. Receive information. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Review of 2005 Ocean Salmon Fisheries (Included with Briefing Book). 
2. Preseason Report I Stock Abundance Analysis for 2006 Ocean Salmon Fisheries (Included 

with Briefing Book). 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Report of the Salmon Technical Team (STT) Dell Simmons 
b. Agency and Tribal Comments 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Discussion 
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Agendum C.3.b 
Supplemental Comments of the Yurok Tribe 

March 2006 
 
 

YUROK TRIBE COMMENT ON REVIEW OF 2005 FISHERIES AND SUMMARY OF 2006 
STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES 

 
Once again Yurok People are facing a fishery in the coming year that will be far below what is 
necessary to meet our minimum subsistence need and we will have no economic opportunity.  
These restrictive fisheries not only have a dramatic effect upon our diet and commerce, but 
directly affect the Yurok way of life.  The status of the fishery and its effect upon many of the 
people in this room highlights the urgency associated with fixing the habitat problems facing 
Klamath Basin fish populations.    
 
The Yurok Tribe has implemented protections for Coho, Spring Chinook and Sturgeon.  
Responsible managers take responsible actions reflecting the need of the resource first and 
foremost.  The Yurok Tribe believes that having a fishery for our future generations depends 
upon responsible management.  Given that the abundance of fall Chinook is projected to be well 
below the minimum spawning escapement goal of 35,000 natural spawners, the Yurok Tribe 
cannot support further fisheries during the coming year, except for the Tribal fishery that will 
occur pursuant to 50/50 Tribal/non-tribal sharing mandates.  To fish the stock further below the 
minimum conservation objective would jeopardize the health of the fishery resource, a risk that 
we cannot accept.  This concern is amplified by the fact that returns to the Klamath have been 
substantially below the spawning escapement floor for the past two years; another year of this 
will trigger an “over-fishing review” in addition to the risk to the resource.   
 
We have two technical concerns regarding the methods being used to manage ocean fisheries; 
one involves the underestimation of ocean harvest impacts and the other involves the impacts of 
fall fisheries, known as the “credit card” fisheries.   
 
During each of the past three years the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model has substantially 
underestimated harvest impacts from ocean fisheries.  While we were a strong advocate for 
revising the old KOHM, and believe that the new model is technically superior to the older 
version, there seems to be a bias with the current implementation of the model.  Some have 
speculated that this may be contributable to a change in the profile of the salmon fleet, with a 
shift toward larger, more efficient boats.  Whatever the reason for the under-projection of the 
impacts, we believe that this bias must be addressed.  Therefore, we request that if any ocean 
fisheries are to be modeled for the coming year that a technical adjustment is made to the model 
so that the more recent years of data are weighted more heavily.   
 
Our second technical concern regarding the modeling of ocean fisheries is that there is no 
preseason modeling for the post-September 1 impacts.  These fisheries are executed without 
technical consideration of their ultimate impact to the escapement to Klamath fall Chinook.  In 
years with more robust populations, these fall impacts may be of minimal significance, as they 
are simply deducted from the non-tribal allocation during the following year.  However, in years 
of low abundance, such as what we are facing this year, these fisheries can have a substantial 
impact on our ability to meet the objectives of the FMP and subsequently protect our fishery 
resource.  For example, during the current year we have been placed in a de-facto de minimus 
fishery, without having had the opportunity to assess the effects or the appropriate magnitude of

1 



such a fishery.  Therefore, we request that if fall fisheries are contemplated for the coming year, 
that the impact of these fisheries upon the 2007 spawning escapement be modeled.       
 
It is worth noting in these dire times that there is a glimmer of hope for the future for those of us 
who depend upon Klamath Basin fisheries.  People from throughout the Basin have begun to talk 
to each other about long-term solutions to the problems facing the fisheries resource; Tribes, 
farmers, fishermen, environmentalists, and communities from throughout the basin are 
discussing potential solutions to the problems facing the Klamath Basin ecosystem.  It is also the 
Yurok Tribe’s hope, as we enter into a critical juncture regarding the relicensing of the Klamath 
Hydro-electric Project, that we will be successful in getting four dams removed from the 
Klamath River as well as address other habitat issues affecting our fishery resource.      
 
 
PFMC 
03/07/06 

2 



Agenda Item C.3.c 
Supplemental SSC Report 

March 2006 
 

 
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON REVIEW OF 2005 

FISHERIES AND SUMMARY FO 2006 STOCK ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES 
 
Mr. Dell Simmons, Chair of the Salmon Technical Team (STT), reviewed the 2005 fisheries and 
the preliminary 2006 ocean salmon stock abundance estimates for the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC).  Much of the discussion concerned the Klamath River fall Chinook stock 
which may constrain Chinook fisheries south of Cape Falcon.  The Klamath Ocean Harvest 
Model predicted a 7.7% age-four exploitation rate in the 2005 fisheries; however the postseason 
estimate was 24%.  This was the third consecutive year that the age-four exploitation rate 
exceeded 16%.  In the absence of all recreational, commercial, and tribal fishing, the 2006 
preseason natural escapement estimate is 29,400.  If the postseason estimate of natural area 
spawners in 2006 is less than 35,000, then it would be the third consecutive year of failing to 
meet the fishery management plan conservation objective for this stock, triggering an overfishing 
declaration.  Ocean fisheries north of Cape Falcon may be constrained by the Endangered 
Species Act listing of lower Columbia River wild coho stocks and the 10% exploitation cap on 
the Thompson River coho stock. 
 
The SSC wishes to reiterate a few recommendations it has made in the past to improve the 
usefulness of STT reports.  Tables I-1 and I-2 in Preseason Report I present several years of 
preseason predictors for Chinook and coho 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 the abundance predictors with the actual abundance estimates.  A graphical 
representation of the pre and post season stock abundance estimates would facilitate this review.  
 
The SSC would like to see confidence limits for estimates of salmon abundance and exploitation 
rates.  Given the uncertainties in abundance projection and exploitation rate estimation it is 
difficult to know the likelihood of meeting management objectives or to evaluate whether or not 
a management goal has been attained.  For example, without confidence limits we cannot know 
if an estimated preseason exploitation rate of 8% is actually different from an estimated 
postseason rate of 24%.  The explicit recognition of uncertainty in salmon statistics would 
increase transparency in the analytical process. 
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 Agenda Item C.4 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2006 
 
 

IDENTIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND 
PRELIMINARY DEFINITION OF 2006 SALMON MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 

 
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 8, 2006 followed by STT analysis and final adoption of 
the options on Friday, March 10, 2006.  Agenda Item C.4.a, Attachment 1 provides guidance for 
developing and assessing the options. 
 
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 (Agenda Item C.4.a, Attachment 2). 
 
Before defining the options, the Council should be briefed on any pertinent management 
constraints resulting from:  actions by the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC), recommendations 
of the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC), action by the California Fish and Game 
Commission to set the allocation of Klamath River fall Chinook for the inside recreational 
fishery, and National Marine Fisheries Service constraints for stocks listed under the Endangered 
Species Act.   
 
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. Agenda Item C.4.a, Attachment 1:  Guidance for Option Development and Assessment.  
2. Agenda Item C.4.a, Attachment 2:  Emergency Changes to the Salmon FMP. 
3. Agenda Item C.2.d, Supplemental NMFS ESA guidance letter. 
4. Agenda Item C.4.g, Supplemental SAS Report:  SAS Proposed Initial Salmon Management 

Options for 2006 Non-Indian Ocean Fisheries. 
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Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report from the PSC Jim Harp 
c. Report of the KFMC Curt Melcher 
d. NMFS Recommendations Frank Lockhart 
e. Tribal Recommendations Jim Harp 
f. State Recommendations Phil Anderson/Curt Melcher/Marija Vojkovich 
g. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
h. Public Comment 
i. Council Recommendations for Initial Options for STT Collation  
 and Description 
 
 
PFMC 
02/15/06 



   1

 Agenda Item C.4.a 
 Attachment 1 
 March 2006 
 
 

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 (FRAMs) 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, Columbia 
River natural tule 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, April 4, 2006). 
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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 
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 Agenda Item C.4.a 
 Attachment 2 
 March 2006 
 
 

EMERGENCY CHANGES TO THE SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN (FMP) 
(Excerpt from Council Operating Procedure 10) 

 
CRITERIA FOR REQUESTING EMERGENCY CHANGES TO THE SALMON FMP 

 
Section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act allows the 
Secretary of Commerce to implement emergency regulations independently or in response to a 
Council recommendation of an emergency if one is found to exist.  The Secretary has not 
published criteria for determining when a emergency exists.  A Council FMP may be altered by 
emergency regulations, which are treated as an amendment to the FMP for a limited period of 
180 days and which can be extended for an additional 180 days. 
 
Council FMPs can be changed by the amendment process which takes at least one to two years, 
or modified temporarily by emergency regulations, which can be implemented in a few weeks.  
Framework plans, like the Council's salmon FMP, have been developed to allow flexibility in 
modifying management measures between seasons and during the season. 
 
Some measures, like most conservation objectives and allocation schemes, are deliberately fixed 
in the plan and can be changed only by amendment or temporarily modified by emergency 
regulation.  (Certain conservation objectives also may be changed by court order or without an 
amendment if, in the view of the Salmon Technical Team, Scientific and Statistical Committee, 
and Council, a comprehensive review justifies a change.)  They are fixed because of their 
importance and because the Council wanted to require a rigorous analysis, including extensive 
public review, to change them. Such an analysis and review were conducted when these 
management measures were originally adopted.  It is the Council's intent to incorporate any 
desired flexibility of conservation objectives into the framework plan, making emergency 
changes prior to the season unnecessary.  The Oregon coastal natural coho conservation 
objective is an example of a flexible objective, which is more conservative when stock 
abundance is low. 
 
The use of the emergency process essentially "short circuits" the plan amendment process and 
reduces public participation, thus there needs to be sufficient rationale for using it.  Moreover, 
experience demonstrates that if there is disagreement or controversy over a council's request for 
emergency regulations, the Secretary is unlikely to approve it.  An exception would be an 
extreme resource emergency. 
 
To avoid protracted, last-minute debates each year over whether or not the Council should 
request an emergency deviation from the salmon FMP, criteria have been developed and adopted 
by the Council to screen proposals for emergency changes.  The intent is to limit requests to 
those which are justified and have a reasonable chance of approval, so that the time spent in 
developing the case is not wasted and expectations are not unnecessarily raised. 
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Criteria 
 
The following criteria will be used to evaluate requests for emergency action by the Secretary: 
 
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 FMP objectives. 
 
5. If the action is taken, long-term yield from the stock complex will not be decreased. 
 

Process 
 
The 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 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. 
 
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 Salmon 
Technical Team. 
 
 
PFMC 
02/15/06 
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Motion adopted by KFMC 3/6/06 
 
 

Klamath Fishery Management Council Recommendations to the Pacific Fishery Management 
Council Regarding Modeling Options for the 2006 Fishing Season 

March 6, 2006 
 
 
 

For Options 1 and 2, the KFMC recommends the standard 50/50 tribal/non-tribal, 15% in-river, 
and 17% recreation, and 50/50 north south sharing of ocean KMZ commercial fisheries. 
 
Option 1 – 2005 regulations. 
 
Option 2 – No March or April fishery.  The Oregon fishing season will be in May, June, 
September, and October.  For the Oregon perspective, offering tools to accommodate: 1) 
consider vessel limits in Humbug to Cape Arago, 50 fish per week; Cape Arago to Florence, 75 
fish per week; and north of Florence to Cape Falcon, 100 fish per week, 2) 28” size limit, and 3) 
additional weeks closed to meet management objectives to meet a de minimis fisheries.  In 
California, the commercial fishing season will take place south of Point Arena and will be 
constrained by vessel limits and additional weeks closed to meet management objectives. 
 
Option 3 – No fishing, with the exception of 50/50 tribal share. 
 
Per the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team’s Report titled Ocean Abundance Projections 
and Prospective Harvest Levels for Klamath River Fall Chinook, 2006 Season, we have an 
indication that if 2005 fishing regulations were implemented during the coming season then only 
18,700 adult natural Chinook would be projected to return to the basin.  Such a low level of 
natural escapement is not acceptable to the KFMC, so we clearly would not recommend this 
level of fishing during 2006.   
 
In light of the KFMC’s concern regarding fall fishery impacts and their subsequent impact on 
conservation objectives and fisheries during the following year, we request that post-season fall 
ocean harvest rates be summarized for 2003-2005, and that PFMC explore a technically sound 
method for projecting impacts to Klamath fall Chinook during development of the 2006 season.  
This analysis should include an estimate of the potential impacts to the 2007 ocean abundance.   
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TESTIMONY OF  

THE COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY TRIBES 

BEFORE PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

MARCH 7, 2006 

Sea Tac, WA  

 

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the Council.  My name is Bruce Jim.  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 U.S. v. Oregon parties will manage 2006 in-river fisheries according to our three year Interim 

Management Plan for 2005-2007 Columbia River fisheries.  This eases the pre-season planning process for 

the states and tribes since we have agreement over the allocation of in-river fisheries.   

The fall Chinook forecasts for Columbia River stocks are expected to be less than 2005.  The upriver bright 

forecast is still expected to be reasonably strong, but not as strong as in recent years.  The Spring Creek 

Hatchery Tule is down from the returns in the last two years to approximately half of 10 year average.  

Impacts on Snake River fall chinook will likely limit both in-river fisheries and ocean fisheries.  Besides the 

ESA limits for Snake River fall Chinook, fisheries must be managed to meet the 7,000 Spring Creek tule 

escapement goal and the 43,500 McNary Dam escapement goal for Upriver Bright fall Chinook.    With this in 

mind, we urge the Council to be conservative when setting ocean fisheries.   

The forecast for Columbia River coho suggests a lower return than last year’s actual return. Failure of 

Congress to adequately fund the Mitchell Act is a contributing factor to lower coho runs in the Columbia.  

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 ensure adequate numbers of coho return 

assist with rebuilding upriver coho populations and so the tribes will have the opportunity to harvest their share 

of the coho.  

