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 Agenda Item E.1 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2006 
 
 

IDENTIFICATION OF STOCKS NOT MEETING  
CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES 

 
Each year, exclusive of stocks listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Salmon 
Technical Team (STT) must identify any of the natural salmon stocks with conservation 
objectives in Table 3-1 of the Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP) that have failed to meet 
their conservation objective in each of the past three years.  For any stock so identified that does 
not meet the exception criteria, an Overfishing Concern is triggered.  An Overfishing Concern 
requires the Council direct the STT and Habitat Committee (HC) to work with state and tribal 
fishery managers to complete an assessment of the cause of the conservation shortfalls and 
provide recommendations to the Council for stock recovery.  Based on those recommendations, 
the Council must take actions within one year of an identified concern to prevent overfishing and 
begin rebuilding the stock. 
 
In the case of natural stocks which have failed to achieve their conservation objective in each of 
the past three years, but are exceptions under the salmon FMP overfishing criteria, the STT, HC, 
and Council should:  (1) confirm that harvest impacts in Council fisheries continue to be less 
than five percent, (2) identify the probable cause of the current stock depression, (3) continue to 
monitor the status of the stocks, and (4) advocate measures to improve stock productivity. 
 
The salmon FMP states that any stock projected to fall short of its conservation objective triggers 
a Conservation Alert.  A Conservation Alert requires the Council to notify pertinent fishery and 
habitat managers, request the cause be identified (if possible), and to close salmon fisheries 
within Council jurisdiction that impact the stock.  If the stock in question has not met its 
conservation objective in the previous two years, the Council shall request the pertinent state and 
tribal managers to complete 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. 
 
Table E.1.b (Agenda Item E.1.b, STT Report) has been extracted from the STT’s Preseason 
Report I and updated with any more recently available information.  It indicates that no stock 
subject to the Overfishing Criteria has failed to achieve its conservation objective in each of the 
three most recent years; however, Klamath River Fall chinook did not meet the conservation 
objective in the two most recent years assessed (2004 and 2005). Queets River spring/summer 
chinook have not met their conservation objectives in the most recent three years assessed (2003, 
2004, and 2005), and Quillayute spring/summer chinook have not met their conservation 
objective in the most recent two years assessed (2004 and 2005).  However, these latter two 
stocks are exceptions under the Overfishing Concern criteria by virtue of historical harvest 
impacts of less than five percent in Council-managed ocean salmon fisheries.  Klamath River fall 
Chinook is the only stock projected to fall short of conservation objectives in 2006, and therefore 
has triggered a Conservation Alert, and because the stock has not met its conservation objective 
the past two years, a formal assessment is required. 
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Council Action: 
 
1. Identify naturally spawning stocks failing to meet their conservation objectives  

(exclusive of stocks listed under the ESA). 
2. Identify naturally spawning stocks projected to not meet their conservation objectives 

in 2006 (exclusive of stocks listed under the ESA). 
3. Confirm implementation of the actions required by the Council’s Overfishing Concern 

and Conservation Alert procedures in the salmon FMP.  (For stocks that are exceptions 
to the Overfishing Concerns, these actions involve confirming continued low impacts by 
Council fisheries, identifying the probable cause of the depression, monitoring the 
status of the stocks, and advocating measures to improve stock productivity.) 

 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item E.1.b, STT Report:  Table E.1.b. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report of the Salmon Technical Team (STT) Dell Simmons 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Action:  Identify Any Actions Necessary Under the 
 Council Overfishing Review Procedure 
 
 
PFMC 
03/17/06 







Stock and Conservation Objective

CHINOOK 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005a/ 2006b/ Alertc/ Concernd/ Exceptione/

Sacramento River Fall 395.9 416.8 546.1 775.5 521.6 283.6 383.5 385.3-550.3 No No No
122.0 - 180.0 adult spawners

18.5 82.7 77.8 65.6 87.6 24.1 27.3 13.8-25.4 Yes No No

Southern, Central and Northern Oregon Coast 
Spring and Fall

104.4 76.4 165.2 222.4 235.9 177.2 89.1 >60.0 No No No

No less than 60 adult spawners/milef/

Upper Columbia River Bright Fall 78.4 66.4 110.5 141.6 173.7 168.9 134.8 >43.5 No No Exp. Rate
43.5 adults over McNary Dam
Council area base period impacts <4%
Columbia River Summer Chinook 26.2 30.6 76.2 127.4 114.8 NA NA NA NA NA NA
80.0 to 90.0 adults over Bonneville Dam
Council area base period impacts <2%

22.3 23.2 54.9 92.8 83.1 65.4 60.1 >29.0 No No Exp. Rate

Grays Harbor Fall - 14.6 adult spawners (MSP) 10.4 9.3 9.5 11.3 19.4 31.8 NAg/ NAg/ No No Exp. Rate
Grays Harbor Spring - 1.4 adult spawners 1.3 2.9 2.9 2.6 1.9 5.0 NAg/ NAg/ No No Exp. Rate
Queets Fall - no less than 2.5 adult spawners (MSY) 1.9 3.6 2.9 1.9 5.0 3.5 2.1 NAg/ No No Exp. Rate
Queets Spring/Summer - no less than 0.7 adult spawners 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.4 NAg/ Limitede/ No Exp. Rate
Hoh Fall - no less than 1.2 adult spawners (MSY) 1.9 1.7 2.6 4.4 1.6 3.2 1.9 NAg/ No No Exp. Rate
Hoh Spring/Summer - no less than 0.9 adult spawners 0.9 0.5 1.2 2.5 1.2 1.8 1.2 NAg/ No No Exp. Rate
Quillayute Fall - no less than 3.0 adult spawners (MSY) 3.3 3.7 5.1 6.1 7.4 3.8 6.7 NAg/ No No Exp. Rate
Quillayute Spring/Summer - 1.2 adult spawners (MSY) 0.7 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.2 1.1 0.7 NAg/ Limitede/ No Exp. Rate

TABLE E.1.b. Achievement of conservation objectives for natural stocks listed in Table 3-1 of the Pacific Coast Salmon Plan. Bolded numbers indicate a failure to meet the
conservation objective.  Stocks listed under the Endangered Species Act are not included.  (Page 1 of 2)

In 2004 state and tribal co-managers changed the stock 
definition from Chinook passing Bonneville Dam after May 31 
to Chinook passing Bonneville Dam after June 14, and the 
goal changed to 29,000 at the river mouth 

Observed or Projected Conservation Achievement

Overfishing Criteria
(postseason estimates of thousands of spawners or spawners per mile; 

preseason or postseason impact or replacement rate)

Klamath River Fall - < 33%-34% avg. spawner reduction rate 
but no less than 35.0 adult natural spawners annually

(thousands of spawners; spawners per mile; impact or 
replacement rate)

JJ
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Stock and Conservation Objective

COHO 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005a/ 2006b/ Alertc/ Concernd/ Exceptione/

8.5% 8.2% 8.3% 13.2% 15.3% 15.9% 12.2% 3.0%-11.7% No No No

Grays Harbor - 35.4 adult spawners (MSP) 33.3 38.1 79.1 108.0 83.9 NAg/ NAg/ 59.8-61.7 No No No 
Queets - 5.8 to 14.5 adult spawners (MSY range) 5.3 8.6 24.9 13.7 8.6 8.7 9.1 7.0-7.4 No No No
Includes supplemental adults
Hoh - 2.0 to 5.0 adult spawners (MSY range) 4.6 6.8 10.8 9.0 6.3 4.7 6.4 5.4-5.7 No No No
Quillayute Fall - 6.3 to 15.8 adult spawners (MSY range) 9.4 13.3 18.9 23.0 14.8 13.4 11.3 12.8-13.4 No No No
Western Strait of Juan de Fuca - 11.9 adult spawners 8.0 16.9 34.3 20.6 12.4 12.0 >11.9 No No No
Eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca - 0.95 adult spawners 1.4 2.1 2.6 2.5 2.9 8.50 >0.95 No No No
Hood Canal - 21.5 adult spawners (MSP) 16.6 27.3 94.7 69.3 170.3 146.1 >21.5 46.8-47.7 No No No
Skagit  - 30.0 adult spawners (MSP) 27.3 62.9 87.0 56.0 69.2 139.2 >30.0 87.6-89.2 No No No
Stillaguamish - 17.0 adult spawners (MSP) 7.0 28.3 73.6 27.3 45.7 59.2 >17.0 32.4-33.4 No No No
Snohomish - 70.0 adult spawners (MSP) 61.3 94.2 261.8 161.6 182.7 252.8 >70.0 97.3-100.2 No No No

f/ Based on the sum of south/local and north migrating spawners per mile weighted by the total number of miles surveyed for each of the two components (2.2 miles for
south/local and 7.5 miles for northern stocks).
g/  Preseason forecasts are not available for Washington coastal Chinook stocks.

TABLE E.1.b. Achievement of conservation objectives for natural stocks listed in Table 3-1 of the Pacific Coast Salmon Plan. Bolded numbers indicate a failure to meet the
conservation objective.  Stocks listed under the Endangered Species Act are not included.  (Page 2 of 2)

Observed or Projected Conservation Achievement
(thousands of spawners; spawners per mile; impact or 
replacement rate)

(postseason estimates of thousands of spawners or spawners per mile; 
preseason or postseason impact or replacement rate) Overfishing Criteria

Actions for Stocks that are not Exceptions (beginning in 2001) - The Council will close salmon fisheries within its jurisdiction which impact the stocks, except in the case of
Washington coastal and Puget Sound salmon stocks and fisheries managed under U.S. District Court orders. In these cases, 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, that may vary from the MSY
or MSP conservation objectives. For all natural stocks that 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 state and tribal fishery managers identify
the probable causes, if known. If the stock has not met its conservation objective in the previous two years, the Council will request state and tribal managers to do a formal
assessment of the primary factors leading to the shortfalls and report to the Council no later than the March meeting prior to the next salmon season.

c/ Conservation Alert - triggered during the annual preseason process if a natural stock or stock complex, listed in Table 3-1 of the salmon FMP, 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]).

23.6-24.1

a/  Preliminary data.

Oregon Coast Natural - Exploitation rate matrix, generally 
≤15.0% since 2002.

e/ Exception - strict application of the conservation alert and overfishing criteria and subsequent Council actions do not apply for (1) hatchery stocks, (2) natural stocks with a
cumulative adult equivalent exploitation rate limited to less than 5% in ocean fisheries under Council jurisdiction during the FRAM base periods, and (3) stocks listed under the
ESA.
Conservation Alert and Overfishing Concern Actions for Natural Stocks that are Exceptions (those with exploitation rates limited to less than 5% in base period Council-area

ocean fisheries) - Use the expertise of STT and HC to confirm negligible impacts of proposed Council fisheries, identify 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 monitor 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.

b/  Preliminary estimates based on options adopted at the Council's March 2006 meeting.

d/ Overfishing concern - triggered if, in three consecutive years, the postseason estimates indicate a natural stock, listed in Table 3-1 of the salmon FMP, has fallen short of its
conservation objective (MSY, MSP, or spawner floor as noted for some harvest rate objectives).
Actions required for Stocks that are not Exceptions - Within one year, the STT to recommend and the Council to adopt management measures to end the overfishing concern

and recover the stock in as short a time as possible, preferably within ten years or less. The HC to provide recommendations for habitat restoration and enhancement measures
within a suitable time frame.
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Agenda Item E.1.b 
Supplemental STT Report 2 

April 2006 
 

 
SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM REPORT ON IDENTIFICATION OF STOCKS NOT 

MEETING CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES 
 
The Salmon Technical Team (STT) is required to identify to the Council natural stocks of 
Chinook and coho that have failed to meet their conservation objective in recent years.  
 
As Table E.1.b shows, the only stock which has failed to achieve its escapement goal in the past 
three consecutive years is Queets Spring/summer Chinook.  However, this stock is an exception 
to the overfishing criteria.  Therefore, the Council should 1) confirm that harvest impacts in 
Council fisheries continue to be less than five percent, 2) identify the probable causes of the 
stock depression, 3) continue to monitor the stock status, and 4) advocate measures to improve 
stock productivity.   
 
Since 1991, terminal returns of Queets Spring/summer Chinook have exceeded this floor only 
five times and the escapement floor has been achieved four times.  Since 2000, in-river 
commercial and sport fisheries on this stock have been closed; with in-river harvests ranging 
from 2 to 17 fish per year for ceremonial purposes by the Quinault Nation.  No data are available 
which are sufficient to provide direct estimates of impacts of Council fisheries on this stock.  The 
tagging history of spring/summer Chinook stocks from the north Washington coast is very 
limited.  Interpretation of the few coded-wire tag (CWT) studies pertaining to these runs are 
problematic because of small release sizes and mixtures of brood stocks (most tags were released 
from the Solduc Hatchery were mixtures of fish from the Eagle Creek, Cowlitz, and Umpqua 
Hatcheries).  Recoveries of CWT releases involving progeny from brood stock taken from the 
Hoh River in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s strongly suggest that Washington coastal 
spring/summer Chinook are far north-migrating and unlikely to be significantly impacted by 
Council area fisheries.  Queets spring/summer Chinook are not represented in the fishery 
regulation models employed by the Council, but it is believed that the stock would satisfy the 
minimal harvest exception provided in paragraph 3.4.2.2 of the Framework Plan. 
 
The factors contributing to the decline of this stock are unknown.  Council area and terminal 
fishery impacts appear to be negligible.  Impacts of Canadian and Alaskan fisheries are more 
uncertain.  With the exception of the Clearwater River tributary, virtually all the Queets River 
system lies within the Olympic National Park and is unaffected by logging and development.  
Habitat conditions on the Clearwater River have been affected by extensive logging of maturing 
second growth stands and associated road construction.   
 
The Council may wish to request that Quinault Indian Nation and Washington Department of 
Fish & Wildlife initiate an investigation to try to identify the causal factors responsible for the 
depressed condition of Queets spring/summer Chinook.  Additional tagging studies are 
recommended to provide data to better evaluate and monitor fishery exploitation rates and 
patterns.
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The salmon FMP also states that any stock projected preseason to fall short of its conservation 
objective triggers a Conservation Alert.  The Conservation Alert requires the Council to notify 
pertinent fishery and habitat managers, request the cause be identified, and to close salmon 
fisheries within Council jurisdiction that impact the stock.  If the stock has also not met its 
objectives in the previous two years the Council shall request the relevant state and tribal 
managers to complete a formal assessment of the factors leading to the shortfalls and report their 
conclusions to the Council no later than the next March Council meeting.  As Table E.1.b shows, 
the Klamath Fall Chinook stock has not meet its escapement floor for the last two years and is 
projected to return below the 35,000 natural spawner floor, even in the absence of further fishing.  
Guidance received from NMFS indicates that in the absence of an emergency rule, the Council 
will be required to close ocean salmon fisheries impacting the Klamath fall Chinook stock 
between Cape Falcon, Oregon and Pt. Sur, California.  
 
PFMC  
04/04/06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Agenda Item E.1.c 
Supplemental HC Report 

April 2006 
 
 

HABITAT COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
IDENTIFICATION OF STOCKS NOT MEETING CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES 

 
In regard to the failure of Klamath Chinook stocks to meet conservation objectives, the Habitat 
Committee (HC) is tasked with helping to identify the causes for the current stock decline and to 
suggest measures to improve productivity in the future.   
 
The low flows beginning in 2000 and continuing through 2004 resulted in low juvenile survival 
and subsequent poor spawner returns in 2004, 2005, and 2006.  A September 2002 fish kill 
involving 35,000-70,000 spawners contributed to low returns this year.  Last year, the 2003 
brood year produced the second lowest jack return in history, suggesting that extremely low 
returns will continue at least until next year.   
 
During the past seven years, the HC has written a series of letters to the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), the Department of the Interior, and 
Secretary of Commerce*. The key issues the HC has identified for loss of stock productivity 
include: 
  

• Policy decisions, such as the decision not to implement Hardy Phase II flows, prioritizing 
some water uses over the needs of fish, delaying the implementation of Biological 
Opinion flows, and managing on a single-species basis. 

• Storage and withdrawal of water leading to low water flows, which increase 
temperatures, reduce habitat, increase fish density and susceptibility to disease, and 
reduce scouring and natural movement of gravels.  

• Unnatural flow timing that strands fish, reduces juveniles’ ability to migrate, increases 
temperatures, and lowers water quality.   

• Water quality problems (such as increased temperatures, nutrient loading, and 
sedimentation) caused by water storage, agricultural activities, etc.  In turn, water quality 
problems can lead to diseases and parasitic infections.  

• Lack of fish passage and loss of habitat at hydroelectric dams. 
• Other human activities including gravel mining, removal of riparian vegetation, splash 

damming, road building, etc., which degrade habitat.  
• Hatchery management including timing and distribution of hatchery releases, which 

may exacerbate disease problems in low flow conditions and cause competition for 
rearing and spawning grounds with wild stocks. 

* December 15, 2005, to U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) on management of Klamath water flows; April 21, 
2005 to U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) on flow management and essential fish habitat (EFH) in the Klamath 
basin; April 23, 2004 to FERC on EFH concerns related to PacifiCorp Klamath River Hydroelectric Project FERC-
2082; July 7, 2003 to BOR on EFH concerns related to the Klamath project; April 23, 2003 letter to the DOI related 
to water flows in the 2003 Klamath operations plan; April 22, 2003 to FERC on relicensing rules; December 4, 2002 
to the DOI and Secretary of Commerce on the adverse impacts of reduced flows to Klamath salmonids; May 13, 
2002 to FERC on EFH conservation responsibilities; April 22, 1999 to BOR on the Klamath project environmental 
impact statement.  Letters available at http://www.pcouncil.org/habitat/habdocs.html. 
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• Harvest, which removes potential spawners from the population and decreases potential 
genetic diversity of wild stocks. 

• Ocean productivity factors. 
 
While habitat restoration measures are long-term efforts, some actions could be taken 
immediately.  For example, to improve productivity of Klamath stocks, we suggest a 
precautionary harvest regime.  A March 29 report from NOAA Fisheries notes that it is not 
unusual for post-season abundance estimates to be 50% higher or lower than the preseason 
estimate.  For this reason, a precautionary approach is called for.  Unlike most actions to improve 
habitat, this falls directly under Council jurisdiction.  However, such sacrifices from the fishing 
community are meaningless if the juveniles resulting from these returning spawners cannot 
survive due to poor freshwater habitat.  Proper water management needs to be in place to ensure 
adequate survival of the progeny of this year’s returning adults. 
 
The following measures to improve stock productivity are critical: 

• The Bureau of Reclamation should reinitiate consultation with National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) regarding the effects of water project operations on chinook and coho 
salmon essential fish habitat (EFH).  Analysis and flow recommendations must include a 
credible biological basis.  Tools could include purchases of water rights and habitat, 
among other measures.   

• Develop credible long-term solutions to water management problems within the Klamath 
Basin, including upper basin water right issues.  This could include the purchase of water 
rights by Oregon and a moratorium on any additional water withdrawals.  In addition, the 
Oregon Water Resources Department should resolve ongoing adjudication of water rights 
(settle ownership of water rights for groundwater and instream diversions). 

• Improve flow conditions by implementing the draft Hardy Phase II recommendations.  
• Support studies of juvenile survival and health (including parasite monitoring) and 

provide adequate funding for Klamath monitoring programs. 
• Assure that water within and downstream from the Scott, Shasta, and Trinity systems 

maintain adequate flows and temperatures for salmon reproduction and rearing. 
• Remove the dams (see Agenda Item C.1.a, Supplemental Attachment 1) and deal with 

other fish passage issues. 
• Improve habitat above the dams. 
• Increase marking levels at Iron Gate hatchery so they are similar to levels at Trinity River 

hatchery for the purpose of improving monitoring and evaluation. 
 
The HC is willing to work with other Council advisory bodies and agencies to further develop 
and prioritize these concepts, to help assure the continued survival of Klamath River salmon, and 
to fulfill our obligations under the Salmon Fishery Management Plan.  
 
 
PFMC 
04/04/06 
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[Fwd: A compliment on your website]  

1 of 1 3/13/2006 11:06 AM

Subject: [Fwd: A compliment on your website]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 13 Mar 2006 09:29:31 -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: A compliment on your website
From: "Bill Woods" <bill.woods@earthlink.net>
Date: Wed, 8 Mar 2006 07:22:15 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Pacific Fishery Management Council,
 
In the midst of our serious concern about the salmon season, I am compelled to thank you for the hearty chuckle I got
from the graphic at the top of your website page announcing the meeting schedule.  The sardine can metaphor is
artistic – and funny - while the double entendre is a sharp, but poetic, reminder of the realities or your mission.  Well
done!
 
I still hope everyone is supporting the Ticehurst Plan for Klamath salmon.  The Sacramento meeting in April is a perfect
opportunity for members of the fishing community carrying picket signs to get on CNN (especially if they might
otherwise have been making a living during the salmon season, or fishing themselves).  But, the signs might also say
“THANK YOU,” and I’ll be the first one to carry one of those if the Ticehurst Plan is adopted.
 