In large part to tribal restoration programs for Snake River Fall Chinook, over 10,000 Snake River fall Chinook 

reached Lower Granite Dam in 2005.  While we don’t have a final estimate of wild fish, we expect that close to 

3,000 of these fish were wild.  The states, federal government and tribes are now working cooperatively on 

long term supplementation of Snake River fall Chinook, and this program is providing benefits to both tribal 

and non-tribal fishers.  However, hatchery production in the Columbia River has come under increased 
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scrutiny.  There are still many who mistakenly believe that our current well run hatchery programs are 

somehow putting wild fish at risk. Our hatchery programs, especially supplementation programs are well run 

and are providing benefits to both help recover populations and provide harvest benefits.  Our 

supplementation programs have a strong record of success. 

Unfortunately, certain members of Congress and the Administration, along with various hydropower and 

irrigation interests have been suggesting that both hatchery production and salmon harvest should be 

reduced to protect wild fish.   They suggest this often at the same time as they claim that that the Columbia 

River hydrosystem has done enough to reduce impacts on fish.   The truth is that both ocean and in-river 

fisheries have made tremendous sacrifices over the years to protect wild fish and it is the hydrosystem that 

has not done enough.   In 2006, there was no early spring spill at Bonneville dam to provide safe passage for 

the early migrating Spring Creek tules.  BPA and the Corps of Engineers claim that the new “corner collector” 

bypass system is better than spill for these fish.  The tribes do not believe the corner collector is adequate with 

the current flows and that future ocean and in-river fisheries will pay the price in reduced harvest opportunities 

on tules. 

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 needs continued 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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HOOPA VALLEY TRIBE TESTIMONY OF IDENTIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT 
OBJECTIVES AND PRELIMINARY DEFINITION OF 2006 SALMON MANAGEMENT 

OPTIONS 
 
(1) My name is Mike Orcutt, I am the Fisheries Director for Hoopa Tribal Fisheries.  The 

Hoopa Valley Tribe (Tribe) thanks the Council for this opportunity to share its 
perspectives on the review of the 2005 season and prospective salmon fisheries for 
2006. 

(2) Prior to offering specific comments on the upcoming salmon management season, I wish 
to inform the PFMC with regard to Klamath-Trinity water issues.  The historic signing of 
the Trinity River Record of Decision by the Tribe and the Secretary of the Interior was 
executed in December 2000.  Since that time, our efforts have included overcoming legal 
challenges by competing demands for Trinity River water.  In the wake of legal 
challenges, the process of restoring the Trinity River is proceeding.  We have worked on 
clearing the river channel of obstacles to restored flows, completed construction to the 
initial suite of restoration sites, and made progress on the Science Framework, needed to 
steer the adaptive management program. 
On the Klamath River, the Council is well aware of the 2002 adult fish kill.  This 
unprecedented event resulted in the devastating loss of over 68,000 adult Klamath fall 
Chinook potential spawners.  In the aftermath of this kill, the Tribe worked with co-
managers to optimize the success of a reduced 2002 brood and limit the conditions that 
could result in subsequent adult fish kills.  Many are also aware of significant mortality to 
down-stream salmon migrants related to chronic disease outbreaks in recent years.  This 
concern is paramount in recent studies intended to relate flow management to the 
proliferation of fish diseases in Klamath River. 

(3) With regard to the KFMC’s recommendation concerning de minimis fisheries, the 
allowance for departures from requirements of the FMP was conditioned on several 
principals.   
Fundamental in the KFMC’s recommendation was that the magnitude of de minimis 
fisheries would comport with a maximum spawner reduction rate of 10% and that the rate 
should reduce linearly from 10% to 0% as a function of projected stock abundance.  In 
summary, the magnitude of a de minimis fishery as defined by the KFMC in October 
2005, has already been exceeded for the 2006 management.  The KRTAT has presented 
to information illustrating that an 8% maximum spawner reduction rate would be possible 
in 2006, had there not been ocean fisheries last fall.  After sustaining the impacts that 
actually occurred in fall of 2005 ocean fisheries, it was represented that there has already 
been an approximate 10% spawner reduction.  

1 



(4) Management models need technical review to ensure achievement of conservation and 
allocation principals in every year.  In the past two years, target harvest rates for ocean 
fisheries have been significantly exceeded.  Since 1994, post season comparisons of total 
catch in tribal and non-tribal fisheries result in 35-65 sharing of total harvest as compared 
with the objective of 50-50 tribal-non-tribal sharing.  In the present management year, 
non-tribal fisheries have already harvested over 6,000 fish in the fall of 2005.  Overall, 
the Tribe supports the PFMC’s objective for best science assured through methodology 
reviews scheduled as needed. 

(5) The Tribe is presently developing its management alternatives for 2006.  The present 
situation is particularly difficult for the Tribe.  The projected low returns of Klamath 
natural spawners raises concerns over adequate stock replenishment.   Legal principals 
will be embraced in the Tribe’s final harvest management decision for 2006.  Meanwhile, 
the Tribe continues participation with co-managers in making recommendations for 2006 
fisheries. 

(6) Finally the Tribe encourages the PFMC to pursue the KFMC recommendation to 
adequately anticipate (model) fall fisheries within the calendar year that they occur.   In 
fall of 2005, the prosecution of fall fisheries resulted in significant harvest of Klamath 
Basin Chinook.  Even absent the 2005 fall fishery, it is believed that the conservation 
objective for Klamath fall Chinook would not be met in 2006.  Better knowledge as to the 
potential effect of fall fisheries on both conservation and allocation principals would 
facilitate better understanding of potential management actions. 

 
 
PFMC 
03/07/06 
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Statement of Jim Harp 
 on the Preliminary Definition of 2006 Management Options  

to the Pacific Fishery Management Council 
March 7, 2006 

 
Mr. Chairman, I would like make a brief statement regarding the status of the salmon resource in 
2006 and the tribes’ current thinking about a range of options for the ocean treaty troll fishery. 

 
6 The forecasts for coho on the Washington coast and Puget Sound for both wild and hatchery 

stocks are slightly less than last year but relatively healthy.  We believe that these forecasts 
will allow for some moderate harvest this year even while taking into consideration the 
needs of the Lower Columbia River natural coho and Canadian Interior Fraser (Thompson) 
coho. 

 
6 For Chinook, the tule hatchery stocks should provide some harvest opportunity in the ocean 

fisheries this year.  We continue to live up to the commitment that we made in 1988 to the 
Columbia River tribes to not increase our impacts on Columbia River Chinook stocks of 
concern.  However, additional listed Chinook stocks will require continued attention to 
devise fisheries that meet the ESA requirements for these stocks. 

 
6 The tribes continue to have concerns about our ability to appropriately analyze and manage 

selective fisheries.  We encourage the states to continue rigorous monitoring and sampling of 
these fisheries and to continue communication on this issue with the tribes. 

 
6 The Washington tribes, in cooperation with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

are beginning the process of establishing a package of fisheries that will ensure acceptable levels 
of harvest of natural stocks of concern. In addition, we have joint Tribal/State agreement on 
specific 2006 management objectives for Puget Sound and Washington coastal Chinook and 
coho salmon (They will be jointly presented to the Council under this agenda item). 
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I offer the following range of preliminary options for the ocean Treaty troll fishery for compilation 
and analysis by the Salmon Technical Team with the understanding that this is only the first step 
towards finalizing options this week that will be adopted by the Council to be sent out for public 
review. 
 

Treaty Troll Options 

  Coho                   Chinook  

Option I 45,000  50,000   

Option II 35,000  33,200   

Option III 25,000  25,000 
 
 
 
For Chinook, Option I to be modeled with 30,000 taken in the May/June Chinook directed fishery 
and 20,000 would be taken in the July/August/September all-species fishery.  Option II to be 
modeled with 20,000 taken in the May/June Chinook directed fishery 13.200 in the 
July/August/September all-species fishery.  Option III to be modeled with 12,000 taken in the 
May/June Chinook directed fishery and 13,000 in the July/August/September all-species fishery. 
 
 
PFMC 
03/07/06 
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE AND TRIBAL COMMENTS ON 
IDENTIFICATION OF MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES AND PRELIMINARY DEFINITION 

OF 2006 SALMON MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 
 
Amendment 14 to the Pacific Coast Salmon Plan recognizes and allows for annual management 
targets to be established for Puget Sound Chinook and coho salmon pursuant to rules and 
procedures established under U.S. v. Washington.  It further recognized that Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and the effected tribes were establishing new 
objectives for coho salmon based on stepped exploitation rates, which would replace the 
previously defined management objectives.  It also recognized that for Puget Sound Chinook 
salmon, which are listed as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act, additional 
conservation objectives would be provided by National Marine Fisheries Service, WDFW, and 
the Tribes. 
 
As provided for in Amendment 14, WDFW and the effected tribes have established, pursuant to 
their obligations and authorities under U.S. v. Washington, management objectives for Puget 
Sound Chinook and coho salmon.  The attached tables provide the objectives for use during the 
2006 regulation setting process.  They are based on a similar approach to the objectives provided 
to the Council the past several years.  The management objectives define the maximum impact 
levels allowed for 2006 fisheries. 
 
For Puget Sound Chinook salmon the management objectives are part of a six-year harvest plan 
(2004 through 2009) developed by WDFW and the Puget Sound Tribes.  Specific details on 
interpretation and implementation of the objectives are provided in the plan document.  NOAA-
Fisheries has made a determination that this plan meets the requirements of the ESA, under limit 
#6 of the 4(d) rule for the Puget Sound Chinook evolutionarily significant unit. 
 
 
PFMC 
03/07/06 

 
 





































[Fwd: Salmon]  

1 of 2 2/24/2006 8:27 AM

Subject: [Fwd: Salmon]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Fri, 24 Feb 2006 08:21:51 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Salmon
From: Yvonne Barrows <yvonnebarrows@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, 23 Feb 2006 22:45:40 -0800 (PST)
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
CC: Daniel Platt <morefish@mcn.org>

Dear Councilmembers,
           My name is Daniel Platt.I am a commercial fisherman and the President of the Salmon Trollers
Marketing Association in Fort Bragg, Ca.
          I attended the Salmon Informational Meeting in Santa Rosa on tuesday,Feb.21,2006. Roger Thomas,
LB Boydston,Duncan Maclean and some other council members were also present. Alan Grover from 
California Fish and Game and Maria Vokavich were among the presentors.
         A lot of information was presented about returns and other stuff.We were than informed that short of
implementing an emergency rule,we were facing a complete closure of commercial and sport Salmon fishing 
between Cape Falcon and Pt. Sur.
Our Industry and our Coastal Communities would be financially devastated by such a closure.We can no
longer affor d to be strangled by lack of water on the Klamath River System and other problems not of our
making.Uncertain numbers and data poor management does not work.
        It is a crime to have a whole Industry strangled by a sick river system.We need our Government and our
management council to stand behind us and take the lead in rectifying this situation.
 
 
 
                                                                   Sincerely,
 
                                                                 Daniel Platt.

Brings words and photos together (easily) with
PhotoMail - it's free and works with Yahoo! Mail.

Salmon Content-Type: message/rfc822
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[Fwd: Wally Shattuck opposition to the planned closure of the sport and...  

1 of 1 2/28/2006 2:16 PM

Subject: [Fwd: Wally Shattuck opposition to the planned closure of the sport and commercial salmon season.]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 13:41:17 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Wally Shattuck opposition to the planned closure of the sport and commercial salmon season.
From: "Sapphire Hale" <saffhale@mcn.org>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 12:50:06 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

     I would like to voice my opinion on the 2006 salmon season option of no fishing north of point sur for either sport or commercial fisherman. 
I think this option is unacceptable for the following reasons. The salmon fisherman of oregon and california cannot survive another year of
disasterous closures. In the last twenty years all the pfmc has acomplished in its Quest to regulate the salmon fishery is the loss of
approximatly three thousand trollers and fourty thousand jobs fishery related. You should be ashamed of yourselves. Thank you very much  
Wally Shattuck  Fort Bragg Salmon Troller.

Wally Shattuck  opposition to the planned closure of the sport and commercialsalmon season.
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit



[Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season options]  

1 of 2 2/28/2006 2:12 PM

Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season options]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 13:39:20 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: 2006 Salmon Season options
From: Printha Worthen <Printha@Adelphia.net>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 12:58:48 -0800
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

NOYO WOMEN FOR FISHERIES
P O BOX 1087 
FORT BRAGG, CALIFORNIA 95437
February 28, 2006
Dear Members of Pacific Fisheries Management Council:
Noyo Women For Fisheries is an organization of women connected to and concerned about the commercial
fishing industry.  Our members represent commercial fishing families, support businesses, and agency
representatives from the northern California port of Fort Bragg.  The livelihoods of our families depend upon
the commercial fishing industry.
The purpose of this letter is to implore you to consider the severe economic impact upon Northern California
coastal communities by closing down the 2006 Salmon Season.  During the past 10 years, the port of Fort
Bragg has struggled to keep alive.  Where we then had four commercial fishing gear stores, we now have
two.  Where we then had six to ten commercial fish buyers along the river, we now have a handful (and some
of them are only seasonal.)  Where we then had a viable ice dock, we now have an ice dock subsidized by
fishermen.  Where we then had a fleet of many, we now have a fleet of few.   Where we then had a strong and
stable market for troll caught salmon, both locally and abroad, we now have a precarious renewed market.
The increased salmon production of the past 3 years has rejuvenated the salmon industry.  We are extremely
concerned that our fishing families and support businesses would not be able to sustain the lack of
productivity for a full season.  A complete closure would be devastating to our families and the part they play
in our local economy.
We implore you to consider options that can maintain some level of productivity in our area while attempting
to manage the affected salmon stocks.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely, 
Printha Platt Worthen
NWFF Secretary



28 February 2006 
 
 To the members of the Pacific Fishery Management Council: 
  
 I’m writing a letter on behalf of my grandfather and I in regards to the 2006 
commercial fishing season.  I have been commercial fishing for the last five years out of 
the Fort Bragg port along with my grandfather, William Maahs who has been a 
commercial fisherman for the last fifty-five years up and down the California coast.  I’m 
the forth generation in my family that has been a commercial fisherman and would really 
like to be able to continue this as a way of life that my family has been doing for so many 
years.  But with the 2006 commercial fishing options that have been presented to us there 
is no way that we would be able to make it. 
  