Sincerely,
 
Bill Woods
Aptos, California

A compliment on your website
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit

Agenda Item E.2.l
Public Comment

April 2006



Salmon Season 2006  

1 of 1 3/16/2006 8:10 AM

Subject: Salmon Season 2006
From: "Meyer, Jack L \(GE Comm Fin\)" <jack.meyer@ge.com>
Date: Thu, 16 Mar 2006 01:01:58 -0500
To: <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

Hi Chuck,

Didn't know who to direct this email to, so I chose you.  I just have one comment and 
question.  I've read all about the potential closure of the 2006 Ocean Salmon season off 
the California and Oregon coast lines.  I understand the reason....Lack of Klamath river 
Salmon returning but why isn't the real issue being addressed.  Everyone knows this 
originated from the Gale Norton decision back in 2002 diverting water to farmers.  If this 
ill conceived moment doesn't happen, I'm not writing this email and the 2006 Salmon season 
is most likely normal.  

I'd like to know what the Pacific Fishery Management Council is doing to address the real 
issue of water flows.  If we have the water, we have the fish.  Thanks for listening.
Regards,

Jack Meyer
Remarketing Program Manager
GE Commercial Finance
Global Electronics Solutions
T 408-986-6814
F 408-727-6218
C 408-859-9898
jack.meyer@ge.com

2050 Martin Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050



salmon fishing oregon coast  

1 of 1 3/15/2006 4:12 PM

Subject: salmon fishing oregon coast
From: "Pharmgirl" <pharmgirl@cavenet.com>
Date: Wed, 15 Mar 2006 16:08:00 -0800
To: <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

 Dear Sir.                                                                                                               March 15, 2006               Please
help the sport fishermen on the coast of Oregon. We only have seven ports to fish out of and I'm sure we are not
the problem for the declining salmon population on the Klamath River.        I fished out of Brookings Oregon for
the first forty five days last year and could only get out one third of the alotted forty five days. because of bad
weather and rough ocean.        I would like to see one fish a day with no closing durning the summer, so that
children  on summer vacation can fish with their family.  Last year the biggest holiday weekend for family fishing
was cut short on the Fourth of July  which i thought was really bad planning. I see no benefit by closing this
fishing season all summer depriving families of fishing .             Back to the problem on the Klamath River .  Bad
water management and large population of  sea lions at the entrance of this river  are the main cause for salmon
not returning. It has been proven that not all salmon go back to the same river that they were born. I imagine
they are smart enough not to go up a sick river.     Thank you for anything you can do to help the sprot fishermen
keep fishing our Oregon ocean waters.                                           Takes us fishing your loyal
supporter                     John T. Coakley           911 Dick George Road          Cave Junction, Oregon 
97523          541-592-4869



Fwd: California Ocean Salmon Season  

1 of 2 3/15/2006 1:35 PM

Subject: Fwd: California Ocean Salmon Season
From: A G Spanos Construction spanos const trl <agsconst@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Wed, 15 Mar 2006 13:33:44 -0800 (PST)
To: Carrie.Compton@noaa.gov, Kit.Dahl@noaa.gov, Mike.Burner@noaa.gov, John.DeVore@noaa.gov,
Jennifer.Gilden@noaa.gov, Jim.Seger@noaa.gov, Carolyn.Porter@noaa.gov, Renee.Dorval@noaa.gov,
Sandra.Krause@noaa.gov, Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov

Note: forwarded message attached.

Subject: California Ocean Salmon Season
From: "Doug" <hammerhead6959@frontiernet.net>
Date: Thu, 9 Mar 2006 18:32:25 -0800
To: <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>
CC: <Carrie.Compton@noaa.gov>, <Kit.Dahl@noaa.gov>, <Mike.Burner@noaa.gov>,
<John.DeVore@noaa.gov>, <Jennifer.Gilden@noaa.gov>, <Jim.Seger@noaa.gov>,
<Carolyn.Porter@noaa.gov>, <Renee.Dorval@noaa.gov>, <Sandra.Krause@noaa.gov>

Ladies and Gentlemen.
 
I would like to voice my concern of the thought of closing Salmon fishing along the California coast. I have lived
in northern California for over 40 years and I am an avid hunter and fisherman as well as an outdoorsman with
great respect for the sea and the trees.
 
The potential impact of a closure would be so economically devastating to so many, I can not believe that could
passably be and option on the table. I understand we must take measures to replenish fish stocks and insure
healthy fisheries for the future. Perhaps a reduced limit or weekday closures, size limits, But not a closure!
 
I have an idea, why don't we rebuild natural spawning grounds within our fisheries by placing the proper size pea
gravel in areas where salmon and steelhead could utilize them. I have given this serious thought and I think it is
something I would like to know how to propose and try to accomplish.  This task would create a positive impact
for all involved.
 
I know it will take allot to get agencies to work together to even consider allowing anyone to place anything in our
rivers and streams, but I do know the large cobbles left after mining our valley in the 1800's have left very poor
spawning habitat at best.  I would propose to accomplish this with the use of private funding at no cost to the
state taxpayers other than administration fees that support the government agencies we would have to get to
approve and monitor the task.
 
I would seek out private funding to supply and install and maintain the spawning beds. Even if we could just try a
couple areas to begin with and see how it goes, I believe the results would astonish even the most apprehensive
critics.
 
Just an idea, well more like a personal quest to try and give something back and create a model that could have
remarkable effect on our salmon and steelhead fisheries.
 
Sincerely,
Douglas M Carroll
8361 Delicato Way
Sacramento Ca 95829
916-682-4830



[Fwd: Salmon Season]  

1 of 2 3/15/2006 1:20 PM

Subject: [Fwd: Salmon Season]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Wed, 15 Mar 2006 13:16:20 -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 Season
From: Dprincpajg@aol.com
Date: Wed, 15 Mar 2006 15:56:56 EST
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Flying Fish Sportfishing
23 Truman Dr, Novato, Ca 94947

(415) 898-6610
dprincpajg@aol.com

 
“SALMON SPORT FISHING SEASON”

 
March 15, 2006

 
 
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384
 
 
To Whom It May Concern:

 
A very grave decision is about to be made!  This decision is about severely limiting time on the ocean for 
salmon sport fishing between Pt. Arena and Pt. Sur.  This threat to our season is designed to protect a very 
small number of Klamath River fish, in which we have little impact.
 
The ruling has already been made.  We are unable to fish the entire month of April.  This is a tremendous loss
and we are threatened with much deeper season cuts.  According to the statisticians, we are only impacting 
100 Klamath River fish in this geographic area.  Everyone knows local stocks of fish are in record breaking 
good condition.  Salmon sport fishing generates a $750 million dollar industry, which will be severely 
compromised.  The economic impact will affect many businesses, possibly forcing the closure of bait shops 
and charter boats.
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Each one of those fish will cost our economy at least $7.5 million dollars.   This very grave decision will not 
only affect our economy this year, but will affect if for many years to come!
 
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Captain Brian Guiles
Salmon Charter Boat
“Flying Fish”
 
           

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



       Everett E. Baldwin 
       27 Meander Way 
       Aberdeen, WA 98520-8540 
 
       Ph. (360) 533-0178 
 
March 6, 2006 
 
Governor Christine Gregroire 
Democrat 
P.O. Box 40002 
Olympia, WA 98504-0002 
 
RE:  Proposed sportfishing salmon cutbacks for 2006 season, commercial 
impacts on fish runs need to be addressed. 
 
Dear Governor Gregroire: 
 
I’m sure as someone who is interested in salmon sport fishing you have 
occasioned to come across the huge difference in dollar impact to the state, 
between commercial and sport caught salmon. How a commercial caught salmon 
provides 1.5 jobs in the state, where a sport caught fish provides 4 jobs. That a 
sport caught salmon is worth $200 to the state’s economy vs. $5-70 dollars for a 
commercial caught one. 
 
As we are faced again this year, with more cut backs to sport fishing off the 
Washington coast, I couldn’t help but think about those dollar differences and 
some very real impacts to the fish runs that are unfair to all Washington 
taxpayers. 
 
I’m not sure how the commercial interests managed to grab hold of so much 
political power in the legislature, but back in the 60’s and 70’s, and even prior to 
that, they did. That power and influence is not justified today, either in the 
contribution to the Washington State economy, nor by the severe impacts on 
impacted fish runs that taxpayers are paying billions of dollars here in the 
Northwest to restore. 
 
As you know, the Federal and state governments are spending nearly a billion 
dollars a year here in the NW, to maintain endangered fish runs. Despite that, 
there are a number of fisheries, (the one’s I am concerned about are primarily the 
inland gillnet fisheries), that are having a negative impact on the fish runs, far in 
excess of their contribution to the state’s economy. 
 
It’s not written anywhere, especially nowadays, that one gets to perform a given 
occupation for their entire lifetime. My Dad found that out when the “Spotted Owl” 
cost him his life’s vocation”. He found other work.  I feel there are too many 



gillnet licenses currently issued by WDFW for our inland and coastal waters. It 
seems that WDFW has done a very good job of oversight and regulation of the 
non-treaty commercial gill-netters, with mesh restrictions, recovery boxes, 
observers, ticket reporting requirements, etc. for the non-treaty gill-netters. 
However with 550 Puget Sound gillnet licenses issued, there are simply too 
many of them. 
 
The other side of the coin is the treaty gill-netters, or tribal fishers. Those same 
regulations which definitely apply to non-treaty gill-netters, come across as 
basically “suggestions” to the tribal gill-netters, and are treated as such by many 
of same. We still see too many of them here locally not reporting fish via tickets 
to the tribal fish houses. A while back I witnessed a wheelbarrow load of fish 
being trundled into a local business, and I’ll bet those all got fish tickets and were 
reported on the tribal quota. I don’t think so. 
 
This has been a dirty little secret for too long, that there is no basis in fairness for 
the way the sport fishing seasons and bag limits have been managed, compared 
to the commercial take. The tribes continue to take more than their share, even 
of restricted runs, and the sport fishers get to take the hit, (this year out in the 
ocean), for any shortfalls. This has got to stop. Washington fishermen who 
contribute millions to the state’s economy demand this, and the taxpayers will 
insist on it. 
 
 WDFW and the all the Federal agencies responsible for onshore and offshore 
salmon management were given the right to restrict tribal fishing in conservation 
situations by language that was included in part of the Federal FY 2000 omnibus 
appropriations bill, which amended Secretarial Order 3206, Department of the 
Interior. However, that authority, to my knowledge, has never been used and the 
Tribal abuses continue.   
 
Sport fishing seasons are restricted or even closed in coastal bays and inland 
rivers, but the non-discriminatory gillnets go across the rivers  in those same 
bays every year, and take more and more of ever more precious and expensive 
fish. By catch is an issue, we watch tribal fishermen watch their nets until a 
caught fish quits thrashing, to make sure it’s dead, so they can keep it, rather 
than return a non-targeted fish alive, back to the water.  
 
What would I like to see as a solution to these things? I would like to see you use 
your influence as governor to try and obtain additional monies; state and federal, 
to get more gillnet boats off the water. I would also like to see you demand to the 
WDFW and the PFMC, that they use the authority they already have to regulate 
tribal fisheries and have them conform to the same rules and regulations as the 
non-treaty commercial gill-netters. Additionally, to have WDFW, since on-
reservation take is not included in the tribes share divided with non-treaty fishers, 
insure that on-reservation take is recorded as per tribal rules for management 
purposes, and that they step in with enforcement measures where that isn’t 



happening. They know where those places are and what tribes have low 
compliance levels. 
 
Thank you very much for considering my remarks. I have thousands of dollars 
tied up in sport fishing gear, a boat, etc. We have people come from out of state 
to fish the ocean salmon season with us. It’s time we quit letting a few 
commercial fishing license holders dictate whether hundreds of thousands of 
anglers spending millions of dollars on gear, bait , boats, tow vehicles, lodging, 
gas, etc., even get to fish.  
 
Best regards, 
 
 
 
Everett E. Baldwin 
 
cc: PFMC, WDFW 



      Everett E. Baldwin 
      27 Meander Way 
      Aberdeen, WA 98520-8540 
 
      Ph. (360) 533-0178 
      E-mail: everettrobyne_41@msn.com 
 
March 6, 2006 
 
Mr. Chuck Tracy 
Staff Officer for Salmon 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200 
Portland, Oregon 97220-1884 
 
RE: Priorities for 2006 Salmon season, ocean waters. 
 
Dear Mr. Tracy: 
 
Since the process for establishing the ocean salmon fisheries for this year is 
underway, I wanted to get in my input as a sport fisherman. I am an unofficial 
representative of the trailer boat fishermen and women out of Westport, and 
represent those same folks on the Westport Marina User’s Group. 
 
Concerning the Klamath runs, and impact of Washington coastal fisheries on 
those: There may be a few Klamath fish out there. But if I looked hard enough, I 
think I could probably find a few Great White Sharks and maybe a couple of 
Penguins too. That doesn’t mean the Washington sport salmon fishery is going to 
wipe out the penguin population.  I do not feel the impact of the Washington 
ocean fishery to be so great on the Klamath runs, that there should be any 
adjustments at all due to the situation down there. 
 
As to the Coho quota, as you know, we’ve had some fish left over the past 
couple years due to poor bite, and low effort during part of the season due to 
extremely rough ocean conditions, etc. The coastal sport salmon fishermen have 
for the most part, pretty much been taking it in the shorts the past 3 years due to 
unseasonably rough weather, which has affected effort.  The bite hasn’t been 
anything to write home to Mom about either. 
 
Hopefully that won’t be the case this year. I would like to see the 24 inch legal 
length retained on Chinook. I would like to see the Chinook guideline from last 
year retained or larger. I would like the Coho quota to be the same as in 2005. 
Any adjustments to the Coho take should be on the commercial and tribal side 
due to the fact that for a long time now we have been absorbing a 
disproportionate share of quota cutbacks, particularly in coastal waters and the 
bays.  



 
 
 
We appreciate very much the difficult job of managing the available fish, and in 
trying to ensure each user group gets their share. Management inequity has 
been occurring however, due to an inordinate amount of political pressure 
applied by the commercial lobby. 
 
Management abuses by some tribes have not received the proper attention from 
the Washington legislature and the WDFW as they should.  Due to a lack of 
oversight, some tribes are on a regular basis, taking more than their share. 
 
It would be great if in the setting of the salmon quota’s and season’s for 2006 if 
the sport salmon fishermen who have contributed so much money to the entire 
industry and process could finally get some recognition. Also any additional in-
season sport salmon fishing opportunities would be appreciated as they present 
themselves. Thanks for any help you could give us in achieving these goals. 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
 
Everett E. Baldwin 
 
cc: Pat Pattillo, Doug Milward, WDFW   
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Subject: [Fwd: Recreational salmon fishing]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Wed, 15 Mar 2006 11:19:43 -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: Recreational salmon fishing
From: "Chris Tallerico" <ctallerico@pacbell.net>
Date: Wed, 15 Mar 2006 07:15:49 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Chairman Donald K. Hanson
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384
 
As a recreational salmon fisherman I urge you to approve an emergency rule to allow fishing
opportunities for king salmon in Northern California this summer. Because of federal mismanagement of
the water in the Klamath River, fishermen are being held accountable for forces beyond their control.
Ending this fishery will cost the state of California millions of dollars. The Pacific Fisheries Management
Council has endorsed options for reduced and limited fishing that avoids the Klamath fish as much as
possible. Fishing groups support option 1.
 
Regards,
 
Chris Tallerico
Richmond, CA
 
 
 
Chris Tallerico
Lord & Sons
510-557-7908 Direct
510-235-7303 Fax
117*21804*24 Nextel
ctallerico@pacbell.net
www.lordandsons.com



Huli Cat 

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

 
March 14, 2006 
 
 
Mr. Donald McIsaac, Executive Director 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200 
Portland, OR  97220-1384 
 
Dear Mr. Hansen, 
 
I urge you to permit the salmon season for 2006 be open as much as possible for 
California.  I own and operate my own charter boat out of Half Moon Bay, CA.  I have 
one of approximately 14 charter boats that operate out of Pillar Point Harbor.  Consider 
each vessel grosses $200,000 to $400,000.  Many of the passengers that ride with us 
come from out of the area and stay a local motels and hotels.  They eat in local 
restaurants.  They  buy gifts, fuel and souvenirs, as well as local fish and vegetables from 
local businesses.  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.  I 
estimate each vessel contributes $2 Million  in multipliers to the California economy.  
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’s operating funds would be severely affected by a lack of 
salmon business.  Many people own their own boats.  They pay $80,000 up to $1 million 
for the right to take friends and family fishing.  This group of recreational anglers will 
also be unduly punished by cuts in the salmon season.   
 
The problem is not with salmon.  The problem is with a small, select run of salmon.  The 
Sacramento River system is extremely robust with salmon.  The Klamath missed the 
artificially developed floor 12 out of 22 years, long before recent Klamath problems 
occurred and did well.  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 support a limited salmon fishery from Point Arena to Point Sur and to 
suspend the natural spawner escapement ‘Floor’ for 18 months in order for the PFMC to 
review its application to the existing fishery management programs. 
 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
 
Capt. Tom Mattusch 
M/V Huli Cat 
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Subject: Monterey Bay Salmon
From: Heinze Family <Sage@cruzio.com>
Date: Tue, 14 Mar 2006 19:33:34 -0800
To: Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov

Please don't stop the Salmon season in the Monterey Bay.  These are Sacramento River fish
we catch and a lot of home grown harbor salmon.  Don't be stupid, keep it real. 

Bill Heinze   Santa Cruz 
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Subject: Klamath Salmon Fishery
From: "Ralph Osterling" <ralph@ralphosterling.com>
Date: Tue, 14 Mar 2006 17:00:06 -0800
To: <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

Mr. Tracy
About now, you folks are probably in overload with the impacts of the Klamath situation and I sincerely
appreciate your efforts.  By way of background, I am a fisherman, a property owner in the Salmon
River Drainage and one who is keenly and objectively interested in sound salmon management. 
 
Based on the news reports the decline in the fishery is due primarily to the water extractions and elevated water
temperatures in the Upper Klamath and little seems to be said about the Salmon River.   My knowledge and
interests are primarily in the Salmon River Watershed where water levels and quality remain "normal," yet the
fishery is declining.
 
Of particular concern is the Hoopa Tribe commercial gill netting where large numbers (over 10,000?) salmon and
steelhead are harvested each year.  Why is this not listed as a major factor in the decline?   Certainly this
commercial netting directly and negatively impacts the fisheries in both the Klamath and the Salmon River
Watersheds.  Just driving along the highway, one can readily observe the multitude of nets that extend from
each shore towards the middle of the river resulting in a highly difficult and circuitous route for fish passage. 
With fishing potentially curtailed in the ocean, why not eliminate the gill netting or reduce it to only supply the
tribal needs on the reservation and not fill the refrigerator vans heading for market. 
 
Help me to understand this paradox, please.   I look forward to your comments.
 
Respectfully,
 
Ralph
 
 
 
 
 
Ralph Osterling
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
1650 Borel Place #204
San Mateo, CA  94402
650 573-8733 office
650 345-7890 fax
ralph@ralphosterling.com



WESTERN FISHBOAT
OWNERS ASSOCIATION©

P.O. Box 992723                                        Ph. (530) 229-1097

Redding, CA 96099                          Fax (530) 229-0973

e-mail   <wfoa@charter.net>

website: <http://www.wfoa-tuna.org>

Don McIssac - Executive Director March 13, 2006

Pacific Fisheries Management Council

7700 NE Ambassador Place, Ste 200

Portland, OR  97220-1384

Re: PFMC Troll Salmon Options

Dear Mr. McIssac:

Western Fishboat Owners Association representing about 400 west coast albacore trollers is very

concerned about the proposed Salmon regulatory options. They are at best severe and will place

restrictions on salmon fishermen that may put them out of business forever.  Although we

represent albacore trollers many of our members also fish salmon in the early part of spring and

summer. Without a viable fishery many fishermen will not be able to complete proper maintenance

on their vessels to fish farther offshore that which is the nature of the albacore fishery. Also, by

restricting salmon trollers to a stipend fishery it will place more effort into the albacore troll fishery

creating potential crowding on the grounds and regional gluts in the market. 

The councils approach to fisheries management in this instance is counterproductive. By

restricting one segment of the fishing industry it forces fishermen to enter others such as troll

albacore. This will not put the U.S. delegation at upcoming IATTC and WCPFC meetings in a very

good position since recent international resolutions by the IATTC and WCPFC call for effort caps

at current level by each nation party to either convention. If these actions by the PFMC  increase

effort in U.S. albacore fishery how does the U.S. delegation reconcile that at the IATTC and

WCPFC? The resolutions were mainly directed at problems of increased effort in the Western

Pacific. However, any increase in U.S. effort in albacore will be probably be pointed out by those

countries fishing in the Western Pacific even though any problem is most likely in the west.

WFOA strongly encourages the council to look at the situation and reconsider its salmon options

for 2006. As I understand most of it is based on the situation in the Klamath River which is

unfortunate, but beyond control of those salmon fishermen that are taking the brunt of

management, politics, and water policy. Deep cuts will also have detrimental effects on the wild

salmon market by forcing buyers once again to seek farm raised salmon.  Maybe its time for all

regulators to re-assess how the ocean salmon fishery is managed as related to this river system.

While most  other countries have viable and efficient commercial fisheries that supply food to the

consumer the U.S. is close to becoming irrelevant in the world.

Sincerely,

Wayne Heikkila

Executive Director

cc: Mark Helvey - NMFS

http://<http://www.wfoa-tuna.org>
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 CA Salmon Fishing Season - FISHERMEN NEED YOUR HELP]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 13 Mar 2006 11:26:33 -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 CA Salmon Fishing Season - FISHERMEN NEED YOUR HELP
From: "Susan Tittle" <skt619@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Sat, 11 Mar 2006 10:09:32 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

PLEASE SUPPORT THE FISHERMEN,
 
 
I am writing this letter to express my concern of the possible closing the 2006 Salmon season to all
fishermen. I am aware there is an issue that needs to be resolved regarding the dangerously low natural
spawning of salmon in the Klamath, but I do NOT believe shutting down the season is the right answer.
Other solutions have to be available that do not penalize the fishing that is depended on by many people.
 
As a fisherman I am urging you to support what we are calling the “Ticehurst Plan”. If accepted, this plan
would allow fishermen to continue to enjoy what is our most valuable marine resource while giving the
Pacific Fisheries Management Council an opportunity to revisit their management strategy for the Klamath
Chinook Salmon fishery.
 
 
I feel a simple solution that would include addressing the issue to improve the water flow to the Klamath 
River and addressing the rivers overall health is certainly more beneficial in the long run. Other possible
alternatives;
            - Low Water flow improvement
            - Restrictions to Indian reservation regulations on fishing (use of nets)
            - Restricting sea lion population at mouth of river
 
The individual fishermen should NOT have to pay for our past poor responses to what needs to be
done. Closing the season would also result in financial disaster to many people depending on the fishing
season for their survival. 
 
I would appreciate your support of the fishermen on this manner.
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Sincerely concerned fishermen,
 
Allen & Susan Tittle
Gary & Anne Marie Ross
Tony & Joyce Ross
Just to name a few of us

2006 CA Salmon Fishing Season - FISHERMEN NEED YOUR HELP
Content-Type: message/rfc822
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Subject: [Fwd: Public Comment on Restricted Salmon Fishing in Northern California and Southern Oregon]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 13 Mar 2006 11:26:59 -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: Public Comment on Restricted Salmon Fishing in Northern California and Southern Oregon
From: "Walter's Comcast email" <SeniorMoment@comcast.net>
Date: Sun, 12 Mar 2006 03:04:04 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

I concur with the apparent (according to The Oregonian reports) direction the Pacific Fisheries Management Council is taking in
recommending restricting or eliminating this season's Spring Salmon fishing because of the reduced catch possibilities.  It is the only viable
near term solution, and should only be revisited if the facts prove in error.
 
In my opinion it is better to close the fisheries and open the possibility of federal and state disaster assistance for this season for those
impacted than to leave so little fishing that economic survival of future commercial fisheries is impossible.  In the long run, it is far easier and
better to manager a bigger inventory of fish than to deplete the opportunity for breeding for reduced and possibly uneconomic gain.  Whether
or not the cause is poor water management in the Klamath River Basin, which seems likely, or conditions at sea, the fact remains the stock is
depleted and can only rebuild if the salmon are left alone.
 
If any fisheries is open in the impact area, it should be restricted to tribal subsistence fishing or tribal treaty terms and fishing tour boat
operators with a catch retention limit of one per passenger.  I say this because the constancy of this tourism service is important to long term
expectations by potential tourists of what they can do in Oregon.  I know that many years ago when we took our honeymoon in the
Northwest, from Colorado, we were thrilled to be able to sign up for a salmon fishing trip.  My wife and I each caught one fish and we were
very pleased when we traded it for canned, smoked salmon to take back to extended family in Colorado.
 
But, I also suggest the Council look beyond catch allocations to determine what government can do to stabilize the fisheries at the maximum
sustainable catch.  It is time we start looking at the needs of commercial fisheries in the same way we look at those of farmers.  By agreeing
to bar krill fisheries you have taken the first step in this direction, but more needs to be done.
 
A large experiment, which I read about in Popular Science magazine proved conclusively that by adding one essential mineral to the water
the productivity of the entire fishery could be greatly expanded through increasing plankton growth.  We need experiments like this in our
coastal waters.
 
Also, rather than moan about ocean temperatures causing a failure to uplift nutrients from the ocean floor by convection flow, we should be
using tidal forces to drive pumps anchored in the ocean to bring nutrient full sea bed waters to the surface where they can nurture plankton
and in turn krill.
 
Walter L. Johnson
10501 SE 13th Street
Vancouver, WA 98664-4729
SeniorMoment@comcast.net
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Subject: [Fwd: SALMON CLOSURE]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 13 Mar 2006 11:27:12 -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 CLOSURE
From: GnKSupply1@aol.com
Date: Sun, 12 Mar 2006 20:03:24 EST
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
CC: Bill.Hogarth@noaa.gov, Conrad.C.Lautenbacher@noaa.gov

Please do not shut down the Salmon Season. As a distributor of Salmon Baitrigs, it will put me out of business. I
suffered a disabling injury in 1994 and I have been earning a living by selling Salmon gear ever since. My family
depends on this.
Kelly Stevenson
Krippled Fishing Lures, USA

SALMON CLOSURE Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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 Agenda Item E.2 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2006 
 
 

TENTATIVE ADOPTION OF 
2006 OCEAN SALMON MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

FOR ANALYSIS 
 

The Council adopted three salmon management options in March, which were published in 
Preseason Report II and sent out for public review.  In action under this agenda item, the Council 
must narrow the March management options to a single season recommendation for analysis by 
the Salmon Technical Team (STT).  To allow adequate analysis before final adoption, the 
tentatively-adopted recommendations should resolve any outstanding conflicts and be as close as 
possible to the final management measures.  This is especially important to ensure final adoption 
is completed on Thursday afternoon. 
 
The Council's procedure provides any agreements by outside parties (e.g., North of Cape Falcon 
Forum, etc.) to be incorporated into the Council's management recommendations must be 
presented to the Council in writing prior to adoption of the tentative options.  The procedure also 
stipulates any new options or analyses must be reviewed by the Salmon Technical Team (STT) 
and public prior to the Council's final adoption. 
 
If necessary, the STT will check back with the Council on Wednesday, April 5, 2006 (Agenda 
Item E.5) or at other times to clarify any questions or obvious problems with the tentative 
measures.  The Council must settle all such issues on Wednesday to allow time for STT analysis 
and to meet the final adoption deadline of Thursday afternoon. 
 
Summaries of the testimony presented at public hearings will be provided at the meeting in the 
supplemental reports noted below (Agenda Item E.2.c).  A summary of public comment letters 
received at the Council office by March 15 are included in Agenda Item E.2.k. 
 
Council Action: 
 
Adopt tentative treaty Indian ocean and non-Indian commercial and recreational 
management measures for STT collation and analysis. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Preseason Report II Analysis of Proposed Regulatory Options for 2006 Ocean Salmon 

Fisheries (mailed prior to the hearings and available at meeting). 
2. Agenda Item E.2.k, Summary of Written Public Comment 
3. Agenda Item E.2.l, Public Comment. 
4. Agenda Item E.2.c, Supplemental Public Hearing Reports 1 through 3:  Summary of Public 

Hearings. 
5. Agenda Item E.2.j, Supplemental SAS Report:  Proposed 2006 Ocean Salmon Management 

Measures For Tentative Adoption. 
6. Agenda Item E.2.l, Supplemental Public Comment. 
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Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Update on Estimated Impacts of March 2006 Options Dell Simmons 
c. Summary of Public Hearings Hearing Officers 
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EMERGENCY RULE CONSIDERATIONS 
 

 
 
 
The following materials are provided in this document to facilitate Council considerations of 
whether or not to pursue 2006 salmon seasons that would require the recommendation of an 
emergency rule. 
 
Item Page 
 
1. Salmon FMP excerpt on relevant language .............................................................................. 2 

2. Council Operating Procedure 10 excerpt on emergency rule criteria and process ................... 4 

3. Agenda Item G.3.c, NMFS Report, November 2005 ............................................................... 7 

 
 
Regarding Item 2 - Relevant Council statements or questions on the record brought up at the 
March 2006 Council meeting have been inserted in item 2 in bold italic font.   
 
Regarding Item 3 - Council staff has inserted footnotes containing relevant information from the 
Council record on the 2006 salmon season process.  Additionally, footnotes are inserted in areas 
where further information or rationale should be considered by the Council before 
recommending any emergency rule. 
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1.  SALMON FMP EXCERPT ON RELEVANT LANGUAGE 
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) 
 

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 
 

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): 
 

1. Close salmon fisheries within Council jurisdiction that impact the 
stock. 

 
2. 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. 
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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 
 
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.  
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. 

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.  

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. 
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2.  COUNCIL OPERATING PROCEDURE 10 EXCERPT ON EMERGENCY RULE 
CRITERIA AND PROCESS 
Note:  Relevant Council statements or questions on the record brought up at the March 2006 
Council meeting have been inserted in bold italic font. 
 

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 an 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 
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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. 

 
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. 
 

The following statements are part of the March 2006 Council meeting record: 
A. Naturally produced Klamath River fall Chinook abundance was not forecast to be below 

the 35,000 spawner conservation objective until February 2006. 
B. The nature of the C. Shasta infestation was not fully known until recently. 
C. The extent of the 2005 fall ocean fishery take of Klamath fall Chinook was not known 

until February 2006. 
 

2. Waiting for a plan amendment to be implemented would have substantial 
adverse biological or economic consequences. 

 
Absent an FMP amendment, all salmon fisheries affecting natural Klamath River fall 
Chinook would be closed, with adverse socioeconomic consequences as described in public 
testimony at the March 2006 Council meeting and documented in Preseason Report II - 
Analysis of Proposed Regulatory Options for 2006 Ocean Salmon Fisheries, Socioeconomic 
Impacts of Proposed Options pp. 18-19,47-50. 
 

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

 
Criterion 3 may have been designed for allocation specific issues that are not applicable.  An 
example of such an application of this criterion is the 1992 emergency rule that exempted an 
existing allocation formula for salmon fisheries north of Cape Falcon to allow a transfer of 
5,000 coho from the recreational fishery to the commercial fishery.  However, an emergency 
rule to allow ocean salmon fisheries in 2006 may entail allocation alterations within the  
non-Indian fisheries from recent years. 
 

4. The action is necessary to meet FMP objectives. 
 
At the March 2006 Council meeting, the third overall fishery objective in the FMP (see below) 
was cited as applicable under this criterion.  

FMP Overall Fishery Objective 3 - "Seek to maintain ocean salmon fishing 
seasons which support the continuance of established recreational and 
commercial fisheries while meeting salmon harvest allocation objectives among 
ocean and inside recreational and commercial fisheries that are fair and 
equitable, and in which fishing interests shall equitably share the obligations of 
fulfilling any treaty or other legal requirements for harvest opportunities (In its 
effort to maintain the continuance of established ocean fisheries, the Council 
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includes consideration of maintaining established fishing communities.  In 
addition, a significant factor in the Council’s allocation objectives in Section 
5.3 is aimed at preserving the economic viability of local ports and/or specific 
coastal communities (e.g., recreational port allocations north of Cape Falcon).  
Chapter 6 in Appendix B and the tables it references provide additional specific 
information on the fishing communities." 

 
5. If the action is taken, long-term yield from the stock complex will not be 

decreased. 
 
At the March 2006 Council meeting, a cursory Council review of Klamath River naturally 
produced adult fall Chinook spawner-progeny relationship data (Agenda Item C.4.a, 
Supplemental Attachment 3, March 2006) concluded that long-term depression of yield was 
not apparent.   The Council assigned the STT with assessing impacts to the long-term yield 
from the Klamath fall Chinook complex that result from fishing seasons in the 2006 public 
review options, and producing an analytical statement for the April Council meeting. 
 

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. 
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3.  AGENDA ITEM G.3.C, NMFS REPORT, NOVEMBER 2005 
Listed below is the NMFS report distributed at the November 2005 Council meeting on the use 
of emergency rules.  Council staff has inserted footnotes containing relevant information from 
the Council record on the 2006 salmon season process.  Additionally, footnotes are inserted in 
areas where further information or rationale should be considered by the Council before 
recommending any emergency rule. 
 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT ON USE OF 
EMERGENCY RULES 

 
Ocean troll fisheries were severely constrained in 2005 in order to meet the 
35,000 natural spawner escapement conservation objective for Klamath River fall 
Chinook.  This action prompted a review of the escapement floor and 
consideration of a permanent modification to the conservation objective.  Any 
such modification would require an amendment to the Salmon Fishery 
Management Plan (Salmon FMP).  The Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(Council) deferred making this decision until the November meeting to allow 
consideration of additional information, including the possibility of using an 
emergency rule to provide flexibility to manage around the escapement floor.  
The Council directed NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to 
provide a report on this issue in time for discussion at the November meeting. 
 
Before examining the required criteria for implementing an emergency rule, it 
should be noted that provisions exist under the Magnuson-Stevens Act to allow 
for public involvement during the rulemaking process.  Emergency rule 
implementation severely limits this public participation and therefore, should only 
be used for extremely urgent, special circumstances where substantial harm to or 
disruption of the resource, habitat, fishery, industry participants, community, or 
public health would be caused during the time it would take to follow standard 
rulemaking procedures. 
 
NMFS has established policy guidelines1 for determining whether the use of an 
emergency rule is justified under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act).  These guidelines 
set forth the criteria for determining whether an emergency exists and are 
consistent with the requirements of section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act. 
 
In order to implement an emergency rule, the Secretary must have an 
administrative record justifying emergency regulatory action and demonstrating 
its compliance with the national standards.  Although the only legal requirement 
for the use of an emergency rule is that an emergency must exist, this action 
should only be taken to address extremely rare circumstances that would lead to 

                                                 
1 NMFS guidelines are not codified federal regulations, but have been published in the Federal 

Register (see Agenda Item E.2.a, Supplemental Attachment 2, April 2006). 
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significant adverse impacts as previously detailed.  The guidelines further state 
that an emergency action may not be based on administrative inaction to solve a 
long-recognized problem, and establish the following criteria to define an 
emergency as a situation that: 
 

1) Results from recent, unforeseen events or recently discovered 
circumstances2; and 

2) Presents serious conservation or management problems3 in the 
fishery; and 

3) Can be addressed through emergency regulations for which the 
immediate benefits outweigh the value of advance notice, 
public comment, and deliberative consideration of the impacts 
on participants to the same extent as would be expected under 
the normal rulemaking process.4 

 
If the preceding criteria for defining an emergency are met, the emergency action 
must then be justified under one or more of the following situations: 
 

1) Ecological – (A) to prevent overfishing as defined in an FMP, 
or as defined by the Secretary in the absence of an FMP, or (B) 
to prevent other serious damage to the fishery resource or 
habitat5; or 

2) Economic – to prevent significant direct economic loss or to 
preserve a significant economic opportunity that otherwise 
might be foregone6; or 

3) Social – to prevent significant community impacts or conflict 
between user groups7; or  

4) Public health – to prevent significant adverse effects to health 
of participants in a fishery or to the consumers of seafood 
products.

                                                 
2 Naturally produced Klamath River fall Chinook abundance was not forecast to be below the 

35,000 spawner conservation objective until February, 2006. 
3 Accounting for the importance of sustaining marketing infrastructure and community 

participation as called for under National Standard 8 may represent one management problem 
for the 2006 salmon fishery. 

4 Advance notice, public comment, and deliberative consideration of the impacts of a possible 
emergency rule for 2006 salmon fisheries on participants occurred under the normal 
rulemaking process in 2006. 

5 Not applicable. 
6 Economic impacts are considerable as documented in Preseason Report II.  Foregone economic 

opportunities to harvest abundant salmon stocks would likely exist in the absence of an 
emergency rule. 

7 Public testimony at the March 2006 Council meeting and estimated economic impacts in 
Preseason Report II suggest significant community impacts would occur in the absence of an 
emergency rule. 
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In addition to meeting the emergency criteria and justification requirements, the 
emergency rule should indicate what measures could be taken or will be 
considered to permanently resolve the problem addressed by the emergency rule8. 
 
Implementation of an emergency action would, in effect, temporarily amend the 
FMP as detailed in the emergency rule language.  Since the conservation 
objectives within the FMP were established to achieve optimum yield, prevent 
overfishing and assure the rebuilding of depressed salmon stocks, any emergency 
action would require confirmation from the NMFS Science Center directors that 
such action would continue to prevent overfishing, provide optimal yield, and 
conform to any affected rebuilding plans9. 
 
Once an emergency rule has been implemented, it can remain in effect for up to 
180 days.  An additional 180 day extension period is possible, providing there is 
an opportunity for public comment and the Council is following the standard 
procedure to address the emergency situation through an FMP amendment.  

 

                                                 
8 The Council has initiated an FMP amendment process for considering de minimis impacts. 
9 This paragraph seemingly prevents emergency consideration of de minimis impacts to avoid 

significant economic impacts, but is not referred to in the 1997 Federal Register Notice cited 
in footnote 1.  Further discussion by the Council at its April Council meeting may be 
necessary for clarification. 
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Table 1.  Klamath River Fall Chinook Stock-Recruitment Data Set. 1/

Brood Year Spawners (S) Recruits (R) R/S
1979 30,637 200,698 6.6
1980 21,484 109,430 5.1
1981 33,857 50,968 1.5
1982 31,951 122,187 3.8
1983 30,784 368,159 12.0
1984 16,064 244,052 15.2
1985 25,676 188,722 7.4
1986 113,359 123,247 1.1
1987 101,717 72,981 0.7
1988 79,385 17,450 0.2
1989 43,869 16,213 0.4
1990 15,596 44,910 2.9
1991 11,649 48,513 4.2
1992 12,028 269,678 22.4
1993 21,858 90,210 4.1
1994 32,333 50,840 1.6
1995 161,794 39,203 0.2
1996 81,326 38,408 0.5
1997 46,144 168,089 3.6
1998 42,488 130,283 3.1
1999 18,457 196,197 10.6
2000 82,728 188,537 2.3
2001 77,834 Likely Below Average 2/ -
2002 65,635 Possibly Below Average 3/ -
2003 87,642 Possibly Poor 4/ -
2004 24,079 No Recruits Yet -
2005 27,305 No Recruits Yet -

PFMC
3/30/2006

2/  Only the 5-year-old age class is yet to be accounted from the 2001 brood year.  5-year-
old fish are typically a minor portion of the adult recruits, it appears likely the total recruits 
produced from this brood will be below average (1979-2000 Avg. =126,317).

1/  Consolidation of Table A1 from : Klamath River Fall Chinook Stock Recruitment 
Analysis.  Salmon Technical Team.  Pacific Fishery Management Council, September 1, 
2005.  1991-2005 spawner data from Table B-4, Review of 2005 Ocean Salmon Fisheries , 
Salmon Technical Team, February 2006.

3/  The 4 and 5-year-old age class have yet to be accounted;  the current postseason 
estimate of 3-year-old ocean abundance (209,493) is below average (1985-2005 Avg. 
=377,232).
4/  The return of 2-year-old jacks in 2005 was the second lowest on record;  2-year-old 
jacks are used to forecast 3-year-old abundance in the same brood year.

X:\April_2006\E2a_Supp_Att3_RS_Table.xls
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KLAMATH OCEAN HARVEST MODEL (KOHM) MARCH 2006 OPTION II OUTPUT 
LANDED CATCH BY FISHERY AND MONTH 

 
 
 
Klamath Harvest: ocean troll 
       Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr  May Jun  Jul Aug Total 
NO     226  68   0   0   0   0   0   0  265 151    0   0   711 
CO    3282 729   0   0   0   0   0   0  349 358    0   0  4717 
KO     111   0   0   0   0   0   0   0    0   0    0   0   111 
KC     276   0   0   0   0   0   0   0    0   0    0   0   276 
FB     609   0   0   0   0   0   0   0    0   0    0   0   609 
SF     158   0   0   0   0   0   0   0    0   0 2914 631  3703 
MO       0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0 1038   0    0  22  1060 
Total 4662 797   0   0   0   0   0   0 1652 510 2914 652 11187 
 
Klamath Harvest: ocean sport 
      Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Total 
NO    142   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   1  17   9   169 
CO     17   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   2  23  40   9    91 
KO    131   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   1   0  21  65   218 
KC    387   0   0   0   0   0   0   0  18   0  38  64   506 
FB      0   0   0   0   0   0   0   4   0   0  36   0    40 
SF      0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   7  17  23   0    48 
MO      0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0   7   0   0   0     7 
Total 677   0   0   0   0   0   0   4  36  41 174 146  1079 
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SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM (STT) UPDATE ON ESTIMATED IMPACTS IMPACTS OF 
MARCH 2006 OPTIONS 

 
Comments on the Effects of Escapements below the Floor on the Long Term Yield of 
Klamath Fall Chinook 
 
The STT concludes that the failure to meet the spawning escapement floor for Klamath fall 
Chinook for the third consecutive year poses a significant risk of reducing the long-term yield 
from this stock.   
 
The risks presented by fishing below the floor for Klamath fall Chinook are difficult to quantify, 
but are nonetheless apparent.  While it is possible to construct quantitative probability models 
based on the distribution of variability around the spawner-recruit relationship, those calculations 
depend on the assumptions built into the spawner-recruit model, the distribution of deviations 
from that model, and there having been no fundamental changes in that relationship between the 
time period when the data were collected and the present. 
 
In the past, spawning escapements below the floor have occurred.  Some of these have resulted 
in the recruitment of strong year-classes, and some of these have resulted in recruitment of weak 
year classes.  The differences between these outcomes have been the result of environmental 
conditions encountered by the adult spawners, the eggs, and juvenile salmon.  Years that 
produced strong recruitments benefited from favorable conditions in the river for spawning and 
outmigration, and marine conditions favorable for survival and growth.  
 