 My grandfather who is almost eighty years old and his wife who is in a wheel 
chair, does not have the ability to travel great distances nor does he have the ability to be 
gone for such long durations of time from his home and try to take care of his wife and 
make money at the same time.  I’m 23 years old and still in the process of learning what 
it takes to fish and run a business along with a boat.  With the both of us under heavy 
restrictions in terms of having the ability to travel great distances so far from home just to 
fish in order to make a living, there is no way that it would work.  As a team we have 
worked together for the last couple of years and relied on each other to support one 
another.  But with this present issue of having no where close to home to fish, one can 
only wonder how someone else could not realize that some commercial fisherman do not 
have the ability to fish all over so many miles from home.  The question is, “how do we 
do it?” and the answer is “we don’t”. With that in mind it means that the family tradition 
would no longer exist and a way of life like no other would disappear in my family. My 
family has fought so hard to keep it alive for so many years and if it’s the case that there 
in fact would be no salmon season this year or for the next several that would present a 
tragedy, not only to my family but to others as well.  This would unfortunately be the last 
chapter in my family’s tradition. Many individuals do not realize the vitality of this issue 
unless they were placed in our shoes but there are still many of us up and down the 
California coast that are faced with the same problem and wondering how people could 
not possibly realize the catastrophic effects that no season close to home would have.  
Now looking back at all the time and energy it takes to fish and keep the boat up with so 
many expenses we have are now facing a major obstacle simply because we are being 
forced to make a change that not only greatly effects our lives but the lives of people who 
own businesses who greatly rely on a commercial season to support their personal 
businesses.  Some people are only able to make it fishing and for them they would have 
to pack up there life and move with the “question where and how”?   Jobs in my town are 
far and few that you can actually make a decent living on and similarly have the 
opportunity to even survive in this world.  Fishing is one of the most rewarding jobs I 
have ever had the ability to do and thus I realize why it is vital to have this industry 
continue on for all of us that only know this way of life. 
 
  With that said, I would really like the members of the Pacific Fishery 
Management Council to take into great consideration what the catastrophic effects would 



be for so many people up and down the coast that rely on a fishing season close to home.  
My grandfather and I would really love to carry on that tradition for many more years to 
come and thus we, as well as many other individuals in the community would appreciate 
the opportunity to have the Fort Bragg waters be open from the month of May to 
September.  With this request granted, you would not only contribute to the success of 
the town but to the continuing success of the lives of people in the town. 
 
 
 
 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
       Cyrus Maahs 
        

William Maahs 
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 salmon closure]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 11:41:18 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: 2006 salmon closure
From: "rogerarnal@sbcglobal.net" <rogerarnal@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 11:19:25 -0800 (PST)
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

February 28, 2006
 
Roger Arnal
181 Wilshire Ave
Daly City, CA 94015
By email to:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
 
 
Don Hansen
Chairman Pacific Fishery Management Council 
7700 NE Ambassador Pl, Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97220-1384
 
Subj:  2006 salmon closure
 
 < /div>
Dear Chairman Don Hansen:
 
 
Please support the “Ticehurst Plan”.
 
Thank you.
 
 
Sincerely,
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Roger Arnal
Member of the Coastside Fishing Club
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                                                                                           Dean Estep 
                                                                                           P.O. Box 2179 
                                                                                           Ft. Bragg, Ca. 
                                                                                                        95437 
                                                                                           (707) 964-3700 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                                
                                                                                                                                     
                                                                                                                                    
                                                                                                                                                 
                                                                                                                                    
                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                             
 
Pacific Fishery Management Council: 
 
The state debt is requireing the state to make cuts and at the same time jobless rates are high.  
The value of our salmon & the jobs that it produces should not be ignored, especially now. 
We have gone from over 54 million dollar industry in 1988 to 2.78 in 1998. 
We had over 4,000 commercial fishingboats in 1988 and now it's 600 or less. 
 
The price of water is suppose to pay for the hatchery operations, the sport and commercial 
fishery can not exist when SALMON  numbers become to low.  Prior to the PFMC.  Our fisheries 
were still in good condition.  Fish managers have been and still are covering up HABITAT 
DESTRUCTION by BLAMING OVER FISHING. 
 
We are blamed for over fishing.  The cause for lack of stocks.  But we don't catch steelhead and 
their stocks are down as well.  It's all about water. 
 
The reports say that 40% more water is needed in the next 25 years. 
35% more contaminates in the water on San Francisco beaches since last year. 
The jobs and financial loss to our community and industy is devastating. 
Salmon are a very renewable resource. 
The large numbers of spawners entering our rivers should have been harvested at sea while they 
were of value.  If we, had a stable fishery it would help Fish & Game and the hatcherys.  Rather 
then going to waste in the Sacramento river and other river hatcherys that could have been  
harvested. 
People who live here and come here want fresh fish  not FARMED FISH 
 
Dean Estep 
Commercial Fisherman & Wholesaler & Retailer 
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Subject: Save the 2006 Salmon Fishing Season
From: "Cathal McPeake" <cmcpeake@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 19:17:45 +0000
To: Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov

Date: February 28, 2006 

Re: 2006 Salmon Season 

Dear Mr. Tracy, 

Please urge the PFMC to support the 'Ticehurst Plan' and save our Salmon fishing season.
It means a lot to those of us who fish and a whole lot more to those who's livelyhood
depends on the Salmon fishing season. 

Sincerely, 

Cathal M McPeake 

1519 Central Ave 
Alameda 
CA 
94501 

Tel – 510 865 5590 
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Subject: Salmon Closure
From: <mike@wilmermarine.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 11:14:31 -0800 (PST)
To: Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov, Jim.Seger@noaa.gov

To: All PFMC Members

Please do not allow the Salmon Fishing closure to
happen.  California businesses will suffer greatly
from this.  Our business, Wilmer Marine, Inc. has
already been affected. We service sportfishing boats
as our core business.  In addition, we run day
charters out of San Francisco Bay.  We just cancelled
an order for a new 6-passenger sport fishing boat for
our chartering operation.  This pending closure has
already started taking its toll on California
businesses and the economy.  Please reconsider the
action.

Wilmer Marine Inc. strongly supports the Ticehurst
Plan.

Respectfully,

Mike Wilmer
President
Wilmer Marine Inc.
www.wilmermarine.com
(510)932-9305
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Subject: [Fwd: Salmon fishing]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 10:56:20 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Salmon fishing
From: "June Ruse" <jruse@mccinc.org>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 10:57:32 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am a member of the Fort Bragg, CA community. I am very disturbed about the possibility of the current
administration’s threat to close the Salmon Fishing Season to our local Fisherman. By doing so, this administration will
be solely responsible for creating a severe economic hardship on my community. My community was founded on
fishing. We are proud of our harbor. To create such a severe economic impact on our community will have devastating
effects on our already suffering economic infrastructure.
 
Sincerely,
 
June M. Ruse, Psy.D.

Salmon fishing
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit



         Norman Kobler 
         P.O. Box 251 
         Philo, Ca 95466 
         February 27, 2006 
          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To the P.F.M.C. members, 
As a commercial fisherman for thirteen years, I rely on the income from it to pay bills and feed my family.  
I am not alone in this.  From the fuel docks, to the bait suppliers, to the ice plants, to the local restaurants, 
the salmon season is a necessary economic boost. Your proposal of shutting down salmon fishing for three 
years or more would have a tremendous negative impact on the local economy.  
 Farmers can often count on crop disaster relief when their crop fails.  Some can even buy crop 
insurance.  As fishermen, we don’t have that recourse.  We are on our own.   No one wants a healthy 
salmon fishery more than the commercial fisherman.  No one is more motivated to keep abreast of the 
condition of the fishery than the commercial fisherman.  I am just not satisfied that we have enough 
information to base a decision that will have such far-reaching consequences.   For example, the ice plants 
sell 80% of their ice to the salmon fishermen.  What will happen to them if the season is closed for three 
years?  How about the restaurants that draw in customers for their fresh wild king salmon?   What of the 
fuel docks and bait sellers?  They still have mortgages and rent to pay.  The fisherman himself, who still 
has to pay to keep his boat tied up idle at the harbor, what of him?   Regardless, if he fishes or not, he still 
must pay to keep his licenses and permits.  There are few enough economic options for those who choose 
to make a living on the Mendocino coast.  In this age it seems there are few truly resourceful and self-
reliant.   Fishermen, are, by necessity, a self-sufficient breed.  All we ask is to be allowed our season.  
Please keep these considerations in mind when making your decision on this issue. 
 
  
 
    Cordially yours, 
    Norman Kobler 
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Subject: [Fwd: SALMON FISHING]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 08:28:23 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: SALMON FISHING
From: "Barbara Murphey" <ledhead@softcom.net>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 22:03:13 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

To Whom it May Concern:
 
We are fishermen and the closure of salmon fishing would be devastating.  Loss of fishing at Ft.
Bragg and Bodega Bay would cause a severe financial impact.
 
Sincerely,
Glenn & Barbara Murphey

SALMON FISHING
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Subject: [Fwd: Salmon Fishing]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 08:27:59 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Salmon Fishing
From: "Harry Scott" <harrysco@pacbell.net>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 21:14:21 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

I am a fisherman and closing Pacific waters to salmon fishing would be devastating to me and friends in the Ft
Bragg and Bodega Bay area. It would have a severe impact on that area.
 
Harry Scott

Salmon Fishing
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Subject: [Fwd: Possible salmon closure]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 08:27:08 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Possible salmon closure
From: "Doug & Peggy John" <dpjohn@cmspan.net>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 19:52:44 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

I am writing regarding the proposed closure of all off shore salmon fishing from Point Sur to Cape Falcon. 
Completely devastating the economy of the Southern Oregon Coast.  I will let the experts and local business
people expand on the damage to their economy.  I will address the issue from a personal angle.
 
I own a boat built and outfitted for sports salmon fishing.  I had planned to moor the boat from the middle of April
through the middle of October in the boat basin at Charleston, Oregon as I live only about 90 miles away.  With
the boat moored in Charleston I would have been there almost every weekend through the season .  Most times
it would have been for only 1 day, but had already planned on 4 weekends in a motel, eating at restaurants. 
Without salmon fishing, I will keep the boat at home and make an occasional day trip for crabs & bottom fishing
weather permitting..  Personally, I would have generated in excess of $1000 into the local economy of the Coos
Bay area.  This does not include fuel, service and repairs on the boat  if needed. 
 
I am disabled and boat fishing is about the only outdoor activity I am able to enjoy anymore. I have already
purchased my fishing license and harvest tag from ODFW for 2006.  If there is a ban in effect in 2007, I will be
one of many not purchasing licenses and tags, severely reducing ODFW's ability to  continue habitat
enhancement  and other programs benefiting the fishery in Oregon.
 
I would suggest that if the situation is that dire, you limit the catch to 1 fish per day for the part of the
season. You may also need to buy out the fishing rights of part of the commercial fleet, as an outright ban would
probably bankrupt a large number of operators.
 
Yours,
 
Doug John
1222 NE Steele Ct
Roseburg, OR  97470
 
dpjohn@cmspan.net
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Subject: [Fwd: Devastating Salmon Closure]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 08:26:10 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Devastating Salmon Closure
From: "Eugene and Donna Olson" <ganddolson@lanset.com>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 23:00:28 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

   I am a Commercial fisherman and a Salmon Closure would be DEVASTATING.   
    THIS WOULD BE AN EVERLASTING SEVERE FINANCIAL HARDSHIP.
       PLEASE DO NOT CAUSE THIS TO HAPPEN....
                                                A  California Patriot.......
                                                           Eugene A. Olson                                       

Devastating Salmon Closure
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 08:25:07 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: 2006 Salmon Season
From: KayoVo@aol.com
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 01:08:26 EST
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Council,
 
I have been a commercial salmon fisherman for 36 years. I have worked in private hatcheries helping trap, spawn and 
release salmon for the last ten years. I have trapped and help spawn Chinook salmon in a river that DFG insisted that 
there was not a run of Chinook ever in that river. I think I have done contributed my time and effort for the salmon
industry.  A closure or shortening of a "regular" season would not only be economically disastrous to me and my family
I think it would be a very irresponsible choice. Gentleman I think it is time for you and your council to take some 
responsibility and deal with the problem at hand, WATER not lack of fish or "OVERFISHING". Unfortunately our 
science does not coincide with your science. We can prove that large returns don't yield large runs!
 
Sincerely,
 
 Keith Olson

2006 Salmon Season Content-Type: message/rfc822
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Subject: [Fwd: Salmon Season Closure]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 16:15:10 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Salmon Season Closure
From: "Dolphin Isle Marina" <dolphinisle@pacific.net>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 15:02:01 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

 Dear Sirs,
     I understand that you are considering restricting or canceling sport and commercial salmon season this year. This
would have an adverse affect on our business for several reasons.
     We are a 150 slip marina on the Noyo River in Fort Bragg, and the vast majority of our business is fishing related.
Many of our slips are rented to commercial fishermen, and a lot of our fuel and tackle sales are to commercial boats.
We also have an 85 space RV campground which is used almost exclusively by sport salmon fishermen. If you cancel
sport salmon season we will have a lot of cancellations, resulting in an almost empty campground and very little
income in the summer months when we are most counting on it.
     It will not be just us affected by this closure. Almost the entire town of Fort Bragg depends on salmon season to
some extent. I hope that you consider the financial impact of our town when you make your decision.
 