In addition to the natural escapement being forecast to be below the escapement floor, this year’s 
age-3 ocean abundance forecast is the lowest on record.  This is believed to be largely the result 
of extremely poor river conditions brought on by a combination of drought and water 
management decisions in the Klamath basin beginning in 2002 and persisting for several years.  
Additional ocean fishing mortality will not only further reduce the escapement this year, but will 
also reduce the abundance of age-4 and age-5 adults next year.  
 
In 2005, river conditions were apparently a little better, and 2006 has the prospect of being better 
still.  The 2004 brood migrated to sea in 2005 and would have benefited from the improved river 
conditions.  However, in 2005 ocean conditions were poor, with warm water, a delayed spring 
transition, and apparent low productivity.  There were numerous reports of seabird die-offs and 
breeding colony failures.  Available information suggests that the 2006 ocean conditions appear 
to be at least as unfavorable as they were in 2005, and may have deteriorated.  We cannot 
forecast what conditions will be like for the 2006 spawning run, and their progeny.  However, 
given the recent history of this stock and unfavorable indicators of ocean productivity, it would 
not be prudent to expect a strong year-class to recruit from low escapement this year.   
 
The long-term impacts of current depressed abundance of Klamath River fall Chinook are 
exacerbated by the distribution of natural spawning escapement.  Although for fishery 
management purposes naturally spawning Klamath fall Chinook are treated as a single stock, 



 2

Klamath fall Chinook are actually comprised of many discrete populations in the mainstems and 
tributaries of the Klamath and Trinity rivers.  Genetic evidence indicates that these populations 
are genetically distinct, and thus are demographically independent.   
 
In 2005, escapement to the Klamath basin was 56,200 adult spawners.  Of this number, 49% or 
27,800 adults returned to the two hatcheries in the basin.  Of the remaining 28,400 adults that 
spawned in natural areas, 83% or 23,500 spawned in Bogus Creek, the mainstem Klamath River 
above the Shasta River, and the mainstem Trinity River above the Willow Creek weir.  These are 
all areas adjacent to the hatcheries and receive substantial numbers of hatchery strays.  Natural 
spawning areas that are relatively free of hatchery influence accounted for only an estimated 
4,900 spawners (17% of the natural spawning escapement or 9% of the total escapement).  Of 
these distinct natural spawning areas, only the Shasta River had an escapement of more than 
1,000 adult spawners.  As total natural spawning escapement is further reduced below the 35,000 
floor, the risk increases of extirpation of some of these independent populations.  If any of these 
distinct local populations are lost, the productive capacity of the basin would be reduced until 
locally adapted populations could be re-established. 
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Methods Considered by the STT to Model Effects of Landing Limits on the Harvest of 
Klamath River Fall Chinook. 
 
 
At the Council’s March meeting, the STT was asked to evaluate the effectiveness of weekly 
landing limits as a management measure to reduce impacts in fisheries south of Cape Falcon on 
Klamath fall Chinook.  In Options I and II, adopted for public comment at the March meeting, 
fisheries south of Cape Falcon contain a mix of landing limits that include: 50, 75, and 100 fish 
per boat per week (or open period).   
 
In response to the Council’s request, the STT considered several methods of modeling weekly 
landing limits, including: 
 
I. Empirical estimates 
 
The KOHM could be used to forecast Klamath impacts as a direct function of weekly landing 
limits, if methods could be found to quantify the effect of such limits on Klamath contact rates 
per effort and on the amount of effort expected per day open.  This method would require a 
means to generate new base-period values for contact-rates and a means to project effort under a 
weekly landing limit.  The California troll fishery has not operated under weekly landing limits 
so historical data are not available.   
 
Some landing data are available for areas and periods when daily landing limits were in effect.  
However, these data were not collected under controlled conditions, may be confounded with 
other factors, and would be of very limited value for use in projecting either catch or effort under 
weekly landing limit restrictions.  The only fishery south of Cape Falcon since 2000 with landing 
limits was in Fort Bragg in July, 2003.  That month Fort Bragg had a 150 fish trip limit from the 
3rd-14th and unrestricted fishing from the 18th - 31st. Both of these fisheries were sampled at a 
rate of about 20% of the pounds landed.  During the first half of the month with a trip limit, 
34,500 fish were landed and 86 Klamath CWT's were recovered.  During the unrestricted fishery, 
36,000 fish were landed and 77 Klamath CWT's were recovered.  The trip limits appear to have 
had no effect on total landings or on Klamath impacts.  The lack of observed effects may have 
occurred because the trip limits were relatively high and there were no restrictions on the number 
of landings that individual vessels could make during the open period.   
 
We concluded that the data required to implement this method simply do not exist. 
 
II.  Historical fish-ticket data.   
 
Oregon provided an analysis of fish ticket data from 2003, 2004, and 2005 in a report titled 
“Effects of Weekly Landing Limits on the Oregon Troll Fishery” by Eric Schindler dated March 
20, 2006 .  Using the landing dates and pounds of Chinook landed by individual vessels, 
Schindler estimated the number of Chinook landed each week by each boat that made landings.  
He then calculated the percentage of vessel-weeks that would have been affected by weekly 
landing limits in each year, and the reduction in numbers of fish landed in each year.  Weekly 
landing limits evaluated included 50, 75, 100, 150, 200, and 250.   
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Calculating reductions in this manner assumes that weekly landing limits do not affect the 
number or behavior of the boats that participate in the fishery.  It also depends on the catch rates 
observed during 2003-2005 which are influenced by Chinook abundance and distribution.  
Schindler also asserted that if landing limits were imposed, some boats would elect not to 
participate in the fishery and the savings would be somewhat greater than he calculated in the 
base period. 
 
California DFG conducted a similar analysis of fish ticket data and considered the effects of 
landing limits of 50 and 100 fish per week.  The effect of weekly landing limits was analyzed 
using sample and landings data for fisheries in California during 2003, 2004, and 2005.  Catch 
per vessel day by boat week and port was estimated from fishing effort, total landing weight, 
average weight per fish, and average days fished per delivery.  The estimated catch by each 
vessel during any week in the absence of landing restrictions was then computed.  For a given 
vessel, if the observed catch during a week exceeded the weekly landing limit, then the 
difference could be interpreted as inferred savings.  This procedure was completed for each 
KOHM area, month, and year (2003-2005) using weekly landing limits of 50 and 100 fish per 
vessel.  Under a 50 fish per week restriction, inferred savings in fish and effort was 59% and 
26%, respectively.   For the 100 fish per week restriction, inferred savings in fish and effort was 
37% and 14%, respectively. 
 
The DFG analysis directly estimated reductions in effort while the the ODFW analysis estimated 
the percentage of trips that would have been affected by trip limits.  The percentage of trips 
affected by trip limits cannot be directly used in the KOHM, but presumably inferred reductions 
in effort could be estimated for Oregon as well. 
 
Concerns with the application of this method include: 
 

1) Inability to predict effort response to landing limit restrictions – Neither method 
addresses the need to forecast effort response.  To avoid effort transfer between ports, 
landing limits would have to be applied uniformly to all ports. 

2) Changes in fleet structure – The historical data from which the relationship between days 
open and days fished was collected in the absence of weekly landing limits.  Such  limits 
would not affect all boats uniformly, so the fleet structure would be expected to change, 
but how is unknown. 

3) Latent effort – Landing limits could affect the market price of fish.  There is a large 
number of boats that fish very little or not at all.  If the price of fish were to increase in 
response to limitation of supply due to landing limits, there could be a substantial 
increase in the number of boats participating in the fishery or the number of days fished 
by these boats relative to the 2003 through 2005 open seasons. 

4) Monitoring and Enforcement - Weekly catch limits will tend to encourage unreported 
landings and increase the difficulty of monitoring and enforcement.  With limited catch, 
and more time in port, there would be less incentive for fishermen to deliver their catches 
to buyers, and greater incentive for direct retail sales.  This could make it harder to collect 
reliable CWT recovery data essential for Council management. 
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III.  Maximum likely catch.   
 
Fisheries north of Cape Falcon have used landing limits to reduce the rate of catch in fisheries 
operated under quotas or catch ceilings, where fisheries may need to be closed on short notice by 
inseason action.  In these cases, WDFW has estimated the maximum likely catch by multiplying 
the number of vessels recently participating in the fishery by the daily catch limit to estimate 
daily catch.  The STT considered using similar methodology to estimate the maximum likely 
catch under different weekly catch limits. This method estimates the maximum number of fish 
that would be expected to be landed under a given landing limit by assuming that there would be 
no change from last year in the number of boats participating in the fishery and that all boats 
would achieve their limit.  This number would be compared the expected catch without landing 
limits and, if the maximum catch with a landing limit is less than the expected catch without a 
landing limit, the reduction in expected landings would be used to prorate the effort forecast in 
the KOHM. 
 
This method is straightforward and could be easily implemented.  Preliminary calculations 
indicate, however, that it would predict little, if any, reduction as a result of catch limits.  In 
addition, it would still be subject to the same concerns outlined in method II above.. 
 
Recommendations   
 
Our concern with the methods considered above is that untested assumptions must be made 
about participation in fisheries under landing limits and how relationships between effort and 
catch may change.  An alternative approach is outlined below. 
 
Catch guidelines or caps on total catch in a fishery can be used to control Klamath impacts.  
Although the precision of the estimate of the total catch level associated with any given level of 
Klamath impacts is reduced in areas where the ratio of Klamath stock catch to total catch is 
small, the total allowable catch in a cell can be directly modeled in the KOHM.  Within a catch 
ceiling, landing limit and possession limits can be used in an attempt to reduce daily harvest.  
This balances the unknown risks associated with the implementation of catch limits noted above 
with the generally accepted idea that weekly landing and possession limits should in fact extend 
the time necessary to achieve a given catch level.  If the Council imposes possession and landing 
limits on a catch ceiling fishery and they attain the ceiling sooner than expected, it would be 
necessary to take inseason action to close the fishery.  The fishery would generate new data on 
contact rate per effort and effort per day open under catch and possession limits which could 
eventually lead to the development of data to base model impacts from the use of landing limits. 
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Agenda Item E.2.c 
Supplemental Public Hearing Report 1 

April 2006 
 
 

SALMON MANAGEMENT OPTION HEARING SUMMARY 
 
Date: March 27, 2006 Hearing Officer: Mr. Bob Alverson 
Location: Chateau Westport 

Westport, WA 
Other Council 
Members: 

Mr. Phil Anderson  
Mr. Mark Cedergreen 
Mr. Jim Harp 

  NMFS: Dr. Peter Dygert 
Attendance: 26 Coast Guard:  
Testifying: 9 Salmon Team Member: Mr. Doug Milward 
  Council Staff: Dr. Kit Dahl 
Organizations Represented: Washington Trollers Association, 
Oregon Trollers Association,  
Ilwaco Charterboat Association 
Westport Charterboat Association,  
Willapa Bay Gillnetters Association 

 
Synopsis of Testimony 

 
Of the 9 people testifying: 
 
C 5 commented primarily on the commercial troll fishery. 
C 2 commented primarily on the recreational (charterboat) fishery. 
C 2 commented primarily on the gillnet fishery. 
 
 

Special Opening Remarks 
 
Mr. Doug Milward reviewed options for the commercial and sport salmon seasons. 
 
Commercial Troll Comments 
 

• Address problems in Klamath River, do not take it out on ocean fishers. 
 

• Favor an option in the Option I-II range with a 75 fish limit for 3-day openers and 100 fish 
for 4 days; July 15th opener; plugs with 4 Chinook limit in the northern area; 2:1 halibut 
retention ratio 

 
• Consider all-gear proposal for fin-clipped coho. 

 
• Consider trade between sport and troll. 

 
• Consider 2-quota package (as in 1996) if emergency rule implemented. 
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• Would like more information on Canadian interceptions, particularly Coweeman and Snake 

River fall; emergency rule process; yelloweye rockfish situation, especially proposed new 
closed area. 

 
• Would like information on Klamath impacts north of Cape Falcon. 

 
• Mark Klamath fish so ocean fishers can release them; selectively close and open areas to 

avoid impacts. 
 

• Reduce whiting fishery salmon bycatch and make these fish available to troll fishery. 
 

• Reevaluate September cutoff in Klamath model for assigning spawners to a particular year. 
 
Recreational Comments 
 

• Recognize linkages between south of Cape Falcon fisheries and north of Cape Falcon.  Do 
not allow North of Falcon fisheries to be painted into a corner during the upcoming Council 
meeting. 

 
• Make unused impacts south of Cape Falcon available to north of Cape Falcon fisheries. 

 
Commercial Gillnet Comments 
 

• Would like opportunity to take surplus (to escapement) fish entering Willapa Bay in gillnet 
fishery. 

 
• Economic impact study needed on shutdown of summer gillnet fishery in Willapa Bay. 

 
• Washington State fish manager should model impacts of taking surplus fish in Willapa Bay. 

 
• Opposed to sport/troll trade. 

 
Written Statements (Attached) 

 
None. 
 
 
PFMC 
03/30/06 
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SALMON MANAGEMENT OPTION HEARING SUMMARY 
 

 
Date: March 27, 2006 Hearing Officer: Mr. Frank Warrens 
Location: Red Lion Hotel 

Coos Bay, Oregon 
Other Council Members:  

  NMFS: Mr. Frank Lockhart 
Attendance: 146 Coast Guard:  
Testifying: 27 Salmon Technical Team: Mr. Craig Foster 
  Council Staff: Mr. Chuck Tracy 
Organizations Represented:  Port of Brookings Harbor; Klamath Zone Coalition; Oregon 
Lamprey Society; Oregon Trollers Association; Pacific Coast Federation of Fisheries 
Associations; Brookings Chamber of Commerce; South Coast Fishermen; Northwest 
Steelheaders; Oregon Salmon Commission 
 
 

Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the 27 people testifying: 
 
C 10 commented primarily on the commercial troll fishery. 
C 5 commented primarily on the recreational fishery. 
C 6 commented primarily on both recreational and commercial fisheries, or other economic 

aspects of the fisheries. 
C 8 commented on issues associated with Klamath River water management issues. 
C 7 commented on salmon predation issues. 
 
Special Opening Remarks 
 
Mr. Warrens gave a brief overview of the meeting process and objectives of the fisheries.  Mr. 
Foster provided a summary of the recreational and commercial options. 
 
Commercial Troll Comments 
 
Most of those testifying supported Option I.  Two people said they could live with Option II but 
preferred Option I.  One person supported Option III with a disaster relief declaration.  One 
person proposed an alternative to Option II having the same Klamath River fall Chinook impacts 
but with a different season structure. 
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Recreational Comments 
 
All of those testifying supported Option I. 
 
Other Comments 
 
Most people supported implementing emergency regulations to allow fisheries to maintain the 
economic viability of coastal communities.  Almost all of those testifying expressed frustration 
with the water management situation in the Klamath Basin, and requested the Federal agencies to 
address hydropower and habitat issues.  Several people requested removal of sea lions at the 
mouth of the Klamath River. 
 

Written Statements (Attached) 
 
Bill and Sharon Blodgett 
Anne Connelly 
Mill Casino, Coos Bay, Oregon 
Joe and Tricia Benetti 
Paul Merz 
 
 
PFMC 
03/30/06 
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SALMON MANAGEMENT OPTION HEARING SUMMARY 
 

 
Date: March 28, 2006 Hearing Officer: Mr. Roger Thomas 
Location: Flamingo Hotel 

Santa Rosa, 
California 

Other Council Members:  

  NMFS: Mr. Mark Helvey 
Attendance:  About 500 Coast Guard:  
Testifying: 41 Salmon Technical Team: Mr. Allen Grover 
  Council Staff: Mr. Chuck Tracy 
Organizations Represented:  Fort Bragg Salmon Trollers Marketing Association; Coastside 
Fishing Club; Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations; Golden Gate 
Fishermen; North Coast Fisherman’s Association; Fishermans Wharf Fisherman’s 
Association 
 
 
 
 

Synopsis of Testimony 
 
Of the approximately 500 people testifying: 
 
C 21 commented primarily on the commercial troll fishery. 
C 12 commented on both the recreational and commercial fisheries. 
C 10 commented on economic or other aspects of the fisheries. 
C 10 commented on issues associated with Klamath River water management issues. 
 
Special Opening Remarks 
 
Mr. Thomas gave a brief overview of the meeting process and objectives.  Mr. Allen Grover 
gave a brief overview of the recreational and commercial options. 
 
Commercial Troll Comments 
 
All those testifying supported Option I.  One person supported modifications of Option II if it 
was necessary.  One person requested the landing restrictions in Options I and II allow fishermen 
to land in adjacent closed areas as a safety consideration. 
 



G:\!PFMC\MEETING\2006\April\Salmon\E2c3_Hearing_Sum.doc  rgs.an.2006 2

Recreational Comments 
 
All those testifying supported Option I.  One person supported modifications of Option II if it 
was necessary.  One person requested that if Option II were considered that an allocation for 
inriver fisheries be added. 
 
Other Comments 
 
Most people supported implementing emergency regulations to allow fisheries to maintain 
economic viability of coastal communities.  Almost all of those testifying expressed frustration 
with the water management situation in the Klamath Basin, and requested the Federal agencies to 
address hydropower and habitat issues.  Two people opposed aquaculture expansion into off-
shore waters. 
 

Written Statements (Attached) 
 
Representative Mike Thompson (D-CA) 
Rick Baker 
Greg Hall 
Thomas Baty 
Spencer Stiff 
Ann Maurice 
David Pellandini 
 
 
PFMC 
03/31/06 
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April 2006 
 
 

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL RECOMMENDATONS ON 
TENATIVE ADOPTION OF 2006 OCEAN SALMON MANAGEMENT MEASURES 

FOR ANALYSIS 
 

Any harvest should be divided according to the 50/50 tribal/non-tribal, 15% in-river, and 
17% recreation, and 50/50 north south sharing of ocean Klamath Management Zone 
(KMZ) commercial fisheries. 
 
The recommendation is composed of three motions passed by the consensus of the 
Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC).  For evaluation purposes, we propose 
the following: 
 
1.  Amendment to PFMC Option 2 – For California ocean commercial fisheries, 2 
“platoons” would be established.  Each “platoon” would fish no more than 3 days a week, 
with closures on Fridays.  All other measures of the PFMC option 2 would apply. 
 
2.  Amendment to PFMC Option 3 – In the event that the above amendment to option 2 is 
not established, a terminal fishery for commercial and recreational fisheries would be 
established between Pt. Reyes and Pt. San Pedro and in 20 fathoms or less; within the 
months of August, September and October.  
 
3.  In our March report to the PFMC, the KFMC requested that all options that included 
fishing would include the consideration of an in-river Klamath recreational fishery.  We 
are asking that this fishing opportunity be included in any season consideration. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/04/06 
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Prepared by:  Northwest Fisheries Science Center 
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Introduction 
 
This report is in response to a request from the Northwest and Southwest Regions to 
comment on escapement levels developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(PFMC) to regulate ocean fisheries in response to run forecasts for the 2006 return year.  
These forecasts predict that the escapement goal of naturally-spawning fall-run Chinook 
salmon will fall below the established floor of 35,000 adults.  This report reviews 
previous information used to establish the current escapement floor, discusses the 
potential biological effects of escapements below the floor, and evaluates uncertainty in 
the forecasted ocean abundance and spawning escapement estimates.   

Klamath River Chinook Salmon – Historical Perspective 
 
Early in the development of West Coast fisheries the Klamath River was identified as a 
major supplier of salmon, and (at the time) distinct in that it was one of only four coastal 
rivers that had both spring and fall runs of salmon (Collins 1892).  In 1888, the in-river 
salmon catch was estimated at 734,000 pounds1, 50,000 fish at 15 pounds each (Collins 
1892, Snyder 1931).  Snyder (1931) estimated that between 1915 and 1928 the peak in-
river catch was 1.2 million pounds, (1915) with an average catch of 725,000 pounds.  
Additionally, near shore fisheries from Ft. Bragg to Eureka and the California border 
captured nearly 2.1 million pounds of salmon annually from 1916-1928 (Snyder 1931), 
although it is unclear what proportion of these fish would have originated from the 
Klamath River.  Myers et al. (1998) provided a peak run estimate, based on cannery pack, 
of 130,000 fish in 1912.  The contribution of hatchery origin fish to these run estimates 
(hatcheries have been present in the Basin for over 100 years) is thought to be minimal 
given the state of hatchery culture at the time.  At best, during the late 1800s and early 
1900s hatchery production may have replaced the adults removed from the river for 
broodstock purposes.  In estimating the historical run size for the Klamath River Basin it 
is also important to consider that habitat degradation, primarily related to mining 
activities, had already impacted much of the basin during the years of the catch estimates 
provided above.  Moyle (2002) estimated that the total fall run to Klamath River may 
have been as large as 500,000. 

Population Structure and Biological Diversity 
 
The Klamath River Basin includes two major rivers: the Klamath and Trinity.  
Anadromous access to much of the basin has been lost due to the construction of 
impassible dams, the Iron Gate Dam (1962, RKm 306) on the Klamath River and the 
Lewiston and Trinity Dams (1963, RKm 249) on the Trinity River.  This habitat loss 
primarily affected spring-run populations in the Trinity, and Klamath Rivers, although 
some fall-run Chinook salmon habitat was also lost.  More significantly for the fall-run 
populations, these dams have altered the flow dynamics and temperature profiles for 
                                                 
1  The catch is listed only as salmon and likely include Chinook and coho salmon and 
steelhead.  Where a break-down of these catches is available, it is clear that the majority 
of fish were Chinook salmon. 
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downstream mainstem areas.  These changes may be correlated to increases in mortality 
among outmigrating juvenile salmon, in part from exposure to Cerratomyxa shasta 
(Bartholomew 2005). 
 
Fall-run Chinook salmon spawning aggregations exist throughout the basin.  While the 
current conservation objective and fishery management plan considers fall-run fish as 
belonging to a single stock, it is almost certain that the Klamath fall Chinook “stock” 
contains multiple distinct populations (effectively the Demographically Independent 
Populations defined in McElhany et al. 2000).  The sustainability of the Klamath fall 
Chinook stock complex will depend on the preservation of locally-adapted populations 
that possess sufficient diversity to adjust to short-term and long-term environmental 
variability.   
 
Snyder (1931) described significant differences in the spawning time for fall-run Chinook 
salmon in different tributaries to the Klamath River.  These differences suggest diverse 
local conditions, and the potential for reproductive isolation.  Barnhart (1995) used 
geographic, genetic, and life history information to identify fall-run metapopulations in 
the Klamath River Basin.  According to Barnhart twelve “breeding populations” of fall-
run Chinook salmon exist, clustered within four “metapopulation” units (Table 1). 
 
Table 1.  Population structure for Klamath River Basin fall-run Chinook salmon, as 
proposed by Barnhart (1995) 
River System Metapopulation Breeding Population 
Klamath River Upper Klamath River Iron Gate Hatchery and Bogus Creek 
  Upper Mainstem Klamath River 
  Shasta River 
 Middle Klamath River Scott River 
  Salmon River 
  Upper Middle Klamath Tribs 
  Lower Middle Klamath Tribs 
Trinity River Lower Klamath/Trinity 

River 
Lower Klamath River Tribs 

  Lower Mainstem Trinity, below South Fork 
 Mainstem Trinity River South Fork Trinity River 
  Upper Mainstem Trinity River 
  Mainstem Trinity River 
 
The criteria utilized by Barnhart (1995) are similar those used by NOAA Fisheries 
Technical Recovery Teams to identify demographically independent populations.  Given 
the size of the Klamath River Basin, identifying twelve “populations” for the fall-run life 
history comports with the findings of the coastal and Lower Columbia TRTs (Bjorkstedt 
et al. 2005, Myers et al. 2006).  Barnhart (1995) based his findings, in part, on a 
preliminary genetic population survey by Gall et al. (1990).  Subsequent analysis of an 
expanded California Chinook salmon genetic data set provided further support to the 
population structure presented by Barnhart (NMFS 1999).  On a course scale, populations 
in the Klamath River Basin clustered together relative to other samples from coastal and 
Central Valley populations.  Within the Klamath River Basin, populations from the 
Klamath and Trinity River were distinct from one another, and on a finer scale there 
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appears to be significant population structure within each of the major tributaries (Figure 
1).  
 

 
Figure 1.  UPGMA dendrogram based on 34 allozyme loci from 41 composite samples of 
Chinook salmon from California and southern Oregon. (From NMFS 1999). 
 
Banks et al. (2000) reported on genetic variation among 14 different spring and fall-run 
populations from the Klamath River Basin using DNA microsatellite analysis.  This study 
confirmed that there are genetic differences between populations within the Klamath 
River Basin (Figure 2).  Population structure appears to be more closely associated with 
geographic location rather than life history characteristics (i.e. run timing).  Additionally, 
among population differences are evident for several life history characteristics (timing, 
spawn timing, age structure) in the Klamath River (Shaw et al. 1997, Andersson 2003, 
KRTAT 2006b).  These life history differences are indicative of local adaptation and 
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suggest that basin-wide productivity and overall fitness are likely to be related to the 
conservation of these locally adapted populations. 
 

igure 2. UPGMA phenogram for population samples from fall and spring Chinook of 
 

 several populations of fall-run Chinook salmon exist in the Klamath River Basin then it 

ment 

n 

-

l 

 is 
 

 

 
F
the Klamath and Trinity basins characterized at 7 microsatellite loci.  (Reproduced from
Banks et al. 2000). 
 
If
is necessary to consider the demographic characteristics of each population in order to 
assess the potential effect of the proposed fishery management options.  Based on 
information in Andersson (2003) and KRTAT (2006b) the typical spawning escape
of many of these populations is a thousand fish or less, with some in the low hundreds.  
Numerically small breeding populations are at higher risks from both demographic and 
diversity factors.  When extended over several generations the effects of small populatio
size on diversity may be compounded (through the cumulative effects of inbreeding).  
Additionally, small sized populations are more susceptible to introgression by hatchery
origin spawners.  If naturally spawning hatchery fish exhibit lower reproductive fitness 
(see Berejikian and Ford 2004) then the affected population would exhibit a decrease in 
productivity.  Returns to the hatcheries constitute a substantial portion (~40%) of the tota
run in the Klamath (Figure 3a).  The proportion of hatchery-origin fish on the natural 
spawning grounds averaged 22% for the 1991 to 2004 return years (Figure 3b).  The 
effect on productivity of this level of hatchery contribution cannot be estimated with 
currently available data; however, it is of some concern that the hatchery contribution
largest during years of low escapement, 48% in 2004, increasing the potential for the loss
of local adaptation in populations.  The recovery of coded wire tags (CWTs) from fish on 
natural spawning grounds suggests that the degree of hatchery influence varies 
considerably from population to population (KRTAT 2006b), with those natural
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spawning areas geographically proximate to hatcheries having the relatively high
CWT recovery.  
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Figure 3a.  Total fall-run Chinook salmon return to the river (dashed line) and the 

 proportion of the run that returned to the hatcheries (solid line with triangles) (Data
provided by M. Palmer-Zwahlen, CDFG). 
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Figure 3b.  Naturally spawning fall-run Chinook salmon (dashed line), and the proportion 

. 

 recent years, those natural spawning areas with a high proportion of hatchery origin 
 

populations and bias productivity estimates if not specifically accounted for.  

of natural spawners originating from a hatchery (HOS) (solid line with triangles).  HOS 
estimates are based on the expansion of CWTs recovered from natural spawning grounds
(Data provided by M. Palmer-Zwahlen, CDFG). 
 
In
spawners (i.e. Bogus Creek and mainstem Trinity River) also contribute substantially to
overall escapement (Table 2).  Hatchery-origin spawners will mask the decline of some 
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Table 2.  Hatchery and natural spawner escapement to the Klamath River Basin for the 

004 return year relative to the location of hatcheries.  Distances are calculated as river 

Return 
Natural 

Spawners 
Distance to Hatchery 

(RKm) 

2
kilometers from the mainstem spawning reach or tributary mouth to the hatchery in the 
Klamath and Trinity rivers.  Data from KRTAT 2006b. 
 
Survey Site Hatchery 

Klamath River    
Iron Gate Hatchery 11,519  0 
Bogus Creek  3,788 Adjacent 
Klamath River (IGH to Shasta) 4,420 Adjacent - 21  
Shasta River  962 21 
Klamath River (Shasta R to Indian 

21Creek)  822  - 145 
Scott River  467 75 
Salmon River  626 199 
Klamath River (above Reservation) 145 33  557  - 2
Yurok Reservation 23 5  208 3 - 30
Trinity River    
Trinity River Hatchery 13, 43 4  0 
Trinity River (above Willow Ck Weir)  15,655 Adjacent - 138 
Trinity River (below Willow Ck. Weir) 1,029 138  - 186 
Trinity Tributaries (above Reservation)  333 47 - 147 
Hoopa Reservation Tributaries  186 146 - 186 
 24, 62 2  9 9,053   

 
For example, returns of fall-run Chinook sa  the Sha er, a tributary w ich 
oes not receive a large influx of hatchery-origin spawners, have declined substantially in 

 

lmon to sta Riv h
d
the last 80 years (Figure 4).  Similar declines in other historically important natural 
spawning areas, such as the Scott, and Salmon Rivers in the Klamath River Basin, may 
be obscured by an increasing hatchery contribution to basin-wide escapements. 

Shasta River Fall Run Chinook Spawning Escapement
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Figure 4.  Chinook salmon fall run escapement to the Shasta River from 1931 – 2005.  
Data from STT 2006a. 
 

Contribution of C. shasta to Chinook mortality in the Klamath 
River 
 
The myxosporean parasite Ceratomyxa shasta was first described in 1948 (Ceratomyxa 
shasta Fact Sheet - 2002).  The reported distribution of C.shasta in the Western part of the 
United States has reportedly expanded, however this may not be a true increase in 
distribution since the parasite does not colonize new habitat readily.  Instead it is possible 
that new occurrences may be the result of more sensitive detection techniques.  Curren
these new techniques include a highly sensitive polymerase chain reaction (PCR) assay 
(Palenzuela, et al., 1999; Bartholomew, et al., 2004).  Because of this, it is possible th
C. shasta has been endemic in the Klamath system for a much longer time frame. 
 

tly 

at 

he intermediate host of C. shasta is the fresh water polychaete worm, Manayunkia 
 
s 

 infectious stage, the actinospore, which is released from the 
olychaete into the water column.  There is evidence of differential host susceptibility 

le 
. 

FG, personal communication). 

it 

 

through 
003 (Foote, et al., 2002, 2003, 2004).  However, it is not yet known whether these 

 

tions.  While it is true that river conditions over 
e past several years have led to increased C. shasta incidence, the perception that most 

ing, 

er 

T
speciosa (Bartholomew, et al., 1997).  There is no documented proof that the parasite is
transmitted horizontally (fish to fish) or vertically (fish to egg).  The route of infection i
hrough contact with thet

p
(Bartholomew, 1998), and differential life stage susceptibility.  Out-migrating juveni
Chinook salmon experience higher mortality due to C. shasta than returning adults (W
Cox, CD
 
Based upon a review of available data on the impacts of C. shasta in the Klamath River, 
is clear that infection potential is enhanced when water temperatures are high, water flow 
is low, conditions optimal for growth of M. speciosa.  This results in a significant 
increase in the numbers of infectious C. shasta during this time.  Within the Klamath, live 
box experiments with sentinel species (rainbow trout and Chinook salmon) show that 
while habitat is available throughout the river, surveys using the C. shasta PCR detection
method support findings that there is a greater incidence below Iron Gate Dam (Oregon 
State University. 2004).  This is based on multiple year survey records from 2001 
2
results represent a true trend.  In order to determine if variable temperature and flow 
patterns are directly correlated with pathogen prevalence, it will be necessary to conduct
such surveys over several field seasons.  These studies will be aided by the development 
of a new quantitative PCR detection method for the parasite (Hallet, et al., in press). 
 
In terms of relevancy to the determination of Klamath River fall Chinook escapement 
goals, there is insufficient data to suggest that higher escapement would be 
counterproductive because of river condi
th
returning adults will succumb to C. shasta prior to spawning is unsupported by any 
available data.  C. shasta can be a significant contributor to pre-spawning mortality but 
this is at least partially dependent on conditions that delay migration prior to spawn
and additional studies in this area are needed.  However there are examples of pathogens 
causing significant pre-spawning mortality. The 2002 pre-spawning fish kill in the low

 8



36 mile stretch of the Klamath River (34,000 fish including 32,553 fall Chinook) was 
determined to be the ciliated protozoan parasite Ichthyopthirius mulitfilis (Ich) in 
combination with the bacterium Flavobacterium columnare (columnaris).  Predisposing 
factors included the combination of high fish density and warm water conditions 
(California Department of Fish and Game 2004). 
 

Fisheries Management Context 
 
The Pacific Fishery Management Council’s conservation objectives for natural salmon
stocks are based on estimates for achieving Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) or a 
MSY proxy (PFMC 2003).  The collection of these conservation objectives is the 
conservation portion of the Council’s overall strategy for management of West Coast 
salmon stocks, the Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP). 
 
The Salmon FMP (PFMC 2003) and Amendment 9 (PMFC 1988) define the Klamath 
River fall Chinook conservation objective as “33-34% of potential adult natural 
spawners, but no fewer than 35,000 naturally spawning adults in any one year.”  The 
Council may make a change to the escapement rate portion of the Klamath conservatio
objective if a comprehensive technical review by the STT provides conclusive evidence 
that justifies a modification.  However, the 35,000 natural spawner floor portion of the 
conservation objective can only be changed by FMP amendment and this makes 
onsideration of this portion of the conservation o

 

n 

bjective more rigid.   c
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Figure 5.  Klamath River fall Chinook natural spawner escapement and the 35,000 
spawner floor. (from KRTAT 2006a). 
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The 35,000 fish Klamath floor has been reviewed and reconfirmed several times.  
Originally in 1978, the Council adopted a Klamath Chinook salmon spawner escapement 
goalof 97,5000 natural spawners based on observed returns to the basin in the early 1960s 
(CDFG 1965).  Because the Klamath stock was depressed, the Council (PFMC 1985) 
implemented an interim rebuilding schedule beginning in 1983 which called for an 
average river run size of 68,900 adults during the 1983-1986 period, to be followed by 
20% increases every four years.  However, in 1983-1984, the river return failed to meet 
these goals and the Council responded by closing the Klamath Management Zone (KMZ) 
troll fishery in 1985 and directing work that lead to Amendment 9 of the Salmon FMP 
(PFMC 1988).  Amendment 9 analyzed four alternative conservation objectives; three of 
which included a spawning floor of either 43,000 or 35,000 natural spawners.  The 
rationale provided for the spawning floor requirements was “to prevent extremely low 
escapements in any one year” and “to protect against extended periods of depressed 
natural production and failure to meet hatchery escapement needs.”  In 1992, the inriver 
spawning escapement fell below the 35,000 spawner floor for the third consecutive year 
(Figure 5) and this prompted the closure of most of the California commercial fishery and 
portions of the recreational fishery.  Further consideration of the appropriateness of the 
35,000 spawner floor (Prager and Mohr 1999 and STT 2005b) concluded, “The results of 
this study suggest that the present spawner floor of 35,000 is prudent.”  
 
 
 
 
 
Klamath Assessment Description 
 

Sampling Programs for Klamath River Fall-Run Chinook Samon 
 
West coast ocean fishery sampling programs are comprehensive with respect to coverage
(coastwide) and estimation (well-defined random sampling designs).  The sampling rate 
is approximately 20% of all landings in all salmon-directed fisheries.  Estimated harvest 
is stratified by fishery type (commercial, recreational), geographic area, month, and year. 
For Klamath River fall Chinook, which are impacted by ocean fisheries from Cape 
Falcon, OR, to Point Sur, CA, there are seven geographic areas (“major port areas”) wit
fishery-area-month-specific regulations and associated sampling that used to manage th
fisheries impacts on Klamath River fall Chinook: northern Oregon (NO), central Oregon 
(CO), Oregon KMZ (KO), California KMZ (KC), Fort Bragg (FB), San Francisco (SF), 
and Monterey (MO).  CWT salmon recoveries in the sample, after expanding for the 
sampling fraction and hatchery mark-rate, are used to estimate stock-age-specific harvest, 
and in the case of Klamath River fall Chinook in particular, are used to reconstruct 
cohorts and thereby estimate various fishery and biological vital rates for the stock.  

 

 

h 
e 

he annual Klamath River fall Chinook run is also comprehensively sampled with 
spect to coverage (river fisheries harvest, natural area spawning escapement, hatchery 
turns) and estimation (well-defined random sampling designs).  Age-composition is 

stimated for all strata based on the analysis of sampled scales (over 10,400 scales were 
read in the 2005 run assessment, of which over 1,500 were from known-age CWT fish 

 
T
re
re
e
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allowing for scale reader bias-adjustment).  CWTs are recovered in all strata and 
n the ocean fishery sampling. expanded for the sampling and mark-rate as i

 

Population Assessment Based on Historical Data 
 
The CWT recoveries along with the age-specific accounting of river returns for the 
hatchery and natural stock enable cohort reconstructions (a form of virtual population 
analysis) to be performed on all hatchery release groups and on the natural stock.  For 
each hatchery release group, the cohort reconstruction leads to estimates of ocean harvest 
rates (fishery-area-month-age-year-specific), maturation rates (age-year-specific), and 
ocean preseason abundance (age-year-specific).  For the natural stock, with the 
assumption that ocean fishery contact (encounter) rates are equivalent for hatchery and 
natural fish (conditional on being alive at the time), the natural stock age-specific returns 
enables cohort reconstruction of this stock component as well, and estimates of 
maturation rates (age-year-specific) and ocean preseason abundance (age-year-specific). 
There are now over twenty years for which all of these quantities have been estimated.  
Together, the estimated fishery and biological vital rates and quantities form the basis of 
ocean fishery forecast models (e.g. the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM)), sto
recruitment analyses, estimation of release-to-age-two survival rates of hatchery fish 

 

ck-

(indicator of early-life marine survival), etc. 

Models for Forecasting Fishery Impacts and Spawner Escapement 
 
Ocean preseason age-specific abundance is forecast using “sibling regressions” of “age(a
preseason ocean abundance” (from cohort reconstructions) versus “age(a-1) river return
(same cohort). 

) 
” 

he KOHM is used annually by the PFMC to forecast the impacts of ocean and river 
, and the expected number of natural 
odel components are estimated using 

 

th 

ubmodel to estimate the fraction of 
contacted fish that exceed the minimum size limit (and are thus harvested versus 
released), which is month-age-specific.  The KOHM thus forecasts fishery-area-month-

 
T
fisheries on the Klamath River fall Chinook stock
area spawners as a result of these fisheries.  All m
over twenty years of estimates provided by the cohort reconstructions.  The KOHM 
assesses the impacts of ocean salmon-directed fisheries between Cape Falcon, OR, and
Point Sur, CA (Klamath River fall Chinook recoveries to the north and south of this 
region are rare).  Fishery management of this area primarily takes the form of time-area 
openings and closures rather than through the use of quotas.  This form of management 
requires an impact forecast model that is spatially and temporally explicit consistent wi
the management sub-areas and time-periods for which regulations are developed.  The 
KOHM contact rate submodel forecasts are fishery-area-month-age-specific over the 
seven contiguous management areas between Cape Falcon, OR and Point Sur, CA.  
These contact rates are defined as the fraction of the month-specific cohort ocean-wide 
abundance contacted (legal size and sub-legal size) by a fishery.  The KOHM contact 
rates depend on the expected level of fishing effort under the regulations proposed (a 
separate KOHM submodel forecasts effort as a function of, e.g., days-open), which is 
fishery-area-month-specific. 
 
The KOHM contains an ocean length-at-age s
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age-specific impact rates (fraction of the month-specific cohort abundance killed by a 
shery) as (contact rate) * [p + (1-p)v + d.o], where p is the fraction of fish that are legal 

he KOHM river submodel components include a fishery harvest submodel.  River tribal 

d.r), 
 

ns 

-
ce.  

g 

 
ected maturation rates.  River fisheries age-specific 

xpected harvest impacts are deducted from the age-specific river return abundances, and 
g to 
f the 

orecast and Modeling Uncertainty  

rally-

d 

fi
size, v is the release mortality rate, and d.o is the ocean “drop off” rate (additional deaths 
expected from fishing due to predation of fish from the gear, etc). 
 
T
and recreational fisheries are managed by quotas, and the model assumes that these 
fisheries take their full harvest allocation (i.e. quota expected to be met).  The age-
specific harvest expected under these quotas is forecast as a function of the fishery-
specific gear selectivity.  Fishery-specific impacts are then forecast as (harvest) * (1+
where d.r is the fishery-specific river “drop off” rate.  The age-specific number of adults
which will spawn in natural areas (vs. hatcheries), are forecast using sibling regressio
of “age(a) proportion natural areas” versus “age(a-1) proportion natural areas the year 
prior” (same cohort). 
  
The KOHM thus consists of projecting the age-specific (ages 3, 4, 5) preseason ocean 
forecast abundance through the various ocean fisheries by month.  Fishery-area-month
age-specific ocean impact rates are applied to the age-month-specific ocean abundan
Following that an age-month-specific natural mortality rate is applied, and this alternatin
cycle of fishery impact rates followed by natural mortality rates is applied from 
September 1 (of the previous year) to the end of August (current year).  At the end of 
August, the age-specific river return is forecast as the age-specific number of surviving
fish times the age-specific exp
e
of the remaining fish are apportioned into the hatcheries and natural areas accordin
the age-specific expectations for the proportion of fish in natural areas.  The sum o
age-3, age-4, and age-5 natural area number of spawners is the forecast number of adult 
natural area spawners; a quantity which must exceed 35,000 under the current PFMC 
FMP conservation objective for this stock.  
 

F
 
The KOHM assesses the impacts of ocean salmon fisheries in a spatially- and tempo
specific framework.  Due to this structure, there are great many model inputs with 
accompanying variation associated with the inputs.  Much of the variation associate
with the individual input variables is described in various reports (KRTAT 2006a, 2006b) 
and we will only describe the most significant ones below. 
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Figure 6 -- Distribution of pre/post season total adult abundance estimates.  Data from 
Table 2, KRTAT 2006a. 
 