Dolphin Isle Marina
Gregg Stevens, Marina Manager
 

Salmon Season Closure
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Huli Cat 

P O Box 957  El Granada, CA  94018 
(650) 726-2926 

 
 
 
February 27, 2006 
 
 
Mr. Don Hansen, Chairman 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200 
Portland, OR  97220-1384 
 
Dear Mr. Hansen, 
 
I urge you not to let the salmon season for 2006 be closed for California.  I own and 
operate my own charter boat out of Half Moon Bay, CA.  People who use my boat to fish 
stay at local motels, eat a local restaurants and shop at local stores.  The salmon closure 
will not only cut my business by over 80%, but will have a ripple affect throughout the 
entire community and the entire California coast.  Wholesalers, bait distributors, 
manufacturers will also be drastically affected.  The San Mateo County Harbor District 
currently charges $2.25 per person that rides on charter boats.  The Harbor District would 
be severely affect by a lack of salmon business. 
 
Accepted fishery management  has correctly determined there is no longer a scientific 
basis or justification for the ‘natural spawner escapement’ model.  Please do not get 
coerced into closing the fishery for the wrong reasons. 
 
I urge you to suppport the ‘Ticehurst Plan” as proposed by PFMC Council member 
Darrell Ticehurst to suspend the natural spawner escapement ‘Floor’ for 18 months in 
order for the PFMC to review its application to the existing fishery mangement programs. 
 
 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
 
Capt. Tom Mattusch 
M/V Huli Cat 
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Closure]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 08:49:56 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: 2006 Salmon Closure
From: "Berny Puderer" <l.berny@worldnet.att.net>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 08:31:02 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

To Whom it may concern;
 
Before closing our Salmon Season for 2006 because of the Klamath River drainage problem, How about fixing
the Klamath river problem first?  Oregon Potatoes,  I can only emagine is a concern but I am more concerned
with the Ripple effect on coastal businesses if the Salmon season does not open for this year. If the problem or
concern is the native american subsistance program on the Klamath, I would certainly like to know what their
take is. If your concern is 35,000 fish making their way upriver, how many of them are getting by the nets strung
by a Norweagan married to a native american making it possible for this individual to take as many fish as he
can to ship home. This is Subsistance?  The available data for what you are proposing is as vague as the Rock
fishing regulations you have imposed for our costal fishery. Salmon fishing is a staple for our costal economy.
How can any of you presume a closer based on the available facts. This smacks of more Liberal fodder. I would
be happy to hear from you! 

2006 Salmon Closure
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Subject: [Fwd: Salmon Season]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 08:18:45 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Salmon Season
From: "Chris Tallerico" <c-t@pacbell.net>
Date: Sun, 26 Feb 2006 07:57:03 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Recreational and Commercial fishermen in California and the businesses that depend on them are in
immediate need of your help. Tens of millions of dollars in economic activity are at stake as are jobs in
businesses that are supported by both recreational and commercial fishing (hotels, restaurants, tackle shops,
gasoline stations, marinas and every coastal community supported by fishing). The issues revolve around
decisions to be taken by the Pacific Fisheries Management Council (PFMC) at their meeting in March in
Seattle, Washington. Unless the PFMC takes some very dramatic Emergency Action, there will be NO
salmon fishing season at all this year for ocean fishermen – neither recreational or commercial. 

The situation is driven by the returning salmon runs into the Klamath River system. The Klamath River is
imperiled. The river can no longer support the fishery management escapement numbers mandated by the
PFMC’s fishery management plan. This is due to several reasons with almost all attributed to the
dysfunctional water management policies of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Over-fishing is not the cause of the low numbers of returning Klamath River salmon. This is substantiated in
scientific findings including those from the National Academy of Sciences and the California Department of
Fish and Game. The condition of Klamath River salmon was not caused by fishing and will not be solved
through more restrictive and draconian fishery regulations. The proposed closure facing salmon fishermen in
California will do nothing to solve this very sad situation. 

Pacific Fisheries Management Council member Darrell Ticehurst has proposed an Emergency Action Plan
for consideration at the meeting in Seattle in March. The “Ticehurst Plan” calls for an 18 month suspension
of the “escapement floor” – a scientifically unsound and outdated management practice put in place decades
ago. 

I urge you to take immediate action to assess this situation, to consult with Resources Director Chrisman, and
with Fish and Game Director Broddick and to direct the entire California delegation to the PFMC to endorse
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the “Ticehurst Emergency Action Plan”.
 
 
---------------------------------------------------------
Chris Tallerico
415-509-0567
510-235-7303 Fax
C-T@pacbell.net

Salmon Season
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Closure]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 08:17:48 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: 2006 Salmon Closure
From: "rogerarnal@sbcglobal.net" <rogerarnal@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Sat, 25 Feb 2006 09:35:14 -0800 (PST)
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Saturday, February 25, 2006
 
Don Hansen
Chairman PFMC
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384
 
 
Dear Chairman Don Hansen:
 
The Recreational Fishing Alliance is a national, grassroots recreational fishing lobby with 4,000 dues-paying members in the s tate
of California. We represent saltwater anglers and divers. 
 
On behalf of the thousands of members in the Recreational Fishing Alliance who participate in the recreational ocean salmon 
fishery, we urge the California Department of Fish & Game to adopt an emergency rule to allow for fishing opportunities this 
summer. 
 
We are well aware of the problems in the K lamath River, and know these problems will not be solved overnight. Fishermen 
should not be penalized for mismanagement of water flows on the Klamath. We support a review of the mandated "floor" of 
35,000 natural spawners on the Klamath. It's worth noting that the returns on the Klamath River are often largest after a small 
number of returns. This leads us to believe that the escapement floor is set too high for the actual carrying capacity of the river. 
 
Recreational fishing in northern and central California, Oregon, and Washington is an ec onomic engine for the rural,
resource-based economies of smaller coastal communities. The job losses, business failures and decline in local economies that 
would necessarily accompany a complete closure of ocean salmon fishing could be almost incalculable. The California Resources 
Agency reported in its 1995 economic analysis of ocean-dependent industries, "While urban counties receive a large share of total 
California coastal tourism and recreation spending, this industry is also important to rural coastal counties. Rural economies, such 
as in Humboldt and Mendocino counties, depend more on tourism and recreation for jobs than large counties with a more 
diversified economic base."
 
We are seeking your support to save jobs in California by allowing for fishing opportunities in 2006. You can help by directing the
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Department of Fish & Game to support an emergency rule at the March meeting of the Pacific Fisheries Management Council. We 
will be providing the Council with detailed comments describing the economic losses to our state that we face with a summer 
without salmon fishing.
 
I urge you to support the “Ticehurst Plan”.
 
Sincerely,
 
Roger Arnal
181 Wilshire Ave
Daly City, CA 94015
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Subject: [Fwd: [Fwd: For: Don Hansen]]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 08:16:42 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: [Fwd: For: Don Hansen]
From: PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2006 08:15:27 -0800
To: John Coon <John.Coon@noaa.gov>
CC: Donald McIsaac <Donald.McIsaac@noaa.gov>, "Donald K. Hansen"
<don@danawharfsportfishing.com>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: For: Don Hansen
From: "Martin Kohlbry" <martinkohlbry@comcast.net>
Date: Sat, 25 Feb 2006 12:25:26 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Mr. Hansen ... 
 
The collapse of commercial and sport ocean fishing will surely lead to greatly reduced sales tax
revenues to the state, license fees to DF&G, slip rentals and fuel dock income to harbor districts,
and reduced property tax revuenues to the involved counties.   Please consider implementing the
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Ticehurst Plan to prevent this disaster from occuring. 
 
Martin Kohlbry
F/V Fishtales 
Half Moon Bay  

[Fwd: For:  Don Hansen]
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Subject: [Fwd: Proposed 3 Year Moritorium on Salmon Fishing on California Coastal Waters]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 13:43:44 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Proposed 3 Year Moritorium on Salmon Fishing on California Coastal Waters
From: "Rich Nielsen" <richnielsen@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 13:36:01 -0800
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

 
Department of Fish and Game
 
Gentlemen,
 
As an avid Salmon and bottom fisherman again I am very disappointed in hearing of your proposed decision to close Salmon fishing from
border to border for three years. The DFG has no idea of how many Salmon are out in the Pacific, their studies are inadequate. Our local 
commercial fisherman can supply you with this vital information yearly if only you would listen to them. This will be the demise of 
commercial fishing up and down the coast. 
 
How can the DFG make this arbitrary decision without sufficient input from these fisherman? This will put many independent
commercial fishermen out of business as well as impacting recreational fishing up and down the coast.
 
This decision has wide range impacts such as loss of income to CA due to decline of fishing license fees just for a starter. When the media
is alerted to this decision you will have an explosive ripple effect of protest through out the state. 
 
You must consider the welfare of the economy and the people who's very livelyhoods depend on all fishing seasons. At what point do you
change our coastal limits so that foreign ships that scrape the bottom will stop effecting the fish population? It is declining do this foreign 
commercial fishing practice that guts and ruins the ocean and it's delicate balance. 
 
I am very concerned and angry!!!
 
Rich Nielsen
 
 

Proposed 3 Year Moritorium on Salmon Fishing on California Coastal Waters
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: Dysfunctional Klamath River
From: "Candy and Larry Cadd" <cadd@vbbn.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 20:50:52 -0800
To: <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>, <Don.Hansen@noaa.gov>

 Date: February 27, 2006

Re: Salmon Season and the Dysfunctional Klamath River

          I urge you to react to the impending economic disaster facing California’s coastal communities
and the Chinook salmon fishery. Due to gross mismanagement of Chinook salmon habitat in the
Klamath River system both the commercial and sport fishing industries are facing a disastrous situation.
I urge the top levels of state government to support an emergency plan to preserve this fishery.

The Klamath River is imperiled. The river can no longer support the fishery management escapement
numbers mandated by the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s fishery management plan. This is due 
to several reasons with almost all attributed to the dysfunctional water management policies
of the Bureau of Reclamation. Low water flows, high water temperature, loss of riparian habitat,
algal growth and the spread of viruses and bacteria have contributed to massive fish kills in recent
years. Klamath River salmon do not stand a chance until the Klamath River is managed in a more
sensible and sustainable manner.

Over-fishing is not the cause of the low numbers of returning Klamath River salmon. This is
substantiated in scientific findings including those from the National Academy of Sciences and the
California Department of Fish and Game. The condition of Klamath River salmon was not caused by
fishing and will not be solved through more restrictive and draconian fishery regulations. The potential
closure facing salmon fishermen in California will do nothing to solve this very sad situation.

I urge you to support the ‘Ticehurst Plan’ being forwarded by Pacific Fisheries Management Council
member Darrell Ticehurst. The ‘Ticehurst Plan’ calls for an 18-month suspension of the “escapement
floor” - a scientifically unsound and outdated management practice. Given recent scientific findings
there is no justification for the use of this archaic natural spawner escapement model put in place
decades ago. In light of the current situation, it is vitally important that the PFMC be allowed an
opportunity to review its management of the Klamath River fishery.
 
The State of California and it’s citizens will suffer enormous economic impacts, loss of jobs, and
business closures may well be the result.  We ask for your leadership in enacting a sensible solution 
that will restore the Klamath River and maintain a viable sport and commercial salmon fishery.  We 
simply cannot settle for anything less.

I urge you, IN THE STRONGEST POSSIBLE TERMS, to support the ‘Ticehurst Plan’ and save the 2006
ocean salmon fishery from impending disaster.  
 
Do not let this opportunity pass, it has been 3 years since the fish kill on the Klamath River and the
river is still poorly managed and would not recover even if all fishing were stopped.  Let’s move
forward, use new science, and DO SOMETHING!

Larry Cadd
3845 hwy 128
Geyserville, Calif
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 salmon season]
From: PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 14:01:32 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: 2006 salmon season
From: "Rich Holmes" <nirvanagonna@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 22:01:35 +0000
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

                                                                                     
February 28, 2006 
                                                                                      2:00
PM 
Sirs, 
    This letter is to inform you as to the hardship created by a salmon season with no
opportunity to fish within the watters of our home town of Fort Bragg, California. Salmon
fishing is at least 80% of the annual income of two people, myself and Laura Miller. We
are partners in the F/V Animal Fair and depend on salmon fishing to make a living. We
would like you to consider the hardship of fishermen and their local communities when
deciding the fishing options for this year. 

                                                                                     
Thank You, 

                                                                                      
Richard Holmes 
                                                                                      
Laura Miller 

2006 salmon season
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Subject: [Fwd: Support of the Ticehurst Plan]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 14:01:02 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

-- 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR  97220-1384
Phone:  503-820-2280
Toll Free:  1-866-806-7204
Fax:  503-820-2299
Email:  pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Visit us on the web at:  http://www.pcouncil.org
 

Subject: Support of the Ticehurst Plan
From: "Kevin Browning" <kevbrown@napanet.net>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 14:22:25 -0800
To: <PFMC.Comments@NOAA.Gov>

Dear Mr. Hansen
 
I am writing to oppose the proposed closure ot the 2006 Salmon Season.
 
I support the supension of the floor of 35,000 natural spawners as proposed by Darrell Ticehurst of the PFMC as
an emergency action. Both my Wife and I are California natives and our social life in a large way evolves around
Salmon Fishing off the North Coast of California. We spend many weekends and vacation time fishing from The
Noyo Harbor in Fort Bragg. We have a year around RV site at Dolphin Isle Marina and RV park. Many of our
friends also join us to fish. Salmon meat is an important part of our healthy diet, has it is to many non fishing
people also. To loose this would be a great loss. The impact a closure will have on the Fishing Industary is only
a small part of the overall loss to many related Businesses from lodging to food to retail and services.  PLease
dont let the flagrant mismanagement of Chinook Salmon Habitat in the Klamath River system close the season.
Lets first fix the problems on the River and then we can start to see the numbers of fish surival start to increase.
 