Preseason and postseason Klamath fall Chinook ocean abundance estimates can be 
considerably different from each other (Figure 6).  Preseason and postseason estimates 
can differ from 2 to 100%, and in recent years postseason estimates have been 
consistently higher than the preseason forecasts (Figure 7).  Since the preseason forecasts 
are the starting point of the KOHM analysis, a matrix of the differences between 
preseason and postseason abundance estimates would the appropriate starting point for a 
Monte Carlo analysis of uncertainity in providing management advice.  Differences 
between preseason forecasts and postseason estimates of ocean abundance seem to be 
autocorrelated (Figure 7), perhaps due to fluctuations in ocean conditions, even though 
over the entire time-series the forecast appears to be unbiased.  Also, there is a 
consistently large divergence between preseason and postseason estimates prior to 1989.  
Methods were different during this period, so it is difficult to determine the underlying 
cause. 
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 Figure 7.  Comparison of preseason and postseason ocean abundance  
 estimates of Klamath fall Chinook salmon.  (from KRTAT 2006a) 
 
A similar comparison of preseason and postseason ocean harvest estimates is instructive 
about model performance of this principal model output (Figure 8).  In two of the last 
three years, ocean harvest has been substantially underestimated by the KOHM.  One 

lamath R  Oregon 
shown for commercial fisheries in Figure A-1 from STT 2006c).  This is particularly so 

 
en up 

 
 

00/1.372 – 110,000/0.562, from Table 3, 110,000 
dult prediction from KRTAT 2006a).   

stimates 
 

l converting ocean abundance to escapement, 
e range of likely escapement values is probably even larger.   

 

reason for this underestimate is the dramatically higher fisheries contact rates for 
K iver fish, particularly in some months off San Francisco and Central
(
in San Francisco area, where the largest Chinook fishery off Washington, Oregon, and 
California occurs.  In the last three years, contact rates (the large dots in the Figure A1) 
have been extremely high, often double or triple their average value.  It is the Klamath
Chinook salmon caught in this fishery, as well as the Oregon fishery, that has driv
harvest rates for Klamath Chinook salmon and reduced escapement to below the 35,000
spawner floor.  Why these contact rates have increased in the last three years is unknown,
but the underestimation of harvest has contributed substantially to the failure to reach 
escapement in the past two years.   
 
The uncertainty in harvest predictions would suggest that a more biologically-
conservative estimate may be warranted.  For example, assuming that the past 
performance of the preseason total adult abundance estimator is a good predictor of the 
future, the middle 50% (i.e., likely) confidence interval for the 2006 total abundance 
estimate is 80,175 – 195,730 (110,0
a
 
Assuming the estimated escapement varies similarly, actual likely escapement e
would range from 10,100 – 24,600 under PFMC Option 1, 13,700 – 33,500 under PFMC
Option 2, and 18,500 – 45,200 under Option 3, based on the KOHM point estimates 
under these options of 13,800, 18,800, and 25,400, respectively (STT 2006c).  In fact, 
due to additional uncertainty in the mode
th
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Table 3 – Estimated quantiles for pre/post season total adult abundance estimates.  Data 
from Table 2 KRTAT 2006a. 

Quantile PRE/POST 
1 %  0.340
5 %  0.368
10 %  0.402
20 %  0.525
25 %  0.562
30 %  0.586
40 %  0.628
50 %  0.950
60 %  1.121
70 %  1.354
75 %  1.372
80 %  1.503
90 %  1.824
95 %  1.937
99 %  2.030

 
 

In conclusion, the KOHM inputs are probably the best esti  any ocean salmon 
fishery impact model used off of Washington, Oregon, and California, due the long-term, 
comprehensive data collection for the Klamath stock.  However, all of these inputs 
contain some, sometim siderable, uncertainty.  The cumulative effect of this 
uncertainty in the inpu eters results in considerable ty about forecasted 
bundance and escapement 
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Figure 8.  Preseason and postseason ocean harvest estimates of Klamath River fall-run 
Chinook salmon (from KRTAT 2006a)  
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Spawner-Recruit Analysis 
 
Several spawner recruit analyses have been conducted on Klamath River fall Chinook 
salmon with remarkably similar results even as the amount of model complexity 
increases.  The Klamath River Technical Team (KRTT) conducted the first Klamath 
spawner recruit analysis (KRTT 1986).  They constructed a fishery stock dynamics 
model, which coupled a Ricker stock-recruitment function (Ricker, 1975) to a cohort life-
cycle model that included ocean and river fishery mortality.  The model was used to 
simulate stock dynamics and resulting fishery harvests over a 40-year period at various 
combinations of ocean and river harvest rates.  The results of the KRTT modeling work 
depend on a number of parameters, but are most sensitive to the stock productivity 
(Ricker α) parameter.  The KRTT assumed that α = 7 for recruitment at age 3, based on a 
review of the literature and on the available data for the Klamath basin.  The results 
indicated that a brood escapement rate of about 35% would maximize the long-term 
average annual harvest of the stock.  KRTT recommend the adoption of an annual 

e event of several consecutive years of adverse 
nvironmental conditions.”  They analyzed the results of modeling three consecutive 

ed recruitments) followed by 7 years of 
 catch over the 10-year period was 17% greater with 

e spawner floor in place, and the KRTT concluded that “recovery was quicker, more 
he 

pinion 
e 

e 

del 
pool 
 

) 

as largely an attempt to look at environmental and habitat impacts on the stock recruit 

minimum escapement floor based on the finding that a floor was needed “to protect the 
production potential of the resource in th
e
years of poor recruitment (20% of expect
expected recruitments.  The average
th
complete, and led to higher yields with the spawner floor of 35,000 fish.”  In addition, t
KRTT also felt that the 35,000 spawner floor was justified based on their expert o
by noting that “a minimum spawning escapement of 35,000 natural spawners would b
higher than any natural escapement since 1978, [escapement] levels that have been 
widely regarded as too low for the basin.” 
 
The second modeling study of the relationship between MSY and a spawning floor was 
conducted by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team (Prager and Mohr 1999).  Th
modeling approach used here was similar to that used by the KRTT (1986) but included 
several improvements: 1) the Ricker spawn-recruit model was based on a direct fit of 
Klamath River basin data, as was the stochastic component of recruitment; 2) the mo
was started with “Pre-Season” estimates of stock abundance rather than the dynamic 
model; and 3) fishery harvest and mortalities were determined using a harvest model
(Prager and Mohr 2001).  The model was run subject to the 33% escapement rate 
conservation objective, and spawner escapement floor values ranging from 15,000 to 
50,000 adults in increments of 5,000 were examined.  The model results were: 1) the 
fitted Ricker parameters were remarkably similar to those used in the KRTT (1986
model; 2) average catch was strongly reduced by increased variance in stock abundance 
forecasts, and 3) average catch increased slightly as the spawner floor was raised from 
15,000 to 35,000, but decreased with higher floor values.  The KRTAT study (Prager and 
Mohr 1999) concluded that “The results of this study suggest that the present spawner 
floor of 35,000 is prudent.”  
 
The final modeling study of Klamath River fall Chinook stock recruitment (STT 2005a) 
w
relationship.  The analyses looked at three alternative models: 1) the standard Ricker 
model that uses parent spawner abundance as a predictor of subsequent brood 
recruitment; 2) a model that used both parent spawner abundance and a computed 
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measure of post-freshwater-rearing survival; and 3) a meta-analyses of Ricker stock 
recruitment relationships for Chinook salmon populations using accessible watershed 
area as a predictor of subsequent recruitment.  Model 1 used essentially the same 
configuration and data as the KRTAT report (Prager and Mohr 1999)and resulted in very 
similar results, suggesting an MSY spawner level of 32,700 fish.  The data did not fit 
model terribly well as only 3.7% of the total variation in recruits was explained as 
function of spawners. 
 
Model 2 is similar to Model 1, but also included a measure of post-freshwater-rearing
survival.  The post-freshwater-rearing survival estimate was computed for hatchery fish 
to cover the period from the onset of juvenile outmigration in May-June, through the en
of August of that same year.  No comparable data were available for natural fish.  
Analyses of the spawners versus post-freshwater-rearing survival suggested that high 
recruits per spawner at low sp

the 
a 

 

d 

awner abundance were partially accounted for by high post-
eshwater-rearing survival in those particular years.  The converse was also true:  low 

n 
r specific 

odel 
odel 

ta 

e the 
spawner.   

fr
recruits per spawner at high spawner abundance was partially accounted for by low post-
freshwater-rearing survival in those particular years (Figure 9).  Based on our 
understanding of C. shasta epidemiology, fish infected in freshwater during emigratio
do not succumb to the disease until after saltwater entry.  Survival estimates fo
broodyears may reflect, in part, the effects of in-river exposure to C. shasta.  The M
2 results suggested a productivity coefficient 30% lower than that estimated under M
1 under average survival conditions, and assuming these average survival conditions 
results in an estimated MSY spawner level of 40,700.  Model 2 fit the observed da
significantly better than Model 1 and explained a much higher fraction (50%) of the 
variation in recruits.  This strongly suggests the (well established) notion that 
environmental variation plays a critical role in determining salmon survival and henc
number of recruits per 

 
Figure 9.  Natural spawning escapements and early life-stage survival index for Klamath 
River fall-run Chinook salmon the 1979 to 2000 brood years.  Figure reproduced from 
STT (2005a). 
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The STT’s Model 3 was a meta-analysis-based method under development by the 
Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans that estimates spawning escapement 
associated with MSY, maximum production, and unfished equilibrium based on 
accessible watershed area.  Its development and application to the Klamath Basin are 
relatively complex and are not dealt with here, but the results of the Model 3 analysis 
suggests a MSY spawner level of 70,900, nearly double the other models’ estimates. 
 
Because of evidence of serial correlation in the preseason and postseason ocean 
abundance estimates and the greatly improved fit of Model 2 compared to Model 1, we 
also investigated incorporating ocean conditions into the spawner-recruit analysis.  A rich 
literature has developed over the past decade showing how changes in the ocean 
environment due to climate change affect the productivity of various fish stocks 
(Beamish and Bouillon 1993; Mantua et al. 1997; McFarlane et al. 2000).  In the case of 
Pacific salmon, climate-induced changes in survival rates have been identified for nearly 
all species over a large portion of their range (e.g., Peterman et al. 1998; Welch et al. 
2000; Pyper et al. 2001, 2002; e.g., Lawson et al. 2004) .  Recently, incorporating the 
effects of ocean conditions on Pacific salmon has proven useful in a forecasting context 
(e.g., Logerwell et al. 2003; Scheuerell and Williams 2005).  In light of this, we 
examined whether including data on ocean-climate conditions in the stock assessment for 
Klamath River fall-run Chinook salmon would improve model fits to the data. 
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Figure A−1.  Klamath River fall Chinook commercial age−4 contact rate versus effort for
KOHM management areas by month, Jan−Aug.  Large dots are 2003−2005 postseason
values; small dots are 1983−2002 postseason values; thick lines are predictors based
on the 2003−2005 data; thin lines are KOHM default predictors based on all data
(1983−2005).  See Appendix A text for further details.  
From Appendix A-1, STT 2006c. 
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An exhaustive search over all possible ocean-climate indices was not possible due to time 
constraints.  Nor was there adequate time to examine additional model structures other 
than the Ricker spawner-recruit model.  As an example, however, we included the winter 
Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) index as a predictive term.  Our model took the form  
 
 ]exp[ 21 εφβα ++−′= +→+ BYBYBYBYBY PDOSSR  and , (M2) ),0(N~ 2

εσε
 
where the winter PDO index was measured during the first winter at sea and equals the 
average of November and December of the brood year + 1 and January through March of 
the brood year +2 (i.e. five months in total).  The first year at sea, particularly the winter, 
is generally thought to be the most important in determining year class strength (Pearcy 
1992; Gargett 1997; Beamish et al. 1999; Beamish and Mahnken 2001).  We obtained the 
PDO indices from http://jisao.washington.edu/pdo/PDO.latest. 
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Figure 10.  Spawner-recruit data for Klamath River fall Chinook salmon (dots) and the estimated Ricker 
stock-recruit relationship that includes a term for winter PDO (triangles). 

Model parameters were estimated from the linear form of the equation using maximum 
likelihood analyses.  The estimated model with climate effects fit the data much better (r2 
= 0.12, where r2 is the squared correlation between the observed and predicted R values) 
than the simple Ricker function (r2 = 0.037), but still rather poorly overall (Figure 10), 
and not nearly as well as the STT (2005a) Model 2 (r2 = 0.50).  We found modest 
evidence in support of the climate model over the simpler spawner-only model 
(likelihood ratio test, χ2 = 2.0, df = 1, P = 0.050), suggesting that climate impacts could 
be important to fall Chinook from the Klamath River as well. 
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Risk of Recruitment Failure 
 
A variety of risk factors concerning the productive capacity and viability of KRFC have 
been identified and discussed in this report.  Because of the complexity and inter-
relatedness of these factors, and the lack of necessary data, it would be difficult (if not 
impossible) to construct a quantitative model that would accurately determine 
“escapement levels below the 35,000 floor that would not jeopardize the capacity of 
KRFC to produce the maximum sustained yield on a continuing basis.”  However, it is 
possible to construct a quantitative model to assess the more immediate risk to KRFC 
natural production (recruitment) as a result of a low spawning escapement in 2006.  The 
risk that will be evaluated is the probability that the recruitment resulting from the natural 
spawner escapement levels currently being considered for 2006 will be the lowest on 
record. 
 
The most appropriate stock-recruitment model for KRFC that currently exists for 
evaluating this probability is STT Model 2 (STT 2005a, equation 2.1), in which 
recruitment R depends on the early-life survival rate s in addition to parental spawning 
abundance S: 
  

( ) 2, ~ (0, )S s sR Se Nβ θ ε
ε .α ε σ− + − +=    

 
This model implies that log( | , )R S s  is a normally distributed random variable 
 
  

( )2log( | , ) ~ log( ) ( ), ,R S s N S S s s εα β θ σ− + −  
 
and thus for any particular benchmark level of recruitment *R , the probability 
that *R R≤ is 

 

 [ ]*
* log( ) log( ) ( )

( | , )
R S S s s

P R R S s
ε

α β θ
σ

⎛ ⎞− − + −
≤ = Φ ⎜ ⎟⎜ ⎟

⎝ ⎠
,  

 
where is the cumulative probability distribution function of a  variable.  The 
relative risk, 

( )Φ ⋅ (0,1)N
ρ , of any particular level S compared to the floor level, S = 35000, is  

 
 ( ) ( )* *( , , ) | , 35000 | , .R S s P R R S s P R S sρ = ≤ ≤  
 
The lowest KRFC recruitment currently on record was taken as the benchmark for this 
risk analysis: *R  = 16200 (STT 2005a, brood year 1989).  Considered spawner 
escapements included the floor value (35000) and those associated with the current 
PFMC options (STT 2006c): 25400 (Option 3), 18800 (Option 2), and 13800 (Option 1).  
Two values for the early-life survival rate2 based on the 22 year time series of estimates 
reported by the STT (2005a, Table B1) were evaluated: (a) the average rate observed 

                                                 
2 The survival rate time period in question is May–September, 2007. 
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( s s= = -4.4225, log-scale), and (b) the poorest rate observed3 (s = -7.7600, log-scale).  
The Model 2 parameter estimates used in the analysis were those reported by the STT 
(2005a, Table 2): α̂  = 5.9218, β̂  = 1.7567e-05, θ̂  = 0.54327, 2ˆεσ  = 0.38821.  The risk 
analysis results are provided in Table 4. 
 
The results are contingent on STT Model 2 being an adequate characterization of the 
KRFC stock-recruitment relationship, and do not account for the fact that the stock-
recruitment model parameters are estimates rather than known values.  The analysis also 
assumes that the S values considered are in fact options that can be realized precisely (not 
subject to forecast error).  As a consequence of this uncertainty, the actual range of 
probabilities of a recruitment failure is likely larger than indicated by the results in Table 
4.  The results suggest that if the 2007 early-life survival conditions are average (or 
good), the risk of the 2006 escapement yielding a recruitment lower than any on record is 
very small, but that the risk is substantial if these survival conditions are poor.  Under 
poor conditions, the risk associated with the Option 1 and Option 2 spawner levels is 80% 
and 50% greater, respectively, than that for the floor level escapement.  While the time-
period for the early-life survival rate explicitly incorporated into Model 2 is May–
September (downstream migration and early ocean residence) of the year following 
spawning, if survival conditions are poorer than average during the juvenile freshwater 
rearing phase (e.g., due to poor water quality, and/or a high C. shasta infection rate), this 
too would effectively reduce the Model 2 productivity coefficient and thereby increase 
the level of recruitment risk beyond that reported in Table 4.   
 

Table 4.   Recruitment failure risk analysis results.  See text for description of terms.

Early-life survival Spawning escapement Risk Relative risk 

s S ( )ˆ 16200P R ≤  ρ̂  

Average:  -4.4225      Floor:   35000  0.1%  1.0 
 Option 3:   25400  0.2%  2.2 
 Option 2:   18800  0.5%  5.4 
 Option 1:   13800  1.4% 14.3 
    

     Poor:  -7.7600      Floor:   35000 42.3%  1.0 
 Option 3:   25400 52.0%  1.2 
 Option 2:   18800 63.6%  1.5 
 Option 1:   13800 75.9%  1.8 

 
 

Model Assumptions and Diversity Concerns 
 
Prager and Mohr (1999) and STT (2005a) emphasize that the use of spawner-recruit 
analyses to estimate SMSY necessarily involves many simplifying assumptions that may 
not incorporate all of the biologically important information that should be considered 
when evaluating the long-term viability of a population.  Two important issues that are 

                                                 
3 We note that the poorest observed s in fact coincided with the lowest observed 
recruitment (brood year 1989). 
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not fully captured in the spawner-recruit analyses are stock structure and the influence of 
hatchery produced fish on the estimates of stock productivity.  These two issues are 
discussed further below.   
 
The modeling analyses assumed that all of the populations of Klamath River fall Chinook 
could be modeled as a single stock with identical dynamics.  Based on genetic, life 
history, ecological, and geographic characteristics there appear to be a number of distinct 
fall-run populations in the Klamath River Basin.  Management of fall-run Chinook 
salmon in the Basin as a single unit may subject smaller populations to risk of extirpation.  
Furthermore, management of the fall run should also consider effects to the ESU, which 
includes spring-run fish, specifically the Salmon River spring run which persists at a 
relatively low abundance level.  These concerns were also emphasized by Prager and 
Mohr (1999, pg. 29): 

 
Lumping together all stocks in the Klamath-Trinity basin was done for lack of 
extensive data on substock structure on any scale. The relative strength of 
subpopulations can be assumed to vary through time, and thus there is an element 
of risk specific to using stock-wide management goals. Under such goals, it may 
be possible to seriously deplete, or even extirpate, certain local subpopulations 
and thereby reduce the long-term productive potential of the overall stock. This 
possibility would seem to call for caution in implementing a positive minimum 
spawner-reduction rate (a de minimis fishery), if one is indeed implemented. 
 

While sufficient information may be available to identify component populations in the 
Klamath River Basin, an expanded monitoring effort would be required to develop 
population-specific demographic models to evaluate harvest effects on the individual 
populations. 

 
The spawner-recruit models also necessarily make some simplifying assumptions about 
hatchery fish.  Although the models track natural (spawning gravel) escapement 
separately from escapement back to the hatcheries, the natural escapement itself consists 
of a varying fraction of hatchery-origin fish that may not have the same productivity as 
natural origin salmon.  There is very limited information on the origin of naturally 
spawning fall-run fish in the Klamath River Basin.  Escapement levels only consider 
natural spawners, regardless of origin.  Changes in the proportion of hatchery-origin fish 
on the spawning ground may have a substantial effect on the relative productivity of 
specific broodyears, given the relatively extensive history of artificial propagation in the 
basin and the large number of known hatchery-origin fish returning to the river.  
Hatchery-origin fish can bias productivity estimates upward by inflating the apparent 
number of recruits produced.  Conversely if hatchery fish have relatively lower fitness 
than wild fish, the proportion of hatchery fish on the spawning grounds may be an 
important, and unanalyzed, factor explaining variation in recruitment. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
 

Uncertainty in adult abundance forecast.  An important issue to consider in evaluating 
the consequences of alternative fishing strategies impacting the Klamath stock is the 
uncertainty around the estimated adult abundance.  On average the pre-season forecasts 
are good predictors of ocean abundance, but there is considerable variation around these 
estimates, and it is not unusual for the post-season abundance estimate to be 50% higher 
or lower than the pre-season estimate.  There is also uncertainty in the harvest model.  
For example, in the last two years, the post-season harvest rate estimate has been 
approximately three times higher than the preseason forecast.  This underestimate has 
contributed to the recent failures to meet escapement.  A similar degree of error in the 
2006 preseason harvest rate forecast coupled with abundance on the low end of the likely 
forecast range could result in a very low escapement. 
 
Spawner-recruit analyses.  Several studies, most recently Prager and Mohr (1999) and 
STT (2005a) have estimated SMSY (spawning escapement generating maximum 
sustainable yield) for the Klamath fall Chinook stock using stock-recruit models.  
Depending on the specific model used, point estimates for SMSY range from 32,700 – 
70,900 (STT 2005a).  The lower 90% confidence interval for the lowest point estimate 
was 25,800 (STT 2005a).  The model favored by the STT as being the most realistic 
produced an SMSY of 40,700. 
 
There have been large recruitments in the past from spawning escapements below 35,000 
(e.g., brood years 1979, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1992, and 1999).  There have also been poor 
recruitments (e.g., brood years 1981, 1990, 1991, and 1994).  The STT (2005a) found 
that annual variability in early life-stage survival explained a large part of this variability 
in recruitment.  The additional modeling done for this current report emphasizes this 
conclusion.  In particular, using the spawner-recruit model favored by the STT (Model 2), 
we estimated that the probability of a recruitment lower than any previously observed 
was 52%, 64%, and 76% for escapements of 25,800, 18,800, and 13,800, respectively, 
assuming poor early marine survival conditions.  If average survival conditions are 
assumed, the estimated probability becomes 0.2%, 0.5%, and 1.4% for the same three 
assumed spawning escapements.   
 