Thank You, Captain Kevin Browning and Mary Browning
5118 Clayton Road, Fairfield California, 94534
707-426-2830

Support of the Ticehurst Plan
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Subject: proposed salmon closure
From: daniel howard <fisherdann1@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2006 21:40:04 -0800 (PST)
To: Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov

As a native Californian, lifetime fishing license holder,and a downright unhappy salmon fisherman for the 
last 45 years, the idea of a salmon closure is just purely unacceptable. When the government is responsible 
for the protection of salmon habitat on the Klamath watershed and THEY have failed, someone else needs to 
be put in charge. Instead, the same incompetent agencies propose to punish those hurt the most by their 
incompetence. That's wrong, wrong, wrong, and there is going to be a battle unprecidented by those 
fishermen. So, do something else besides closing salmon season, DO YOUR JOB!
                                     a very angry voter, Daniel Howard, Sheridan Ca.
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 Agenda Item C.5 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2006 
 
 

COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2006 MANAGEMENT OPTION ANALYSIS 
 

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 7, 2006.  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. Agenda Item C.5.b, Supplemental STT Report:  Collation of Preliminary Salmon 

Management Options for 2006 Ocean Fisheries.  
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report of the STT Dell Simmons 
c. Report of the Klamath Fishery Management Council  Curt Melcher 
d. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
e. Public Comment 
f. Council Direction to the STT and Salmon Advisory Subpanel 

(SAS) on Options Development and Analysis 
 
 
PFMC 
02/09/06 
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 Agenda Item C.6 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2006 
 
 

COUNCIL DIRECTION FOR 2006 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 
 

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 
Agenda Item 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: 
 
None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item 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 
02/10/06 
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 Agenda Item C.7 
 Situation Summary 
 March 2006 
 
 

FMP AMENDMENT SCOPING FOR DE MINIMIS FISHERIES ASSOCIATED WITH 
KLAMATH RIVER FALL CHINOOK IMPACTS 

 
At its November 2005 meeting, the Council directed staff to initiate scoping for a Salmon 
Fishery Management Plan (FMP) amendment to consider de minimis fisheries.  The initial 
interest in a Salmon FMP amendment was the result of constraints on the 2005 fishery due to a 
depressed Klamath River fall Chinook run which precluded access to a record forecast 
abundance of Central Valley Chinook.  The Council’s direction came after Scientific and 
Statistical Committee review of the Salmon Technical Team analysis of stock recruitment 
relationships in the Klamath Basin, a recommendation from the Klamath Fishery Management 
Council (KFMC) to initiate an FMP amendment (Agenda Item C.1.a, Attachment 1), and 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) review of emergency rule implementation and other 
procedures to facilitate management flexibility regarding requirements for annual achievement of 
conservation objectives. 
 
The current status of Klamath River fall Chinook includes failure of the stock to meet the 35,000 
natural spawning escapement floor for the past two years and a projection of not meeting the 
escapement floor in 2006, even without additional ocean fishing between Cape Falcon and Point 
Sur (fall 2005 Council area fisheries have already impacted the 2006 escapement).  The latter 
condition triggers a Conservation Alert, which, according to the FMP, requires the Council to 
close salmon fisheries within its jurisdiction that impact the stock (Agenda Item C.1.a, 
Attachment 2).  Fisheries that are not under Council jurisdiction could potentially reduce 
escapement even further.  If the stock does not meet the escapement floor in 2006, it will trigger 
an Overfishing Concern, which will likely result in a declaration by NMFS of the stock being 
overfished and subsequent development of a rebuilding plan.  Council staff has assembled some 
considerations for scoping an FMP amendment to address de minimis fisheries, both for salmon 
stocks in general, and for Klamath River fall Chinook in particular (Agenda Item C.1.a, 
Attachment 3). 
 
Council Operating Procedure (COP) 11 outlines the process for an FMP amendment.  The first 
meeting is a scoping session to identify pertinent issues, establish a schedule for completion, and 
identify a sponsor or advisory entities and staff (workgroup) to prepare an initial analysis.  At the 
second meeting, the workgroup presents an initial draft amendment package for public review, 
and the Council decides on a range of reasonable alternatives, including a preferred alternative if 
possible.  At the third meeting the Council reviews a draft National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) analysis of the amendment alternatives and adopts the final amendment for 
implementation by the Secretary of Commence. 
 
FMP amendments are not necessarily limited to one topic, and the Council may consider other 
issues to include in the amendment process.  Topics recently identified include: updating 
conservation objectives for stocks, such as Puget Sound and Washington Coastal coho, Puget 
Sound Chinook, Sacramento Winter Chinook, and lower Columbia River coho; coho allocation 
south of Cape Falcon; EFH updates; and criteria for NEPA documentation of annual 
management measures. 
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Council Action: 
 
1. Identify issues that should be included in the FMP amendment process. 
2. Identify alternatives that should be included in the initial analysis. 
3. Identify a workgroup to develop the alternatives and analyses. 
4. Set a preliminary schedule for completion of the FMP amendment process. 
 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item C.7.a, Attachment 1: November 2005 Klamath Fishery Management Council 

Report on the Klamath River Fall Chinook Conservation Objective. 
2. Agenda Item C.7.a, Attachment 2: Salmon FMP Chapter 3 Excerpt. 
3. Agenda Item C.7.a, Attachment 3: Council Staff Scoping Considerations for Salmon FMP 

Amendment. 
 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report of the Klamath Fishery Management Council Curt Melcher 
c. Agency and Tribal Comments 
d. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
e. Public Comment 
f. Council Action:  Provide Direction for Developing FMP Amendment Alternatives to 

Address de minimis Fisheries 
 
 
PFMC 
02/21/06 
 
 



Agenda Item C.7.a 
                        Attachment 1

      March 2006 
NOVEMBER 2005 

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL REPORT ON THE  
KLAMATH RIVER FALL CHINOOK CONSERVATION OBJECTIVE 

 
The Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) and the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team 
(KRTAT) have reviewed the Salmon Technical Team’s (STT) report titled Klamath River Fall Chinook 
Stock-Recruitment Analysis (September 2005).   The KFMC appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
this critical issue.   
 
In general, we find that the technical basis of the stock recruitment analysis is sound and, given the 
limited time and data available to complete the analysis, is an adequate response to the PFMC’s 
assignment.  We believe that Model 2 of the analysis best represents the stock recruitment relationship of 
Klamath River fall Chinook.  Based on the STT’s analysis and the diverse results of each of the three 
stock-recruit models, the KFMC recommends that the current Salmon FMP conservation objectives for 
Klamath River fall Chinook (2/3 maximum spawner reduction rate and a minimum 35,000 fish natural 
spawning escapement floor) are appropriate and reflect the uncertainty inherent in the STT’s stock-recruit 
analyses.   
 
While we found that the STT’s use of the available stock recruit data was sufficient to complete the 
primary assignment from the PFMC (maximum sustained yield stock-recruitment analysis), we believe 
that the correlation analysis (as assigned by the PFMC) was inconclusive and did not adequately reflect 
the breadth of available hydrological and life history data for Klamath River fall Chinook.  Moreover, this 
analysis was confounded by the lack of a direct measure of smolt to adult survival for the natural 
production component.  Further analyses of this nature need to be more comprehensive and involve 
pertinent experts within the basin. 
 
The KFMC recognizes that significant uncertainty remains with regard to the ability of the PFMC and 
NMFS to implement de minimis fisheries.  If there is not sufficient flexibility under the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act to implement de minimis fisheries through 
emergency rule, the KFMC recommends that PFMC proceed with the plan amendment process, confined 
in scope to addressing the potential for de minimis fisheries.  The KFMC also recommends that any such 
amendment regarding de minimis fisheries be based upon a prudent, precautionary approach regarding the 
protection of sub-stocks within the Klamath basin, and should be scaled to projected stock abundance.  
 
The KRTAT (Prager and Mohr 1999) evaluated the use of a de minimis management policy during years 
of low abundance and concluded that “Such a policy had little, if any, discernable effect on average catch, 
year to year variability of catch, or median natural escapement.”  The KRTAT made no recommendation 
regarding the use of such a policy; however, they noted that while their study showed no adverse effect of 
fisheries up to a 20% spawner reduction rate, there could be disproportionate impacts to smaller sub-
stocks, thus reducing long term yield.  They recommended that if such a fishery was established, a 
maximum spawner reduction rate of 10% should be adopted, subject to review after a period of years.  
 
Based on the KRTAT analysis (Prager and Mohr 1999), the KFMC recommends that whenever “without-
fishing” natural spawner abundance is predicted to be 39,000 or less, de minimis fisheries should be 
considered, with a maximum spawner reduction rate of 10%. We also recommend that the de minimis 
fishing rate reduce linearly from 10% to 0% as a function of projected stock abundance.  The KFMC also 
recommends that whenever de minimis fisheries are adopted, a technical review of the anticipated 
escapement shortfall shall be completed prior to the adoption of regulations for the following season.  If 
fishery impacts are found to be a major cause of a substantial shortfall, de minimis fisheries shall not be 
proposed in that subsequent season. 
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 Agenda Item C.7.a 
 Attachment 2 
 March 2006 
 

SALMON FMP CHAPTER 3 EXCERPT 
3  CONSERVATION 
 

“Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific information 
available.” 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, National Standard 2 
 
 
3.1 SALMON STOCK CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES 
 

“To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit throughout 
its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination” 

          Magnuson-Stevens Act, National Standard 3 
 
 
To achieve optimum yield, prevent overfishing, and assure rebuilding of salmon stocks whose abundance 
has been depressed to an overfished level, this plan establishes, to the extent practicable, conservation 
objectives to perpetuate the coastwide aggregate of salmon stocks covered by the plan (Chapter 1).  The 
Council’s stock conservation objectives (to be achieved annually) and other pertinent stock management 
information are contained in Table 3-1 (following Section 3.2).  Specific objectives are listed for natural 
and hatchery stocks that are part of the Council’s preseason fishery option development process (Chapter 
9), including all stocks listed under the federal ESA.  The objectives may  be applicable to a single stock 
or a complex of interrelated stocks (those sharing similarities in life-history traits, geographic distribution, 
habitat preferences, and genetic characteristics).  Stocks that are not included in the preseason analyses 
may lack specific conservation objectives because the stock is not significantly impacted by ocean 
fisheries or insufficient management information is available from which to assess ocean fishery impacts 
directly.  In the latter case, the conservation objective for a managed stock may serve to provide for the 
conservation of a closely related stock unless, or until, more specific management information can be 
developed. 
 

3.1.1 Basis 
 
The Council’s conservation objectives for natural stocks may (1) be based on estimates for achieving 
MSY, an MSY proxy, or MSP, or (2) represent special data gathering or rebuilding strategies to approach 
MSY and to eventually develop MSY or MSP objectives.  The objectives have generally been developed 
through extensive analysis by the fishery management entities with direct management authority for the 
stock, or through joint efforts coordinated through the Council, or with other state, tribal, or federal 
entities.  Most of the objectives for stocks north of Cape Falcon have been included in U.S. District Court 
orders.  Under those orders for Washington coastal and Puget Sound stocks (U.S. v. Washington, 626 F. 
Supp. 1405 [1985] and Hoh v. Baldrige No. 81-742 [R] C), the treaty tribes and WDFW may agree to 
annual spawner targets that differ from the MSP or MSY objectives.  Details of the conservation 
objectives in effect at the time this FMP was approved are available in PFMC (1984), in individual 
amendment documents (see Table 1 in the Introduction), and as referenced in Table 3-1. Updated 
conservation objectives and ESA consultation standards are available in the most recent Preseason Report 
I, (Appendix A, Table A-1), and Preseason Report III (Appendix A, Table A-3) produced by the STT. 
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The Council’s fixed conservation objectives are generally expressed in terms of an annual fishery 
escapement believed to be optimum for producing MSY over the long-term.  The escapement objective 
may be (1) a specific number or a range for the desired number of adult spawners (spawner escapement), 
or (2) a specific number or range for the desired escapement of a stock from the ocean or at another 
particular location, such as a dam, that may be expected to result in the target number of spawners.  The 
current data gathering and rebuilding objectives may be expressed as fixed or stepped exploitation or 
harvest rates and may include spawner floors or severely reduced harvest rates at low abundance levels 
(e.g., Klamath River fall chinook), or as special requirements provided in National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) consultation standards for stocks listed under the ESA.  
 

3.1.2 Changes or Additions 
 
Conservation objectives are fixed measures of the FMP intended to provide the necessary guidance during 
the course of the annual preseason planning process to establish salmon fishing seasons that achieve 
optimum yield.  However, changes or additions to the stock complexes and objectives for most natural 
stocks may be made without plan amendment if a comprehensive technical review of the best scientific 
information available provides conclusive evidence that, in the view of the Salmon Technical Team, 
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), and the Council, justifies a modification.  An exception is the 
35,000 natural spawner floor for Klamath River fall chinook which may only be changed by FMP 
amendment.  The Council may change objectives for hatchery stocks upon the recommendation of the 
pertinent federal, state, and tribal management entities.  Federal court-ordered changes in objectives will 
also be accommodated without a plan amendment.  Insofar as possible, changes for natural stocks will 
only be reviewed and approved within the schedule established for salmon estimation methodology 
reviews (completed at the November meeting prior to the season in which they are effective) and apart 
from the preseason planning process.  The applicable annual objectives of Council-adopted rebuilding 
programs developed in response to an overfishing concern or the requirements of consultation standards 
promulgated by NMFS under the ESA may be employed without plan amendment to assure timely 
implementation.  All of these changes will be documented during the Council’s preseason planning 
process. 
 
The Council considers established conservation objectives to be stable and a technical review of 
biological data must provide substantial evidence that a modification is necessary.  The Council's 
approach to conservation objectives purposely discourages frequent changes for short-term economic or 
social reasons at the expense of long-term benefits from the resource.  However, periodic review and 
revision of established objectives is anticipated as additional data become available for a stock or stock 
complex. 
 
3.2 OVERFISHING CRITERIA 
 

“Any fishery management plan . . . shall . . . specify objective and measurable criteria 
for identifying when the fishery . . . is overfished . . . and, . . . contain conservation 
and management measures to prevent overfishing or end overfishing and rebuild the 
fishery;” 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, § 303(a)(10) 
 

“The terms overfishing and overfished mean a rate or level of fishing mortality that 
jeopardizes the capacity of a fishery to produce the maximum sustainable yield on a 
continuing basis.” 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, § 3(29) 
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In applying the Magnuson-Stevens Act definition of overfishing to salmon fisheries and establishing 
criteria by which to identify it, the Council must consider the uncertainty and theoretical aspects of MSY 
as well as the complexity and variability unique to naturally producing salmon populations.  These unique 
aspects include the interaction of a short-lived species with frequent, sometimes protracted, and often 
major variations in both the freshwater and marine environments.  These variations may act in unison or 
in opposition to affect salmon productivity in both positive and negative ways.  In addition, variations in 
natural populations may sometimes be difficult to measure due to masking by artificially produced 
salmon. 
 

3.2.1 General Application to Salmon Fisheries 
 
In setting criteria from which to judge the conservation status of salmon stocks, the unique life history of 
salmon must be considered.  Chinook, coho, and pink salmon are short-lived species (generally two to six 
years) that reproduce only once shortly before dying.  Spawning escapements of coho and pink salmon 
are dominated by a single-year class and chinook spawning escapements may be dominated by no more 
than one or two-year classes.  The abundance of year classes can fluctuate dramatically with combinations 
of natural and human-caused environmental variation.  Therefore, it is not unusual for a healthy and 
relatively abundant salmon stock to produce occasional spawning escapements which, even with little or 
no fishing impacts, may be significantly below the long-term average associated with the production of 
MSY.  This phenomenon has been observed in recent years for numerous salmon stocks, including 
Klamath River fall chinook and several Washington coho stocks. 
 
Numerous West Coast salmon stocks have suffered, and continue to suffer, from an onslaught of 
nonfishing activities that severely reduce natural survival by such actions as the elimination or 
degradation of  freshwater spawning and rearing habitat.  The consequence of this man-caused, habitat-
based variation is two fold.  First, these habitat changes increase large scale variations in stock 
productivity and associated stock abundances, which in turn complicate the overall determination of MSY 
and the specific assessment of whether a stock is producing at or below that level.  Secondly, as the 
productivity of the freshwater habitat is diminished, the benefit of further reductions in fishing mortality 
to improve stock abundance decreases.  Clearly, the failure of several stocks managed under this FMP to 
produce at an historic or consistent MSY level has little to do with current fishing impacts and often 
cannot be rectified with the cessation of all fishing. 
 
To address the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act to clearly identify when a stock may be 
approaching an overfished condition or is overfished, the Council has established two separate criteria 
based on a stock’s failure to meet its conservation objective.  These criteria are denoted as a “conservation  
alert” and an “overfishing concern”.  The criteria for these two categories are based on the unique life 
history of salmon and the large variations in annual stock abundance due to numerous environmental 
variables.  They also take into account the uncertainty and imprecision surrounding many estimates of 
MSY, fishery impacts, and spawner escapements.   In recognition of the unique salmon life history, the 
criteria differ somewhat from the general guidance in the National Standard Guidelines (§ 600.310), but 
equal or exceed them in addressing the overfishing issue as it relates to salmon. 
 

3.2.2 Conservation Alert 
 

“A fishery shall be classified as approaching a condition of being overfished if, based on 
trends in fishing effort, fishery resource size, and other appropriate factors, the Secretary 
estimates that the fishery will become overfished within two years.” 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, § 304(e)(1) 
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To anticipate and react to potential stock declines which might lead to overfishing, the Council has 
established a conservation alert process with criteria and actions as described below. 
 

3.2.2.1 Criteria 
 
A conservation alert is triggered during the annual preseason process (Chapter 9) if a natural stock or 
stock complex, listed in Table 3-1, is projected to fall short of its conservation objective (MSY, MSY 
proxy, MSP, or floor in the case of some harvest rate objectives [e.g., 35,000 natural Klamath River fall 
chinook spawners]).  While a  projected one-year shortfall may be of little biological concern, it 
may also represent the beginning of production problems and is worthy of note to help prevent 
future stock decline. 
 

3.2.2.2 Council Action 
 
For all natural stocks which meet the conservation alert criteria, the Council will notify pertinent fishery 
and habitat managers, advising that the stock may be temporarily depressed or approaching an overfishing 
concern (depending on its recent conservation status), and request that state and tribal fishery managers 
identify the probable causes, if known.  If the stock in question has not met its conservation objective in 
the previous two years, the Council will request the pertinent state and tribal managers to do a formal 
assessment of the primary factors leading to the shortfalls and report their conclusions and 
recommendations to the Council no later than the March meeting prior to the next salmon season. 
 
The Council will take the following actions for stocks which trigger a conservation alert that do not 
qualify as exceptions under Section 3.2.4 (see Table 3-1): 
 
I. Close salmon fisheries within Council jurisdiction that impact the stock. 
 
II. In the case of Washington coastal and Puget Sound salmon stocks and fisheries managed under 

U.S. District Court orders, the Council may allow fisheries which meet annual spawner targets 
developed through relevant U.S. v. Washington, Hoh v. Baldrige, and subsequent U.S. District Court 
ordered processes and plans, which may vary from the MSY or MSP conservation objectives.  Other 
than the exceptions noted above, the Council may not recommend ocean salmon fisheries which are 
expected to trigger a conservation alert. 

 
If postseason estimates confirm that a stock conservation objective is not met, a rebuilding program for 
the following year is implicit in the conservation objective since it is based on annually meeting MSY or 
MSP.  In addition, the Council reviews stock status annually and, where needed, identifies actions 
required to improve estimation procedures and correct biases.  Such improvements provide greater 
assurance that objectives will be achieved in future seasons.  Consequently, a remedial response is built 
into the preseason planning process to address excessive fishing mortality levels relative to the 
conservation objective of a stock. 
 
The Council does not believe that a one year departure from the MSY/MSP spawner objective for salmon 
affects the capacity of a stock to produce MSY over the long-term (i.e., does not constitute overfishing as 
defined by the Magnuson-Stevens Act).  However, the Council’s use of a conservation alert and the 
rebuilding effect of the conservation objectives provides for sound resource management and responds to 
the concept in the National Standard Guidelines for action to address overfishing concerns in any one 
year.  The Council’s conservation objectives which are used to trigger a conservation alert are generally 
based on MSY or MSP rather than a minimum stock size threshold.  In this respect, the Council’s 
management approach is more conservative than recommended by the National Standard Guidelines. 
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3.2.3 Overfishing Concern 

 
“For a fishery that is overfished, any fishery management plan, amendment, or proposed 
regulations . . . for such fishery shall–(A) specify a time period for ending overfishing and 
rebuilding the fishery that shall–(i) be as short as possible, taking into account the status and 
biology of any overfished stocks of fish, the needs of the fishing communities, 
recommendations by international organizations in which the United States participates, and 
the interaction of the overfished stock within the marine ecosystem; and (ii) not exceed 10 
years, except in cases where the biology of the stock of fish, other environmental conditions, 
or management measures under an international agreement in which the United States 
participates dictate otherwise. . ..” 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, § 304(e)(4) 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires overfishing be ended and stocks rebuilt in as short a period as 
possible and, depending on other factors, no longer than ten years.  For healthy salmon stocks which may 
experience a sudden reduction in production and/or spawner escapement, the limitation on fishing impacts 
provided by the Council’s MSY or MSY proxy conservation objectives provide a stock rebuilding plan 
that should be effective within a single salmon generation (two years for pinks, three years for coho, and 
three to five years for chinook).  However, additional actions may be necessary to prevent overfishing of 
stocks suffering from chronic depression due to fishery impacts outside Council authority, or from habitat 
degradation or long-term environmental fluctuations.  Such stocks may meet the criteria invoking the 
Council’s overfishing concern. 
 

3.2.3.1 Criteria 
 
The Council’s criteria for an overfishing concern are met if, in three consecutive years, the postseason 
estimates indicate a natural stock has fallen short of its conservation objective (MSY, MSP, or spawner 
floor as noted for some harvest rate objectives) in Table 3-1.  It is possible that this situation could 
represent normal variation, as has been seen in the past for several previously referenced salmon stocks 
which were reviewed under the Council’s former overfishing definition.  However, the occurrence of 
three consecutive years of reduced stock size or spawner escapements, depending on the magnitude of the 
short-fall, could signal the beginning of a critical downward trend (e.g., Oregon coastal coho) which may 
result in fishing that jeopardizes the capacity of the stock to produce MSY over the long term if 
appropriate actions are not taken to ensure the automatic rebuilding feature of the conservation objectives 
is achieved. 
 

3.2.3.2 Assessment 
 
When an overfishing concern is triggered, the Council will direct its STT to work with state and tribal 
fishery managers to complete an assessment of the stock within one year (generally, between April and 
the March Council meeting of the following year).   The assessment will appraise the actual level and 
source of fishing impacts on the stock, consider if excessive fishing has been inadvertently allowed by 
estimation errors or other factors, identify any other pertinent factors leading to the overfishing concern, 
and assess the overall significance of the present stock depression with regard to achieving MSY on a 
continuing basis. 
 
Depending on its findings, the STT will recommend any needed adjustments to annual management 
measures to assure the conservation objective is met, or recommend adjustments to the conservation 
objective which may more closely reflect the MSY or ensure rebuilding to that level.  Within the 
constraints presented by the biology of the stock, variations in environmental conditions, and the needs of 
the fishing communities, the STT recommendations should identify actions that will recover the stock in 
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as short a time as possible, preferably within ten years or less, and provide criteria for identifying stock 
recovery and the end of the overfishing concern.  The STT recommendations should cover harvest 
management, potential enhancement activities, hatchery practices, and any needed research.  The STT 
may identify the need for special programs or analyses by experts outside the Council advisors to assure 
the long-term recovery of the salmon population in question.  Due to a lack of data for some stocks, 
environmental variation, economic and social impacts, and habitat losses or problems beyond the control 
or management authority of the Council, it is likely that recovery of depressed stocks in some cases could 
take much longer than ten years. 
 
In addition to the STT assessment, the Council will direct its Habitat Committee (HC) to work with 
federal, state, local, and tribal habitat experts to review the status of the essential fish habitat affecting this 
stock and, as appropriate, provide recommendations to the Council for restoration and enhancement 
measures within a suitable time frame. 
 

3.2.3.3 Council Action 
 
Following its review of the STT report, the Council will specify the actions that will comprise its 
immediate response for ensuring that the stock’s conservation objective is met or a rebuilding plan is 
properly implemented and any inadvertent excessive fishing within Council jurisdiction is ended.  The 
Council’s rebuilding plan will establish the criteria that identify recovery of the stock and the end of the 
overfishing concern.  In some cases, it may become necessary to modify the existing conservation 
objective/rebuilding plan to respond to habitat or other long-term changes.  Even if fishing is not the 
primary factor in the depression of the stock or stock complex, the Council must act to limit the 
exploitation rate of fisheries within its jurisdiction so as not to limit recovery of the stock or fisheries, or 
as is necessary to comply with ESA consultation standards.  In cases where no action within Council 
authority can be identified which has a reasonable expectation of providing benefits to the stock unit in 
question, the Council will identify the actions required by other entities to recover the depressed stock.  
Upon review of the report from the HC, the Council will take actions to promote any needed restitution of 
the identified habitat problems. 
 
For those fishery management actions within Council authority and expertise, the Council may change 
analytical or procedural methodologies to improve the accuracy of estimates for abundance, harvest 
impacts, and MSY escapement levels, and/or reduce ocean harvest impacts when shown to be effective in 
stock recovery.  For those causes beyond Council control or expertise, the Council may make 
recommendations to those entities which have the authority and expertise to change preseason prediction 
methodology, improve habitat, modify enhancement activities, and re-evaluate management and 
conservation objectives for potential modification through the appropriate Council process. 
 

3.2.3.4 End of Overfishing Concern 
 
The criteria for determining the end of an overfishing concern will be included as a part of any rebuilding 
plan adopted by the Council.  Additionally, an overfishing concern will be ended if the STT stock 
analysis provides a clear finding that the Council’s ability to affect the overall trend in the stock 
abundance through harvest restrictions is virtually nil under the “exceptions” criteria below for natural 
stocks. 
 

3.2.4 Exceptions 
 

“Conservation and management measures shall take into account and allow for variations 
among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.” 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, National Standard 6 
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This plan contains three exceptions to the application of overfishing criteria and subsequent Council 
actions for stocks or stock complexes with conservation objectives in Table 3-1: (1)  hatchery stocks, 
(2) stocks for which Council management actions have inconsequential impacts, and (3) stocks listed 
under the ESA. 
 

3.2.4.1 Hatchery Stocks 
 
Salmon stocks important to ocean fisheries and comprised exclusively of hatchery production generally 
have conservation objectives expressed as an egg-take or the number of spawners returning to the 
hatchery rack to meet program objectives.  This plan recognizes these objectives and strives to meet them.  
However, these artificially produced stocks generally do not need the protection of overfishing criteria 
and special Council rebuilding programs to maintain long-term production.  Because hatchery stocks can 
generally sustain significantly higher harvest exploitation rates than natural stocks, ocean fisheries rarely 
present a threat to their long-term survival.  In addition, it is often possible to make temporary program 
modifications at hatcheries to assure adequate production to sustain the stock during periods of low 
abundance (e.g., sharing brood stock with other hatcheries, arranging for trapping at auxiliary sites, etc.).  
If specialized hatchery programs are approved in the future to sustain listed salmon stocks, the rebuilding 
programs would be developed and followed under the ESA. 
 

3.2.4.2 Natural Stocks With Minimal Harvest Impacts in Council-Managed Fisheries 
 
Several natural stock components identified within this FMP are subject to minimal harvest impacts in 
Council fisheries because of migration timing and/or distribution.  As a result, the Council’s ability to 
affect the overall trend in the abundance of these components through harvest restrictions is virtually nil. 
Components in this category are identified by a cumulative adult equivalent exploitation rate of less than 
five percent in ocean fisheries under Council jurisdiction during base periods utilized by the fishery 
regulation assessment models (1979-1982 for chinook and 1979-1981 for coho).  Council action for these 
components, when a conservation alert or an overfishing concern are triggered, will consist of confirming 
negligible impacts of proposed Council fisheries, identifying factors which have led to the decline or low 
abundance (e.g., fishery impacts outside Council jurisdiction, or degradation or loss of essential fish 
habitat), and monitoring of abundance trends and total harvest impact levels.  Council action will focus on 
advocating measures to improve stock productivity, such as reduced interceptions in non-Council-
managed fisheries, and  improvements in spawning and rearing habitat, fish passage, flows, and other 
factors affecting overall stock survival. 
 