Expectations for future conditions.  The Klamath Chinook stock is not unusual in its 
sensitivity to river and ocean conditions.  Considerable research over the past decade has 
shown how climate-induced variation in ocean and freshwater ecosystems can influence 
the population dynamics of salmon stocks across the west coast of North America (e.g., 
Beamish and Bouillon 1993, Mantua et al. 1997, Peterman et al. 1998, Scheuerell & 
Williams 2005).  These shifts in productivity and subsequent catch rates are often abrupt 
and occur at non-regular intervals (Mantua et al. 1997).  While there has been some 
recent success in forecasting climate-driven changes in marine survival rates of salmon 
(e.g., Logerwell et al. 2003, Scheuerell and Williams 2005. Lawson et al. 2004), our 
ability to forecast future changes is relatively poor, with typical lead times of less than 
one year.  This suggests a real need for precaution when assessing the status of salmon 
stocks and projecting future trends in their abundance under various harvest management 
plans. 
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Some of the current problems with the status of KRFC are attributed to a series of low 
flow/low water conditions in the basin.  Poor conditions in the river have likely 
contributed substantially to the low abundance and spawning escapement this year.  
Conditions in 2005 appear to be better and conditions in 2006 may be better still.  
However, the spawning escapement of Klamath fall Chinook is made up primarily ofage-
3 and age-4 fish.  This year’s forecast for age-3 abundance is the lowest on record (STT 
2006b).  The age-2 fish in this year’s run will be from the 2004 brood year, before river 
conditions began to improve.  This does not bode well for the 2007 and 2008 return 
years.  Any additional ocean fishing mortality will not only reduce this year’s spawning 
run, but will also reduce the spawning runs for the next couple of years. 
 
Diversity and stock structure.  There are consequences to the diversity (and therefore 
viability) of the Klamath stock at low escapements that are not captured in the spawner-
recruit analyses that have been used to estimate SMSY.  In particular, although the 
Klamath fall Chinook have been modeled and treated as a single population, multiple 
lines of evidence strongly suggest that there are multiple distinct demographic stocks of 
Chinook salmon that spawn in different parts of the Klamath.  It is highly unlikely that 
these stocks all have the same population dynamics and managing at the aggregate level 
will result in high harvest rates on the less productive stocks.  Most of the potentially 
independent spawning populations in the Klamath currently have spawning escapements 
well below 1000, and those populations that have larger spawning escapements are 
adjacent to hatcheries and likely receive large numbers of hatchery strays.   
 
Long-term changes in stock productivity.  The Klamath stock complex is almost 
certainly less productive now than it was under “pristine” conditions, and perhaps even 
than it was 20 years ago.  It is possible that the stock complex’s productivity will 
continue decline if climate change and/or local environmental degradation leads to lower 
water quality.  For example, Bartholow (2005) analyzed available temperature and flow 
data and concluded that mean water temperatures in the Klamath have been rising since 
the 1960’s.  The California Department of Fish and Game (2004) concluded that elevated 
water temperature was a factor in the high level of pre-spawning mortality experienced 
by Klamath fall Chinook salmon in 2002.  The productivity of the stock has been highly 
variable, but may be on a downward trend.  From one perspective, it is tempting to argue 
that as watershed capacity declines, escapement goals should decline as well.  From 
another perspective, not meeting the escapement floor for a stock that is already impacted 
by a deteriorating environment will only lead to a more rapid loss of the stock’s ability to 
produce maximum sustained yield on a continuing basis. 
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April 2006 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON  
THE SUPPLEMENTAL NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE REPORT 

 
Dr. John Stein summarized for the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) the document 
“Comments on the Klamath River Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Fisheries Management Plan 
Escapement Floor.”  It was prepared primarily by biologists from the Northwest and Southwest 
Fisheries Science Centers who are not directly involved with the Council process and, as such, 
represents an outsiders’ look at the Klamath fishery management situation.  The impression of 
the SSC was that the document was prepared quickly and, as a result, was uneven in its coverage, 
leaving opportunities for further analysis and integration.  However, the document provides 
considerable background material and discusses diversity, disease, hatcheries, forecast and 
model uncertainty, offers a risk assessment, and discusses expectations for 2007 and 2008.   
 
A major focus of the SSC discussion, in response to guidance from the Council, was on the risk 
assessment.  First, this report is one of the few presentations we have seen of uncertainty relative 
to proposed salmon harvest regimes.  We commend the report authors for taking this first step 
and hope to see similar statistics for a broader range of salmon stocks and fisheries in the future.  
The SSC replicated the stock-recruit analysis (Salmon Technical Team Model 2) and risk 
analysis, and found them to be technically correct.  However, the analysis presented in the report 
was incomplete, and deserves a fuller treatment.  The intention of the risk analysis, based on the 
stock-recruit model, was to put boundaries on possible outcomes of the three fishery options 
under consideration for 2006.  To do this the authors chose as a benchmark the lowest historical 
recruitment, under conditions of the mean and the lowest observed early-life survival rates.  
Because the lowest observed survival rate value (for the 1989 brood-year) was 6-fold lower than 
the next lowest, the SSC considers use of this parameter value as being unnecessarily 
pessimistic. This may be balanced by the use of the lowest historical recruitment, which is a low 
standard for assessing risk to the populations. 

 
Figure 1. The relationship between risk (the probability of being below two recruitment 
thresholds, 16,200 and double that amount, or 32,400) is shown as a function of the survival rate 
for two spawner escapement levels, the escapement floor (right panel) and the Option 1 projected 
escapement (13,800, left panel).  The large dots show observed levels of early-life survival.
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The SSC explored the effects on risk of the chosen recruitment threshold and the number of 
parental spawners, where risk is expressed as the probability of being below the threshold over 
the range of observed survival rates (Figure 1).  The left-most point on the solid line in the left 
panel corresponds to the most pessimistic early-life survival rate in the report.  Risk in this 
scenario drops rapidly with increasing survival rate.  Doubling the recruitment threshold (the 
dotted line) results in a considerable increase in risk, which stays high over a wider range of 
survival rates.  The right-hand panel shows that the risks are lower if the parental spawning 
escapement remains at the current floor, compared with the escapement projected for Option 1. 
 
Diagnostic plots of the residuals from the stock-recruit model suggest possible violation of the 
assumption that the logarithm of recruits-per-spawner follows a normal distribution.  The 
implications of this to the risk analysis results are unclear beyond the additional uncertainty 
involved. 
 
The population structure and biological diversity issue was of interest to the SSC.  It appears, 
from the presentation in the report, that Klamath River Fall Chinook are made up of several 
distinct populations and that several of these populations had spawner escapements in 2004 that 
raise conservation concerns.  The document points out the issue of inbreeding depression 
(reduced survival due to lack of genetic diversity) and demographic risk (chance events that, at 
low population size, can cause a population to disappear).  There was also concern that the 
presence of large numbers of hatchery fish in the basin could be masking declines of wild 
spawners.  The report does not attempt to assign risk levels to wild populations based on genetic 
or demographic effects of low escapements.  The problems appear to be real, but it was not clear 
to the SSC how the aggregate 35,000 fish escapement floor is connected to the status of the 
separate populations.  Smaller populations would be at greater risk if lower escapements were 
allowed. 
 
The Summary and Conclusions of the report includes a discussion of expectations for the future.  
The current problem in the Klamath River is attributed, partly, to recent low flows and high 
water temperatures.  These conditions persisted through 2004, affecting survival for fish that will 
return in 2006 – 2008.  Additional pressure has been placed on the stock by recent ocean 
exploitation rates that were higher than expected due to unusual distributions of fish that resulted 
in anomalously high contact rates. Even with improved flows in the Klamath, the first return year 
with the potential for substantially higher escapement is 2009.  
 
The situation in the Klamath River is dire.  The risk to the fish is that several consecutive years 
of very low escapements may reduce the stock diversity, productivity, and resilience, potentially 
leading to greater problems in the future. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/04/06 
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TESTIMONY OF  
THE COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY TRIBES 

BEFORE PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
April 4, 2006 

Sacramento, CA  

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the Council.  My name is Rapheal Bill.  I 
am a member of the Fish and Wildlife Committee of the Umatilla Tribe.   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.   

While the tribes continue to urge the Council to use conservatism in recommending ocean 
fisheries that impact Columbia River stocks, we would also like to discuss some issues with 
more long term implications for fisheries.   

The tribes are very concerned about the pressure to reduce hatchery production under the 
guise of hatchery reform.    We are concerned that there is both budgetary pressure in that 
the federal government seems to want to simply spend less money on hatchery programs. 
  We also see pressure to potentially reduce production from some of our important 
mitigation programs such as the Mitchell Act and John Day mitigation programs.   We are 
very concerned that arguments are being made claiming that our mitigation programs that 
often provide significant numbers of fish for both ocean and inriver fisheries are somehow 
putting wild fish at risk and should therefore be reduced.   The tribes believe that there are 
biologically sound ways to manage our mitigation hatcheries to both produce fish for 
fisheries and minimize any risk to wild fish.  This has been the objective of tribally 
sponsored production and supplementations programs.   We do not believe that it is 
appropriate to simply reduce fish production.  Sound science should be used in hatchery 
management instead of political ideology.  As long as the Columbia basin dams are in 
place, the mitigation responsibility exists.    

The tribes support not only maintaining mitigation production, but also support 
supplementation and recovery programs such as the Snake River Fall Chinook 
supplementation program that releases over 5 million juveniles per year.   Production 
needs to be balanced with proper flows to ensure juveniles survive their migration to the 
ocean.   Predation from sea mammals need to be controlled as well. 

Our tribes were however pleased to learn NMFS is recommending removing four dams on 
the Klamath River.  Clearly, dam removal can be an appropriate step towards 

JJ
Text Box
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recovery for many salmon stocks.   While there are some similarities between the 
Columbia and Klamath, we recognize there are many differences.  However, we wish 
NMFS was more supportive of Dam breaching on the Snake River.  Snake River fall 
Chinook would benefit significantly from breaching of the four lower Snake Dams.  This 
action would provide great benefits to the Snake River ecosystem and provide benefits 
to both ocean and in-river fisheries. 

We encourage the Council to support the tribes in our efforts to ensure proper river 
management and appropriate hatchery production that supports fisheries and salmon 
recovery.   This will help recover the ecosystem and sustainable salmon harvest for the 
future. 

 
This concludes my statement.  Thank You. 
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STATEMENT OF JIM HARP 
 ON THE TENTATIVE ADOPTION OF 2006 MANAGEMENT MEASURES  

 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a brief statement regarding the tentative adoption of quotas 
for the Treaty Indian ocean troll fishery. 
 

• This year, several coho stocks are generally abundant.  We are aware of the need to keep all 
U.S. fisheries south of the Canadian border to the level in the Pacific Salmon Treaty coho 
agreement.  This includes the Interior Fraser (Thompson) coho. 

 
• For Chinook, we have a difficult task of meeting the very low exploitation rate objectives 

defined in our Comprehensive Chinook Harvest Plan for Puget Sound Chinook.  We are very 
close to meeting those objectives with the fisheries we are currently modeling we will be able 
fully meet them with a few additional fishery adjustments. 

 
• We also have to be aware of the impact from our fishery on Columbia River Chinook.  We 

fully intend to continue to live up to the commitment that we made to the four Columbia 
River tribes in 1988 to not increase our impacts on Columbia River Chinook stocks of 
concern. 

 
• We have been in the process of establishing, cooperatively with the Washington Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), a package of fisheries that will ensure acceptable levels of 
impact on natural stocks of concern as well as providing opportunity to harvest hatchery 
stocks.  In many cases we have now reached agreement on specific 2006 management 
measures and terminal area fisheries agreements.  Further, the tribes are continuing to work 
cooperatively with WDFW in hopes of finding successful outcomes for the remaining 
regions and terminal area fisheries. 

 
For the Treaty Indian ocean troll fishery, I would like to offer the following Treaty troll 
management measures for tentative adoption and for analysis by the Salmon Technical Team: 
   A coho quota of 35,000, and a Chinook quota of 41,600. 
 
This would consist of a May/June Chinook only fishery and a July/August/September All 
Species fishery.  The Chinook will be split 24,600 in May/June and 17,000 in the subsequent all 
species fishery.  Gear restrictions, size limits and other appropriate regulations would be as stated 
in previous Salmon Technical Team analysis, (Table 3). 
 
 
PFMC 
04/04/06 
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TABLE 1. Commercial troll management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  
(Page 1 of 5) 4/3/2006 7:37 PM 

North of Cape Falcon 

A.  SEASON OPTION DESCRIPTIONS 

Supplemental Management Information 
1. Overall non-Indian TAC: 65,000 Chinook and 90,000 marked coho. 
 Trade:  May be considered at the April Council meeting. 
2. Non-Indian commercial troll TAC: 32,500 Chinook and 14,400 marked coho. 
3. Treaty Indian commercial ocean troll quotas of: ? Chinook (?in May and June; ? for all-salmon season July through Sept. 15 

with no rollover allowed from Chinook season); and ? coho. 
4. Overall Chinook and/or coho TACs may need to be reduced or fisheries adjusted to meet NMFS ESA guidance, or upon 

conclusion of negotiations in the North of Falcon forum, or receipt of final preseason catch expectations for Canadian and 
Alaskan fisheries. 

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Falcon 
• May 1 through earlier of June 30 or 21,450 Chinook quota. 
Open May 1-2 with a 75 Chinook per vessel landing and possession limit for the two-day open period; beginning May 6, open 
Friday through Monday with an 80 Chinook possession and landing limit for each four-day open period.  If insufficient quota 
remains to prosecute openings prior to the June 24-27 open period, the remaining quota will be provided for a June 26-30 open 
period with a per vessel landing and possession limit to be determined inseason.  All salmon except coho (C.7).  Cape Flattery 
and Columbia Control Zones closed (C.5). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Vessels must land and and deliver 
their fish within 24 hours of any closure of this fishery.  Under state law, vessels must report their catch on a state fish receiving 
ticket.  Vessels fishing north of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the area and north of Leadbetter Point.  
Vessels fishing south of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the area and south of Leadbetter Point, except 
that Oregon permitted vessels may also land their fish in Garibaldi, Oregon.  Oregon State regulations require all fishers landing 
salmon into Oregon from any fishery between Leadbetter Point, Washington and Cape Falcon, Oregon must notify ODFW within 
one hour of delivery or prior to transport away from the port of landing by calling 541-867-0300 Ext. 271.  Notification shall 
include vessel name and number, number of salmon by species, port of landing and location of delivery, and estimated time of 
delivery.  Inseason actions may modify harvest guidelines in later fisheries to achieve or prevent exceeding the overall allowable 
troll harvest impacts (C.8). 
U.S./Canada Border to Cape Falcon 
• July 15 through earlier of Sept. 15 or 11,050 preseason Chinook guideline (C.8) or a 14,400 marked coho quota (C.8.d). Cape 

Flattery and Columbia Control Zones closed (C.5). 
Open Saturday through Tuesday July 15 through August 1. All salmon; landing and possession limit of 30 Chinook and 40 
marked coho per vessel per four day open period (C.2, C.3).  Open August 5 through September 15; Saturday through Monday. 
All Salmon except no chum retention north of Cape Alava, Washington in August and September (C.7); landing and possession 
limit of 30 Chinook and 40 marked coho per vessel per four day open period.  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).  
Vessels must land and deliver their fish within 24 hours of any closure of this fishery.  Under state law, vessels must report their 
catch on a state fish receiving ticket.  Vessels fishing north of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the area and 
north of Leadbetter Point.  Vessels fishing south of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the area and south of 
Leadbetter Point, except that Oregon permitted vessels may also land their fish in Garibaldi, Oregon.  Oregon State regulations 
require all fishers landing salmon into Oregon from any fishery between Leadbetter Point, Washington and Cape Falcon, Oregon 
must notify ODFW within one hour of delivery or prior to transport away from the port of landing by calling 541-867-0300 Ext. 
271.  Notification shall include vessel name and number, number of salmon by species, port of landing and location of delivery, 
and estimated time of delivery.  Inseason actions may modify harvest guidelines in later fisheries to achieve or prevent exceeding 
the overall allowable troll harvest impacts (C.8). 
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TABLE 1. Commercial troll management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  
(Page 2 of 5) 4/3/2006 7:37 PM 

A.  SEASON OPTION DESCRIPTIONS 
South of Cape Falcon 

Supplemental Management Information 

1. Klamath River recreational fishery allocation:  15% 
2. Non-Indian commercial troll Klamath fall Chinook impact allocation ?% Oregon:?% California. 
3. Tribal allocation equal to non-Indian Impacts 
4. De minimis fishery alternative: status quo. 
Cape Falcon to Florence South Jetty (Newport) 
 
• June 1-4; 8-11; 15-18; 22-25; July 12-15; 19-22; 26-29; August 1-4; 8-11; September 16-30; October 17-31 (C.9). 
All salmon except coho (C.7).  Chinook 28 inch total length minimum size limit (B).  All vessels fishing in the area must land their 
fish in the State of Oregon.  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3) and Oregon State regulations for a description of 
special regulations at the mouth of Tillamook Bay. 
 
In 2007, the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, with a 28 inch total length Chinook minimum size limit. 
 
Florence South Jetty to Humbug Mt. (Coos Bay) 
 
• Closed 
 
In 2007, the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, with a 28 inch Chinook minimum size limit. 
 
Humbug Mt. to OR/CA Border (Oregon KMZ) 
• September 3 through earlier of September 30, or a 800 Chinook quota (C.9) 
All salmon except coho.  Chinook 28 inch total length minimum size limit (B).  Possession and landing limit of 20 fish per day per 
vessel.  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).  Vessels must land their fish in Gold Beach, Port Orford, or Brookings, 
Oregon, and within 24 hours of closure.  State regulations require fishers intending to  transport and deliver their catch to other 
locations after first landing in one of these ports notify ODFW prior to transport away from the port of landing by calling 541-867-
0300 Ext. 271, with vessel name and number, number of salmon by species, location of delivery, and estimated time of delivery. 
 
In 2007, the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, with a 27 inch Chinook minimum size limit 
OR/CA Border to Humboldt South Jetty (California KMZ) 
 
• Closed 
 
Horse Mt. to Point Arena (Fort Bragg) 
• September 1-15. 
All salmon except coho.  Chinook minimum size limit 27 inches total length.  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). 
 
In 2007, the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, with a 27 inch total length Chinook minimum size limit. This 
opening could be modified following Council review at its March 2007 meeting. 
Pt. Arena to Pigeon Pt. (San Francisco) 
• July 17-31. 
 All salmon except coho.  Chinook minimum size limit 28 inches.  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). 
 

Pt. Reyes to Pt. San Pedro (Fall Area Target Zone) 
• October 3-14. 
Open Monday through Friday.  All salmon except coho.   Chinook minimum size limit 26 inches total length. See gear 
restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). 

Pigeon Pt. to U.S./Mexico Border (Monterey) 
• May 1-31; July 17-31.   
All salmon except coho.  Chinook minimum size limit 27 inches total length in May; 28 inches total length in July.  See gear 
restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). 
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TABLE 1. Commercial troll management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  
(Page 3 of 5) 4/3/2006 7:37 PM 

B.  MINIMUM SIZE (Inches) (See C.1) 
  Chinook Coho   

Area (when open)  Total Length Head-off Total Length Head-off  Pink 
North of Cape Falcon  28.0 21.5 16.0 12.0  None 
Cape Falcon to OR/CA Border  28.0 21.5     
OR/CA Border to Horse Mt.  28.0 21.5 - -  None 
Horse Mt. To Pt. Arena  27.0 20.5 - -  None 
Pt. Arena to U.S./Mexico Border        
  Prior to July 1 and September 1-30  27.0 20.5 - -  None 
July 1-August 31  28.0 21.5 - -  None 
October 3-14  26.0 19.5 - -  None 
 
 

C.  REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS 
 
C.1. Compliance with Minimum Size or Other Special Restrictions:  All salmon on board a vessel must meet the minimum size or 

other special requirements for the area being fished and the area in which they are landed if that area is open.  Salmon may be 
landed in an area that is closed only if they meet the minimum size or other special requirements for the area in which they 
were caught.  

 
C.2. Gear Restrictions: 

a. Single point, single shank, barbless hooks are required in all fisheries. 
b. Cape Falcon, Oregon, to the OR/CA border:  No more than 4 spreads are allowed per line. 
c. OR/CA border to U.S./Mexico border:  No more than 6 lines are allowed per vessel, and barbless circle hooks are 

required when fishing with bait by any means other than trolling. 
 
C.3. Gear Definitions: 

Trolling defined:  Fishing from a boat or floating device that is making way by means of a source of power, other than drifting by 
means of the prevailing water current or weather conditions. 
 
Troll fishing gear defined:  One or more lines that drag hooks behind a moving fishing vessel. In that portion of the fishery 
management area (FMA) off Oregon and Washington, the line or lines must be affixed to the vessel and must not be 
intentionally disengaged from the vessel at any time during the fishing operation. 
 
Spread defined:  A single leader connected to an individual lure or bait. 
 