3.2.4.3 Stocks Listed Under the Endangered Species Act 
 
The Council regards stocks listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA as a third exception to the 
application of overfishing criteria of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  The ESA requires federal agencies 
whose actions may jeopardize listed salmon to consult with NMFS.  Because NMFS implements ocean 
harvest regulations, it is both the action and consulting agency for actions taken under  the FMP.  To 
ensure there is no jeopardy, NMFS conducts internal consultations with respect to the effects of ocean 
harvest on listed salmon.  The Council implements NMFS' guidance as necessary to avoid jeopardy, as 
well as in recovery plans approved by NMFS.  As a result of NMFS' consultation, an incidental take 
statement may be issued which authorizes take of listed stocks under the FMP that would otherwise be 
prohibited under the ESA. 
 
The Council believes that the requirements of the ESA are sufficient to meet the intent of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act overfishing provisions.  Those provisions are structured to maintain or rebuild stocks to 
levels at or above MSY and require the Council to identify and develop rebuilding plans for overfished 
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stocks.  For many fish species regulated under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the elimination of excess 
fishing pressure is often the sole action necessary to rebuild depressed stocks. This is, however, not the 
case for many salmon stocks and, in particular, for most listed populations. 
 
Although harvest has certainly contributed to the depletion of West Coast salmon populations, the 
primary reason for their decline has been the degradation and loss of freshwater spawning, rearing, and 
migration habitats.  The quality and quantity of freshwater habitat are key factors in determining the MSY 
of salmon populations. The Council has no control over the destruction or recovery of freshwater habitat 
nor is it able to predict the length of time that may be required to implement the habitat improvements 
necessary to recover stocks.  While the Council could theoretically establish new MSY escapement goals 
consistent with the limited or degraded habitat available to listed species, adoption of revised goals would 
potentially result in an ESA-listed stock being classified as producing at MSY and; therefore, not 
overfished under the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  The Council believes that the intent of the ESA and the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act is the recovery of stocks to MSY levels associated with restored habitat 
conditions. 
 
The Council considers the consultation standards and recovery plans developed by NMFS for listed 
populations as interim rebuilding plans.  Although NMFS’ consultation standards and recovery plans may 
not by themselves recover listed populations to historical MSY levels within ten years, they are sufficient 
to stabilize populations until freshwater habitats and their dependent populations can be restored and 
estimates of MSY developed consistent with recovered habitat conditions.  As species are delisted, the 
Council will establish conservation objectives with subsequent overfishing criteria and manage to 
maintain the stocks at or above MSY levels. 
 
3.3 SUPPLEMENTARY CONSERVATION INFORMATION 
 

3.3.1 Endangered Species Act Listings 
 
Since 1990, West Coast salmon fisheries have been modified to accommodate special requirements for 
the protection of salmon species listed under the federal ESA.  The ESA listing of a salmon population 
may have profound consequences for the management of Council mixed-stock ocean fisheries since listed 
populations are often incidentally harvested with more abundant healthy populations.  As additional 
stocks of salmon have been listed, the Council’s preseason process has increasingly focused on protecting 
listed stocks.  In applying the ESA to Pacific salmon, NMFS determined that a population segment of a 
salmon species must represent an evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) of that species in order to be 
eligible for listing.  ESUs are characterized by their reproductive isolation and contribution to the genetic 
diversity of the species as a whole.  NMFS establishes consultation standards for listed ESUs, which 
specify levels of incidental take that are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the ESU. 
 
The Council must meet or exceed the requirements of the ESA, which is other applicable law.  In addition 
to the stocks and conservation objectives in Table 3-1, the Council will manage all species listed under 
the ESA consistent with NMFS consultation standards or recovery plans to meet immediate conservation 
needs and the long-term recovery of the species.  These standards are provided annually to the Council by 
NMFS at the start of the preseason planning process.  In so far as is practical, while not compromising its 
ability to meet the requirements of the ESA, NMFS will endeavor to provide opportunity for Council and 
peer review of any proposed consultation standards, or the objectives of recovery plans, well prior to their 
implementation.  Such review would ideally commence no later than the last Council meeting in the year 
immediately preceding the first salmon season in which the standards would be implemented. 
 
Table 3-2 summarizes the relationships of the individual stocks and stock units managed under the FMP 
to the ESUs identified by NMFS in the course of ESA status reviews.  With the exception of some 
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hatchery stocks, the stocks managed under the FMP are generally representative of the range of life 
history features characteristic of most ESUs.  The managed stocks therefore serve as indicators for ESUs 
and provide the information needed to monitor fishery impacts on ESUs as a whole.  In some cases, the 
information necessary for stock specific management is lacking, leaving some ESUs without adequate 
representation.  For these ESUs, it will be necessary in the immediate future to use conservative 
management principles and the best available information in assessing impacts in order to provide 
necessary protection.  In the meantime, the responsible management entities should implement programs 
to ensure that data are collected for at least one stock representative of each ESU.  Programs should be 
developed to provide the information that will permit the necessary stock specific management within 
five years of completion of this amendment. 
 
TABLE 3-1.  Conservation objectives and management information for salmon stocks of significance to ocean salmon fisheries. 

Stock 
Conservation Objective 

(to be met annually, unless noted otherwise) 
Subject to Council Actions to 

Prevent Overfishing 
- - - CHINOOK - - - 

Klamath River Fall 
(Klamath and 
Trinity Rivers) 

33% to 34% of potential adult natural spawners, but no 
fewer than 35,000 naturally spawning adults in any one 
year.  Brood escapement rate must average 33% to 34% 
over the long-term, but an individual brood may vary from 
this range to achieve the required tribal/nontribal annual 
allocation.  Objective designed to allow a wide range of 
spawner escapements from which to develop an MSY 
objective or proxy while protecting the stock during 
prolonged periods of reduced productivity.  Adopted 1988 
based on Hubbell and Boydstun (1985); KRTT (1986); 
PFMC (1988); minor technical modifications in 1989 and 
1996 (Table I-1).  Natural spawners to maximize recruitment 
are estimated at 41,000 to 106,000 adults (Hubbell and 
Boydstun 1985). 

Yes.  A conservation alert or 
overfishing concern will be based on a 
failure to meet the 35,000 floor. 
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 Agenda Item C.7.a 
 Attachment 3 
 March 2006 
 
 

COUNCIL STAFF SCOPING CONSIDERATIONS FOR SALMON FMP AMENDMENT 
 
The Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP) allows stocks listed under the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) to be managed for ESA consultation standards rather than Salmon FMP conservation 
objectives.  ESA consultation standards and recovery plans are considered sufficient to meet the 
intent of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) overfishing 
provisions; therefore, listed stocks are not subject to the Council’s Salmon FMP Overfishing 
Criteria.  Natural stocks that have Council area fishery impacts less than 5% (in model base 
periods) are also exempt from the Council’s Overfishing Criteria.  The Salmon FMP allows 
Washington coastal and Puget Sound stocks managed under U.S. District Court orders to be 
managed for annual conservation objectives, which may differ from the FMP conservation 
objectives.  However, those stocks are still subject to the Council’s Overfishing Concern, which 
means stocks that fail to meet their FMP conservation objective for three consecutive years are 
considered overfished. 
 
Stocks subject to the Council’s Overfishing Criteria that are declared overfished by National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) shall have a rebuilding plan developed, which may have 
provisions to allow for de minimis fisheries during the recovery period.  However, for stocks 
such as Klamath River fall Chinook that are not ESA listed and have a fixed management 
objective, there is no flexibility in the Salmon FMP to allow de minimis fisheries when the stock 
becomes temporarily depressed. 
 
One option to address the de minimis fishery issue would be to change the conservation objective 
for individual stocks.  For example, the Klamath River fall Chinook conservation objective could 
be changed to an exploitation rate objective without a floor, similar to that used for Oregon 
Coastal Natural (OCN) coho.  Under this option the stock would not trigger a Conservation Alert 
as long as the preseason projected exploitation rate was no more than the annual objective. Nor 
would the stock trigger an Overfishing Concern as long as the postseason exploitation rate 
estimate did not exceed the annual objective for three consecutive years. 
 
The Klamath River fall Chinook conservation objective could also be changed to a maximum 
sustainable yield (MSY) based spawning escapement objective as contemplated in Salmon FMP 
Amendment 9.  This option alone would not provide for de minimis fisheries.  Under this option, 
management would be functionally equivalent to the current strategy, but with a different 
escapement objective. 
 
Another option for Klamath River fall Chinook would be to adopt a sliding scale exploitation 
rate objective while maintaining the floor, similar to the proposal by the KFMC (Agenda Item 
C.1.a, Attachment 2).  Under this option the stock would not trigger a Conservation Alert as long 
as the projected exploitation rate was no more than the annual objective, but an Overfishing 
Concern would be triggered if the floor was not met for three consecutive years. 
 
Another option would be to change the Salmon FMP Overfishing Criteria as it applies to all 
stocks.  The Conservation Alert provision requiring the Council to close salmon fisheries within 
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Council jurisdiction that impact the stock could be changed to allow de minimis fisheries up to 
some specified impact level, for example, if projected impacts in Council area fisheries were less 
than 5%. 
One possible schedule for an amendment to address de minimis fisheries is displayed below.  It 
would identify preliminary alternatives at the March, 2006 meeting, which could receive some 
cursory analysis prior to a second meeting at the June Council meeting.  At the June meeting the 
Council should adopt the full range of alternatives for detailed analysis, including a preferred 
alternative if possible.  At the September Council meeting a draft NEPA document would be 
available and the Council could refine the alternatives in preparation for taking final action at the 
November Council meeting.  Final action in November 2006 should allow adequate time for 
NMFS to implement the amendment by the start of the 2007 management season. 
 

Council Meeting Action 
March 2006 Adopt Preliminary Alternatives 
June 2006 1) Review the Analysis of Preliminary Alternatives 

2) Adopt a Range  
of Alternatives and, if Possible, a Preliminary Preferred 

Alternative 
September 2006 1) Review Draft Analysis of Alternatives and NEPA 

Documents 
2) Adopt Alternatives for Public Review, Including a 

Preferred Alternative 
November 2006 Final Action to Adopt a Preferred Alternative for 

Implementation by May 2007 
 
As the Council moves through the amendment process it should be aware of some related 
processes, and look for opportunities to gain efficiencies.  For example, it is likely the Klamath 
fall Chinook stock will be declared overfished in 2007 and a rebuilding plan will be required.  If 
an FMP amendment to address de minimis fisheries contemplates changing the Klamath fall 
Chinook conservation objective, it might be advantageous to include a rebuilding strategy in the 
amendment.  The MSA is also likely to be reauthorized in 2006, and there may be elements of 
the new act that could or should be incorporated into an amendment. 
 
 
PFMC 
02/21/06 
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Agenda Item C.7.c 
Supplemental Comments of Hoopa Valley Tribe 

March 2006 
 
 

HOOPA VALLEY TRIBAL COMMENTS ON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
AMENDMENT SCOPING FOR DE MINIMIS FISHERIES ASSOCIATED WITH KLAMATH 

RIVER FALL CHINOOK IMPACTS 
 
(1) My name is George Kautsky, I am the Deputy Director for Hoopa Tribal Fisheries.  The 

Hoopa Valley Tribe (Tribe) thanks the Council for this opportunity to share its 
perspectives on the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) Amendment Scoping for de 
minimis Fisheries Associated with Klamath River Fall Chinook Impacts. 

(2) The Tribe has a long history working with the Council and the Klamath Fishery 
Management Council (KFMC) in developing and implementing the 9th amendment to the 
FMP.  In 1986 a harvest rate alternative for Klamath fall Chinook management was 
developed with Tribal participation by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team 
which replaced the prior “rebuilding” schedule for natural spawners.  Implemented under 
the FMP’s 9th amendment, the stock was to be managed by harvest rate allowing up to a 
2/3 removal by fisheries of the potential adult natural spawners across all brood years.  In 
all years, management was to clear the natural spawner floor of 35,000 adults.  Failure to 
clear the floor in for three consecutive years (1990, 1991, and 1992) resulted in an over 
fishing review published in 1994.  We continue to work closely with the two councils and 
their technical teams to ensure prudent management of Klamath fall Chinook. 

(3) In our continued efforts to work with co-managers, last fall we were party to a consensus 
recommendation of the KFMC for de minimis fisheries. 
The call for de minimis fisheries come from the ocean fisheries sector seeking flexibility 
in 2005 management to take advantage of what was forecast to be record high abundance 
of Sacramento fall Chinook in the context of a relatively depressed Klamath stock.  
Fundamental in the KFMC’s recommendation was that the magnitude of de minimis 
fisheries would comport with a maximum spawner reduction rate of 10% and that the rate 
should reduce linearly from 10% to 0% as a function of projected stock abundance. 

(4) The Tribe is opposed to any reduction in the FMP conservation standard for Klamath fall 
Chinook which requires clearing the 35,000 adult natural spawner floor in all years.  We 
will continue to work closely with the KFMC and PFMC and our trustee to sustain the 
present conservation standard while allowing for flexibility as described in the KFMC’s 
recommendation for de minimis fisheries.  The Tribe will pursue its role as co-manager 
while reserving its rights within the scope of applicable law. 

 
 
PFMC 
03/10/06 
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Agenda Item C.7.d 
Supplemental SAS Report 

March 2006 
 
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) requests the Council consider the following points for 
developing a range of alternatives for a Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP) amendment: 
 

1. The SAS would not support any alternative that changes the Klamath fall Chinook 
natural spawner floor to a lower value than 35,000. 

2. An alternative to allow management flexibility based on relative stock strength, such as a 
harvest rate matrix, should be explored. 

3. An alternative that ties management flexibility to the cause of stock depletion, such as in- 
river habitat conditions, ocean environment, estimation error, and fishing effort should 
also be explored. 

4. The SAS requests additional support from California, Oregon, and National Marine 
Fisheries Service Southwest Region to assist the Salmon Technical Team in analytical 
duties associated with the FMP amendment process. 

 
The SAS feels an analysis of alternatives should include an estimate of a minimum harvest rate or 
catch level that would allow economic survival of salmon fisheries. 
 
PFMC 
03/10/06 



Agenda Item C.7.d 
Supplemental SSC Report 

March 2006 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON FMP AMENDMENT 
SCOPING FOR DE MINIMIS FISHERIES ASSOCIATED WITH KLAMATH RIVER FALL 

CHINOOK IMPACTS 
 
In November 2005 the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) reviewed the Salmon 
Technical Team report “Klamath River Fall Chinook Stock-Recruitment Analysis” and found the 
report technically sound.  The SSC endorsed the Ricker model analysis as the best available 
science for evaluating the escapement floor in the Klamath River and observed that maximum 
sustainable yield escapement “…would likely be larger than 40,700 spawners…”  
 
The Council is considering an amendment to the Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP) to 
revise Klamath River Fall Chinook management and provide some flexibility when stocks are 
subject to a Conservation Alert.  Currently, under a Conservation Alert, the FMP requires the 
Council to “close salmon fisheries within Council jurisdiction that impact the stock.”  One 
suggestion was to amend the FMP to allow a de minimis fishery.  However, it was unclear how a 
de minimis exploitation rate would be established and evaluated.  It was also unclear how much 
fishery relief could be attained with a de minimis rate of, for example, five percent. 
 
Several alternative management control rules were proposed for consideration in the FMP 
amendment.  The SSC encourages exploration of these and, perhaps, other control rules.  It may 
be useful for the Council to look at analogies with groundfish management which includes a 
control rule linking exploitation rates to biomass, even below the overfished threshold. 
 
 
PFMC 
03/09/06 
 



Other SSC comments; 
 
The predictions are very imprecise.  We suggest that improvements could be made by examining 
residuals from the predictions. Autocorrelation in the residuals is strong, especially for age 3. 
 
Exploitation rate errors are not coupled with prediction errors 
 
The recent model failures could be partly due to economic factors. These effort shifts could have 
been driven by market forces. 
  



Agenda Item C.7.d 
Supplemental STT Report 

March 2006 
 
 

SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM REPORT ON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
AMENDMENT SCOPING FOR DE MINIMIS FISHERIES ASSOCIATED WITH  

KLAMATH RIVER FALL CHINOOK IMPACTS 
 
The Salmon Technical Team (STT) believes that it is unrealistic to expect that the technical 
analyses necessary to support a fishery management plan (FMP) amendment can be completed 
and reviewed in time for approval and application for the 2007 season.  Substantial effort will be 
required to determine the scope of the amendment, identify alternatives, and complete biological 
and economic analyses.  The STT recommends that the Council delay its target date for 
consideration and completion by at least one year.  Even then, the Council should seek additional 
staff resources to complete these activities as workloads of STT members include responsibilities 
for day-to-day management of fisheries as well as duties relating to Council activities.   
 
The STT recommends that the issues of de minimis fisheries and the determination of overfishing 
and rebuilding from overfished conditions be considered concurrently when developing the 
scope of the proposed FMP amendment.  This would address a current anomaly wherein the 
consequences of an overfished stock that is anticipated to fail to meet its conservation objective 
can be more severe than if the stock is actually overfished or listed under the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA).  For example, if the Klamath Fall stock is anticipated not to meet its conservation 
objective, the Council is required to close salmon fisheries within its jurisdiction which impact 
the stock.  If the stock were already overfished and operating under a rebuilding plan or if it was 
listed under the ESA, some level of fishery impacts could be permitted while the stock is 
recovering.  Consideration of de minimis fishery impacts are most appropriately evaluated within 
the context of potential effects on rebuilding a stock to desired levels.  Several alternatives could 
be developed to provide an analytical framework to investigate various approaches.  For 
example, floor levels tied to conditions that are believed to pose serious risks of irreversible 
damage to the reproductive capacity of a stock could be established to trigger an automatic no-
fishing response.  A system incorporating conservation actions that become progressively more 
restrictive with increasing risk of triggering an overfishing condition could be developed.  
Hairline triggers could be replaced by triggers that consider the level of uncertainty in the 
statistics (e.g., spawning escapement levels, exploitation rates) that are used to determine if 
overfishing has occurred.   
 
With respect to the consideration of FMP amendments relating to the issue of de minimis 
fisheries for Klamath River Fall Chinook, the STT recommends that this activity be integrated 
and consolidated with the anticipated requirement to prepare a rebuilding plan for this stock to 
the maximum extent practicable.  An overfishing concern is expected to be triggered for this 
stock in 2006, resulting in an investigation into likely causes and initiation of efforts to develop a 
rebuilding plan.  The STT recommends that state and tribal staff most familiar with Klamath fall 
chinook have the primary responsibility for completion and reporting of required analyses; 
representatives from the STT and SSC should also actively participate. 
 
PFMC 
03/10/06 
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AGENDA ITEM C.7 COUNCIL ACTION POSSIBILITIES 

Council Action 1: Identify issues that should be included in 
the FMP amendment process 

Possible Issues: 
1. Change in the Conservation Alert Criteria and Council Response 
2. Klamath Conservation Objective 
3. Klamath Rebuilding Plan 
4. Generalized Rebuilding Framework 

 

Council Action 2: Identify alternatives that should be 
included in the initial analysis 

Possible Alternatives: 
1. Status quo (would apply to all issues) 
2. KFMC sliding scale (could apply to all issues) 
3. ≤5% Annual de minimis allowance (Issue 1) 
4. Exploitation matrix, to include management triggers, model 

uncertainty, etc. (Issues 1 and 2; perhaps other issues) 
5. Change "floor" terminology (Issue 2) 

 

Council Action 3: Identify a workgroup to develop the 
alternatives and analyses 

Possible Members: 
1. STT or selected STT and SAS members 
2. Council staff 
3. NMFS staff 
4. Tribal staff 
5. Contractors 

Council Action 4: Set a preliminary schedule for completion 
of the FMP amendment process 

Possibilities: 
1. See Table on page 2, Agenda Item C.7.a, Attachment 3 
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ADOPTION OF 2006 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW 
 

The Council will review the Salmon Technical Team (STT) impact analysis (Agenda Item C.8.b, 
Supplemental STT Report) and comments from advisory bodies, agencies, tribes, and the public 
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 Agenda Item C.4.a, 
Attachment 2). 
 
Council Task: 
 
1.  Adopt final ocean salmon fishery management options for public review. 
2. If necessary, identify and justify any option(s) that would require implementation by 

emergency rule. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item C.8.b, Supplemental STT Report:  Analysis of Preliminary Salmon 

Management Options for 2006 Ocean Fisheries.  
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report of the STT Dell Simmons 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Agency and Tribal Comments 
e. Public Comment 
f. Council Action:  Adopt Management Options for Public Review 
 
 
PFMC 
02/13/06 
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TESTIMONY OF  
THE COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY TRIBES 

BEFORE PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
MARCH 10, 2006 

Sea Tac, WA  
Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the Council.  My name is Bruce Jim.  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 additional testimony on behalf of the four Columbia River treaty tribes: the 
Yakama, Warm Springs, Umatilla and Nez Perce tribes. 

As the Council considers the options for 2006 ocean salmon fisheries, we have several 
issues of concern that we wish to remind the Council of.   In our view, these issues warrant 
caution in planning ocean fisheries.   First, as was mentioned in previous discussions 
regarding PSC issues, there is still some uncertainty about impacts on U.S. stocks in West 
Coast Vancouver Island fisheries especially related to changing Canadian fishing plans.  
Additionally, we have not had the “manager to manager” meeting with Canada to share 
information about proposed fisheries for this year.   Without a full understanding of impacts 
in Canadian fisheries, it is challenging for the Council to make appropriate decisions 
regarding U.S. fisheries.   

The Columbia River tribes also have concerns about our ability to fully assess impacts to 
stocks of concern in ocean fisheries especially lower Columbia River coho.  The listing of 
Lower Columbia River coho has necessitated a higher level of scrutiny of fisheries 
impacting coho.   Unfortunately, we are not fully convinced that our modeling tools have the 
ability to predict impacts with the precision that we seem to need to manage for.  In part 
this is due to questions to how well the stocks in the models represent wild fish and in part 
due to uncertainties caused by the large coho selective fisheries in the ocean and in-river.  
 We are concerned both about the appropriate assumptions for release mortality rates and 
assumptions about the possibilities for multiple encounters.  The tribes are concerned the 
rates currently used may not always be the most appropriate. We should make continual 
efforts to determine the most appropriate release mortality rates for the fishery location and 
the gear used. 
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During the status review, the Columbia River tribes expressed concerns that we did not 
think that the analysis that went into determining the Lower Columbia Coho ESU 
boundaries or in determining the status of the ESU was necessarily done appropriately.  
We still hold these views  

Our concerns about the modeling and management of Lower Columbia coho spill over into 
concerns about managing fishery impacts on upriver coho that the tribes are trying to 
restore.  The Columbia River tribes believe strongly that the real answer to our coho 
problems is to both restore coho habitat and to use appropriate supplementation to rebuild 
coho runs so that everyone can have reasonable and sustainable coho fisheries.  

We also want to bring the Council’s attention to the issue of predation in the Columbia 
River. While the news is full of stories of sealion predation on adult spring Chinook and 
sturgeon in the Columbia and clearly this is a major issue for the tribes and other in-river 
fishers, we recognize it is less of an issue for Council managed fisheries.  However, there 
is much less attention paid to predation on juvenile fish which is not only an issue for in-
river fishery management, but should concern the Council as well.   We still have colonies 
of Caspian terns both in the lower river and in the upper Columbia/lower Snake River 
areas.  We also have a large number of cormorants in the lower river.  We know that seals 
and sealions prey on smelt in the lower river in the late winter and spring, but we do not 
know to what extent they prey on salmon smolts that have overwintered in the lower river.  
The tribes are concerned that there is not enough attention paid to quantifying the level of 
predation that is occurring and certainly not enough attention to controlling predation.    The 
tribes believe that these predators are not in balance with the ecosystem and cannot be left 
unmanaged in a damaged ecosystem that has been so severely impacted by other human 
activities.  The tribes support appropriate management of these healthy populations of 
predators including lethal removal when it is determined to be necessary.   If we do not do 
something to manage predation, ocean and in-river fisheries will suffer, and more 
importantly, salmon restoration will suffer.   

Because of inappropriate predator control, water management, ongoing hydrosystem 
problems, not enough supplementation, and other failures to restore salmon, the Council is 
forced to make difficult decisions that stretch our abilities to even assess impacts of 
fisheries and fail to meet the needs of treaty and non-treaty fishers.   The tribes hope we 
can work together to solve these problems. 

    This concludes my statement.  Thank You. 
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STATEMENT OF JIM HARP 

  TRIBAL MOTION FOR THE 2006 TREATY OCEAN TROLL 
SALMON SEASON 

TO THE PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
MARCH 10, 2006 

 
 
For the 2006 Treaty Ocean Troll Salmon Season, I move for the establishment of 
three options for public review. 
 
Option I - quota levels of 50,000 chinook, and 45,000 coho 
 
Option II - quota levels of 33,200 chinook, and 35,000 coho 
 
Option III - quota levels of 25,000 chinook, and 25,000 coho 
 
The salmon season will consist of a May/June chinook directed fishery and a 
July/August/September all-species fishery. The chinook harvest will be split 
between the two periods with the following sub-quotas: Option I 30,000; Option II 
20,000; Option III 12,000 for the May/June Chinook directed fishery and the 
remainder in each option for the July/August/September all-species fishery.   
 
The basic regulation package is to remain the same as contained in the 2005 
Ocean Salmon Management Measures, which includes minimum size limits and 
gear restrictions.   
 
I would also like to state for the record, that the tribes and state are just 
beginning the North of Falcon planning process in which we will evaluate the total 
impacts of all proposed fisheries on Puget Sound stocks.  At the conclusion of 
these discussions, it is possible that the tribes may request in April that the 
Council adopt a treaty ocean troll quota that is lower than the three options that I 
have just proposed for evaluation and public review. 
 
 
PFMC 
03/10/06 
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SALMON HEARINGS OFFICERS 
 

Attachment 1 provides a schedule of public hearings for the Council management options.  Three 
hearings are scheduled as follows:  March 27 in Westport, Washington and Coos Bay, Oregon; 
and March 28 in Santa Rosa, California.  The public will also be able to provide their comments 
and recommendations on the options in Sacramento, California, during the April Council 
meeting. 
 
The California Department of Fish and Game, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife also may announce additional state-sponsored 
hearings. 
 
Council Action: 
 
Confirm hearings officers and other official hearings attendees. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item C.9.a, Attachment 1:  Schedule of Salmon Fishery Management Option 

Hearings.  
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Council Action:  Appoint Hearings Officers Don Hansen 
 
 
PFMC 
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SCHEDULE OF SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT OPTION HEARINGS 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 

March 27-28 2006a/ 
 

Date 
Day/Time 

 
Location 

 
Council 

 
NMFS 

 
USCG 

 
Staff 

    Salmon 
     Team 

Meeting Facility    
Contact   

March 27 
Monday 
7 p.m. 

Chateau Westport 
Beach Room 
710 West Hancock 
Westport, WA  98595 

   K. Dahl D. Milward Kathie or Chuck 
(360) 268-9101 Phone 
(360) 268-1646 Fax 

March 27 
Monday 
7 p.m. 

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

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

March 28 
Tuesday 
7 p.m. 

Flamingo Hotel 
Flamingo Ballroom 
2777 Fourth Street 
Santa Rosa, CA 95405 

   C. Tracy A. Grover 
Valerie Lafferty 
(707) 545-8530 Phone 
(707) 528-1404 Fax 

a/ The Council will also receive public comment at the Sacramento, California meeting during the week of April 3-7, 2006. 
 
 
PFMC 
2/13/2006 
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