Circle hook defined:  A hook with a generally circular shape and a point which turns inward, pointing directly to the shank at a 
90º angle. 
 

C.4. Transit Through Closed Areas with Salmon on Board:  It is unlawful for a vessel to have troll or recreational gear in the water 
while transiting any area closed to fishing for a certain species of salmon, while possessing that species of salmon; however, 
fishing for species other than salmon is not prohibited if the area is open for such species, and no salmon are in possession.   
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TABLE 1. Commercial troll management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  
(Page 4 of 5) 4/3/2006 7:37 PM  

C.  REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS (continued) 
 
C.5. Control Zone Definitions: 

a. Cape Flattery Control Zone - The area from Cape Flattery (48 ̊23'00" N. lat.) to the northern boundary of the U.S. EEZ; and 
the area from Cape Flattery south to Cape Alava (48 ̊10'00" N. lat.) and east of 125 ̊05'00" W. long. 

b. Columbia Control Zone - An area at the Columbia River mouth, bounded on the west by a line running 
northeast/southwest between the red lighted Buoy #4 (46°13'35" N. lat., 124°06'50" W. long.) and the green lighted Buoy 
#7 (46°15'09' N. lat., 124°06'16" W. long.); on the east, by the Buoy #10 line which bears north/south at 357° true from the 
south jetty at 46°14'00" N. lat.,124°03'07" W. long. to its intersection with the north jetty; on the north, by a line running 
northeast/southwest between the green lighted Buoy #7 to the tip of the north jetty (46°15'48" N. lat., 124°05'20" W. long.), 
and then along the north jetty to the point of intersection with the Buoy #10 line; and, on the south, by a line running 
northeast/southwest between the red lighted Buoy #4 and tip of the south jetty (46°14'03" N. lat., 124°04'05" W. long.), 
and then along the south jetty to the point of intersection with the Buoy #10 line. 

c. Klamath Control Zone - The ocean area at the Klamath River mouth bounded on the north by 41°38'48" N. lat. 
(approximately six nautical miles north of the Klamath River mouth); on the west, by 124°23'00" W. long. (approximately 
12 nautical miles off shore); and on the south, by 41°26'48" N. lat. (approximately six nautical miles south of the Klamath 
River mouth). 

 
C.6. Notification When Unsafe Conditions Prevent Compliance with Regulations:  If prevented by unsafe weather conditions or 

mechanical problems from meeting special management area landing restrictions, vessels must notify the U.S. Coast Guard 
and receive acknowledgment of such notification prior to leaving the area.  This notification shall include the name of the 
vessel, port where delivery will be made, approximate amount of salmon (by species) on board, and the estimated time of 
arrival. 

 
C.7. Incidental Halibut Harvest:  During authorized periods, the operator of a vessel that has been issued an incidental halibut 

harvest license may retain Pacific halibut caught incidentally in Area 2A while trolling for salmon.  Halibut retained must be no 
less than 32 inches in total length, measured from the tip of the lower jaw with the mouth closed to the extreme end of the 
middle of the tail, and must be landed with the head on.  License applications for incidental harvest must be obtained from the 
International Pacific Halibut Commission (phone:  206-634-1838).  Applicants must apply prior to April 1 of each year.  
Incidental harvest is authorized only during May and June troll seasons and after June 30 if quota remains and if announced on 
the NMFS hotline (phone:  800-662-9825).  ODFW and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) will monitor 
landings.  If the landings are projected to exceed the 39,918 pound preseason allocation or the total Area 2A non-Indian 
commercial halibut allocation, NMFS will take inseason action to close the incidental halibut fishery. 

Option I Beginning May 1, license holders may land no more than one Pacific halibut per each three Chinook, except 
one Pacific halibut may be landed without meeting the ratio requirement, and no more than 35 halibut may be 
landed per trip.  Pacific halibut retained must be no less than 32 inches in total length (with head on). 

Option II: Beginning May 1, license holders may land no more than one Pacific halibut per each ??? Chinook, except one 
Pacific halibut may be landed without meeting the ratio requirement, and no more than ?? halibut may be 
landed per trip.  Pacific halibut retained must be no less than 32 inches in total length (with head on). 

Option III: Beginning May 1, license holders may land no more than one Pacific halibut per each??? Chinook, except one 
Pacific halibut may be landed without meeting the ratio requirement, and no more than ?? halibut may be 
landed per trip.  Pacific halibut retained must be no less than 32 inches in total length (with head on). 

 A "C-shaped" yelloweye rockfish conservation area is an area to be avoided for salmon trolling. NMFS and the Council request 
salmon trollers voluntarily avoid this area in order to protect yelloweye rockfish.  The area is defined in the Pacific Council 
Halibut Catch Sharing Plan in the North Coast subarea (Washington marine area 3), with the following coordinates in the order 
listed: 

48°18' N. lat.; 125°18' W. long.; 
48°18' N. lat.; 124°59' W. long.; 
48°11' N. lat.; 124°59' W. long.; 
48°11' N. lat.; 125°11' W. long.; 
48°04' N. lat.; 125°11' W. long.; 
48°04' N. lat.; 124°59' W. long.; 
48°00' N. lat.; 124°59' W. long.; 
48°00' N. lat.; 125°18' W. long.; 
and connecting back to 48°18' N. lat.; 125°18' W. long. 
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TABLE 1. Commercial troll management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  
(Page 5 of 5) 4/3/2006 7:37 PM 

C.  REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS (continued) 
C.8. Inseason Management:  In addition to standard inseason actions or modifications already noted under the season description, 

the following inseason guidance is provided to NMFS: 
a. Chinook remaining from the May through June non-Indian commercial troll harvest guideline north of Cape Falcon may be 

transferred to the July through September harvest guideline on a fishery impact equivalent basis. 
b. NMFS may transfer fish between the recreational and commercial fisheries north of Cape Falcon if there is agreement 

among the areas’ representatives on the SAS. 
c. At the March 2007 meeting, the Council will consider inseason recommendations for special regulations for any 

experimental fisheries (proposals must meet Council protocol and be received in November 2006). 
d. If retention of unmarked coho is permitted in the area from the U.S./Canada border to Cape Falcon, Oregon, by inseason 

action, the allowable coho quota will be adjusted to ensure preseason projected mortality of critical stocks is not 
exceeded. 

 
C.9. Consistent with Council management objectives, the State of Oregon may establish additional late-season, Chinook-only 

fisheries in state waters.  Check state regulations for details. 
 

C.10. For the purposes of California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Code, Section 8232.5, the definition of the KMZ for the 
ocean salmon season shall be that area from Humbug Mt., Oregon, to Horse Mt., California. 
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TABLE 2. Recreational management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  (Page 1 of 4)

A.  SEASON OPTION DESCRIPTIONS 

North of Cape Falcon 

Supplemental Management Information 
1. Overall non-Indian TAC:  65,000 Chinook and 90,000 marked coho. 
 Trade:  May be considered at the April Council meeting. 
2. Recreational TAC:  32,800 Chinook and 73,600 marked coho. 
3. Area 4B add-on fishery of 3,000 marked coho with Chinook non-retention opens upon ocean closure (C.5). 
4. Buoy 10 fishery opens Aug. 1 with an expected landed catch of ? marked coho in August and ? marked coho in September. 
5. Overall Chinook and/or coho TACs may need to be reduced or fisheries adjusted to meet NMFS ESA guidance, or upon 

conclusion of negotiations in the North of Falcon forum, or receipt of final preseason catch expectations for Canadian and 
Alaskan fisheries. 

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Alava (Neah Bay) 
• June 30 through earlier of Sept. 18 or 7,307 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 3,400 Chinook.   
Tuesday through Saturday.  All salmon, except no chum retention August 1 through Sept. 18, two fish per day, no more than one of 
which may be a Chinook (Chinook 24-inch total length minimum size limit) (B).  All retained coho must b heale marked with a healed 
adipose fin clip.  See gear restrictions (C.2). Chinook non-retention east of the Bonilla-Tatoosh line (C.4.d) during Council managed 
ocean fishery.  Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and keep harvest within the overall Chinook 
recreational TAC for north of Cape Falcon (C.4).   
Cape Alava to Queets River (La Push Subarea) 
• June 30 through earlier of September 18 or 1,952 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 1,350 Chinook. 

Tuesday through Saturday; 
• Sep. 24 through Oct. 9 or 50 marked coho quota or 100 Chinook quota: In the area north of 47° 50'00 N. Lat. and south of 

48°00'00" N. Lat. (C.5); Seven days per week. 
All salmon, two fish per day, no more than one of which may be a Chinook (Chinook 24-inch total length minimum size limit) (B).  All 
retained coho must have a healed adipose fin.  See gear restrictions (C.2).  Inseason management may be used to sustain season 
length and keep harvest within the overall Chinook recreational TAC for north of Cape Falcon (C.4). 
Queets River to Leadbetter Point (Westport Subarea) 
• July 3 through earlier of September 18 or 28,491 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 18,950 Chinook.  
Sunday through Thursday.  All salmon, two fish per day, no more than one of which may be a Chinook (Chinook 24-inch total length 
minimum size limit) (B).   All retained coho must have a healed adipose fin clip.  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).  
Beginning August 1, Grays Harbor Control Zone closed (C.4.b).  Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and 
keep harvest within the overall Chinook recreational TAC for north of Cape Falcon (C.5). 
 
Leadbetter Point to Cape Falcon (Columbia River Subarea) 
• July 3 through earlier of September 30 or 37,800 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 8,700 Chinook.  
Sunday through Thursday.  All salmon, two fish per day, no more than one of which may be a Chinook (Chinook 24-inch total length 
minimum size limit) (B).  All retained coho must have a healed adipose fin clip.  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).  
Columbia Control Zone closed (C.4.a). Closed between Cape Falcon and Tillamook Head beginning Aug. 1.  Inseason management 
may be used to sustain season length and keep harvest within the overall Chinook recreational TAC for north of Cape Falcon (C.5). 
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TABLE 2. Recreational management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  (Page 2 of 4)
4/3/2006 7:37 PM 

A.  SEASON OPTION DESCRIPTIONS 
South of Cape Falcon 

Supplemental Management Information 

1. Klamath River recreational fishery allocation:  15% 
2. KMZ recreational fishery share: ?%. 
3. Tribal allocation equal to non-Indian Impacts. 
4. De minimis fishery alternative: status quo. 
Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 
• Except as provided below during the selective fishery, the season will be March 15 through October 31 (C.6).   
All salmon except coho. Two fish per day (C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). 
 

• Mark selective fishery: Cape Falcon to OR/CA Border 
June 17 through earlier of July 31 or a landed catch of 20,000 marked coho, except that the area south of Humbug Mt. will 

close July 5-31, concurrent with the KMZ season listed below.  
September 1 through the earlier of September 6 or a landed catch of any remaining quota from the June 17 through July 31 

fishery. 
Open seven days per week, all salmon, two fish per day (C.1).  All retained coho must be marked with a healed adipose fin clip. 
Fishing in the Stonewall Bank groundfish conservation area restricted to trolling only on days the all depth recreational halibut 
fishery is open (see 70 FR 20304, and call the halibut fishing hotline 1-800-662-9825 for additional dates) (C.3, C.4.e).  Open days 
may be adjusted inseason to utilize the available quota (C.5).  All salmon except coho seasons reopen the day following the closure 
of the mark selective coho fishery. 
 
In 2007, the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches 
total length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3). 
Humbug Mt. to Horse Mt. (Klamath Management Zone) 
• Except as provided above during the selective fishery, the season will be April 15 through July 4; and September 1-6 (C.6).  
All salmon except coho, except as noted above in the coho selective fishery.  Chinook minimum size limit 24 inches total length (B).  
Seven days per week, two fish per day (C.1).  See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).  Klamath Control Zone closed in 
August (C.4.c).  See California State regulations for additional closures adjacent to the Smith, Klamath, and Eel rivers. 
Horse Mt. to Point Arena (Fort Bragg) 
• February 12 through July 10; July 16-17; July 23 through November 13. 
All salmon except coho.  Two fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B).  See gear restrictions and 
definitions (C.2, C.3). 
 
In 2007, season opens February 17 (nearest Saturday to February 15) for all salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook 
minimum size limit of 20 inches total length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3). 
 
Point Arena to Pigeon Point (San Francisco) 
• May 1 through November 13.   
All salmon except coho.  Two fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B). See gear restrictions and 

definitions (C.2, C.3). 
In 2007, the season will open April 1 for all salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches 
total length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3). 
 
 
Pigeon Point to U.S./Mexico Border (Monterey) 
• May 1 through September 25. 
All salmon except coho.  Two fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B).  See gear restrictions and 
definitions (C.2, C.3). 
 
In 2007, the season will open April 1 for all salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches 
total length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3). 
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Area (when open) Chinook Coho Pink 
North of Cape Falcon 24.0 16.0 None 
Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 20.0 16.0 None 
Humbug Mt. to Horse Mountain 24.0 - None, except 20.0 off CA 
Horse Mt. to U.S./Mexico Border 20.0 - 20.0 

 
 
 

C.  REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS 
 
C.1. Compliance with Minimum Size and Other Special Restrictions:  All salmon on board a vessel must meet the minimum size or 

other special requirements for the area being fished and the area in which they are landed if that area is open.  Salmon may be 
landed in an area that is closed only if they meet the minimum size or other special requirements for the area in which they 
were caught. 

 
 Ocean Boat Limits: Off the coast of Washington, Oregon, and California, each fisher aboard a vessel may continue to use 

angling gear until the combined daily limits of salmon for all licensed and juvenile anglers aboard has been attained (additional 
state restrictions may apply). 

 
C.2. Gear Restrictions:  All persons fishing for salmon, and all persons fishing from a boat with salmon on board, must meet the 

gear restrictions listed below for specific areas or seasons. 
a. U.S./Canada Border to Point Conception, California:  No more than one rod may be used per angler; and single point, 

single shank, barbless hooks are required for all fishing gear. [Note:  ODFW regulations in the state-water fishery off 
Tillamook Bay may allow the use of barbed hooks to be consistent with inside regulations.] 

b. Cape Falcon, Oregon, to Point Conception, California:  Anglers must use no more than two single point, single shank, 
barbless hooks. 

c. Horse Mt., California, to Point Conception, California:  Single point, single shank, barbless circle hooks (below) must be 
used if angling with bait by any means other than trolling, and no more than two such hooks shall be used.  When angling 
with two hooks, the distance between the hooks must not exceed five inches when measured from the top of the eye of 
the top hook to the inner base of the curve of the lower hook, and both hooks must be permanently tied in place (hard 
tied).  Circle hooks are not required when artificial lures are used without bait. 

 
 C.3. Gear Definitions:   

a. Recreational fishing gear defined: Angling tackle consisting of a line with no more than one artificial lure or natural bait 
attached. Off Oregon and Washington, the line must be attached to a rod and reel held by hand or closely attended; the 
rod and reel must be held by hand while playing a hooked fish.  No person may use more than one rod and line while 
fishing off Oregon or Washington.  Off California, the line must be attached to a rod and reel held by hand or closely 
attended.  Weights directly attached to a line may not exceed four pounds (1.8 kg).  While fishing off California north of 
Point Conception, no person fishing for salmon, and no person fishing from a boat with salmon on board, may use more 
than one rod and line.  Fishing includes any activity which can reasonably be expected to result in the catching, taking, or 
harvesting of fish. 

b. Trolling defined:  Angling from a boat or floating device that is making way by means of a source of power, other than 
drifting by means of the prevailing water current or weather conditions. 

c.Circle hook defined:  A hook with a generally circular shape and a point which turns inward, pointing directly to the shank at a 90° 
angle. 

 

TABLE 2.Recreational management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  (Page 3 of 4)
B.  MINIMUM SIZE (Inches) (See C.1)  
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C.4. Control Zone Definitions: 

a. Columbia Control Zone:  An area at the Columbia River mouth, bounded on the west by a line running 
northeast/southwest between the red lighted Buoy #4 (46°13'35" N. lat., 124°06'50" W. long.) and the green lighted Buoy 
#7 (46°15'09' N. lat., 124°06'16" W. long.); on the east, by the Buoy #10 line which bears north/south at 357° true from the 
south jetty at 46°14'00" N. lat., 124°03'07" W. long. to its intersection with the north jetty; on the north, by a line running 
northeast/southwest between the green lighted Buoy #7 to the tip of the north jetty (46°15'48" N. lat., 124°05'20" W. long. 
and then along the north jetty to the point of intersection with the Buoy #10 line; and on the south, by a line running 
northeast/southwest between the red lighted Buoy #4 and tip of the south jetty (46°14'03" N. lat., 124°04'05" W. long.), 
and then along the south jetty to the point of intersection with the Buoy #10 line. 

b. Grays Harbor Control Zone - The area defined by a line drawn from the Westport Lighthouse (46° 53'18" N. lat., 124° 
07'01" W. long.) to Buoy #2 (46° 52'42" N. lat., 124°12'42" W. long.) to Buoy #3 (46° 55'00" N. lat., 124°14'48" W. long.) to 
the Grays Harbor north jetty (46° 36'00" N. lat., 124°10'51" W. long.). 

c. Klamath Control Zone:  The ocean area at the Klamath River mouth bounded on the north by 41°38'48" N. lat. 
(approximately six nautical miles north of the Klamath River mouth); on the west, by 124°23'00" W. long. (approximately 
12 nautical miles off shore); and, on the south, by 41°26'48" N. lat. (approximately 6 nautical miles south of the Klamath 
River mouth). 

d. The Bonilla-Tatoosh Line:  A line running from the western end of Cape Flattery to Tatoosh Island Lighthouse (48°23'30" 
N. lat., 124°44'12" W. long.) to the buoy adjacent to Duntze Rock (48°28'00" N. lat., 124°45'00" W. long.), then in a 
straight line to Bonilla Point (48°35'30" N. lat., 124°43'00" W. long.) on Vancouver Island, British Columbia.   

e. Stonewall Bank Groundfish Conservation Area: The area defined by the following coordinates in the order listed: 
  44°37.46' N. lat.; 124°24.92' W. long.; 
  44°37.46' N. lat.; 124°23.63' W. long.; 
  44°28.71' N. lat.; 124°21.80' W. long.; 
  44°28.71' N. lat.; 124°24.10' W. long.; 
  44°31.42' N. lat.; 124°25.47' W. long.; 
  and connecting back to 44°37.46' N. lat.; 124°24.92' W. long. 

 
C.5. Inseason Management:  Regulatory modifications may become necessary inseason to meet preseason management 

objectives such as quotas, harvest guidelines, and season duration.  In addition to standard inseason actions or modifications 
already noted under the season description, the following inseason guidance is provided to NMFS: 
a. Actions could include modifications to bag limits, or days open to fishing, and extensions or reductions in areas open to 

fishing.   
b. Coho may be transferred inseason among recreational subareas north of Cape Falcon on an impact neutral basis to help 

meet the recreational season duration objectives (for each subarea) after conferring with representatives of the affected 
ports and the Council’s SAS recreational representatives north of Cape Falcon.   

c. Chinook and coho may be transferred between the recreational and commercial fisheries north of Cape Falcon on an 
impact neutral basis if there is agreement among the representatives of the SAS.  

d. If retention of unmarked coho is permitted in the area from the U.S./Canada border to Cape Falcon, Oregon, by inseason 
action, the allowable coho quota will be adjusted to ensure preseason projected mortality of critical stocks is not 
exceeded. 

 
C.6.Additional Seasons in State Territorial Waters:  Consistent with Council management objectives, the States of Washington and 
Oregon may establish limited seasons in state waters.  Oregon State-water fisheries are limited to Chinook salmon.  Check state 
regulations for details. 
 

TABLE 2.Recreational management options recommended by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2006.  (Page 4 of 4)

C.  REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS (continued)  
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 Agenda Item E.2.k 
 Summary of Written Public Comment 
 April 2006 
 
 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

The Council received 33 written public comments on 2006 ocean salmon seasons prior to the 
March 15 briefing book deadline.  Twenty Nine of the comments originated from California, one 
for Oregon, and three from Washington.  Most letters requested there not be a complete closure 
of salmon fisheries along the California and Oregon coasts, and pointed out the belief that the 
Klamath fall Chinook stock depression is the result of poor water management practices in the 
basin.  Three letters addressed allocation issues among commercial and recreational, and treaty 
Indian and non-Indian fishery sectors.  One letter expressed concern over effort shift from the 
commercial salmon fishery to the albacore troll fishery and associated safety concerns due to 
lack of funds from salmon fishing for boat maintenance. One letter supported closing fisheries 
and seeking disaster relief rather than providing a de minimis fishery with little economic benefit. 
 
PFMC 
03/17/06 





















































































[Fwd: 2006 commercial salmon season]  

1 of 2 3/16/2006 10:44 AM

Subject: [Fwd: 2006 commercial salmon season]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Thu, 16 Mar 2006 10:38:05 -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 commercial salmon season
From: jmkoeppen@comcast.net
Date: Thu, 16 Mar 2006 18:22:09 +0000
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

My name is John Koeppen and I fish commercially for salmon in California.  I am responding to the 2006 
salmon season options presented for public comment.
 
 I cannot operate my vessel for less that 100 fish per week.  It is not financially feasible.  The only way this 
season structure works is if option one is adopted and the price per pound remains high, at around five dollars
per pound.
 
I strongly urge the council to allow more fish to be caught and open the ports to be delivered.  Here are the 
reasons for opening the ports open for delivery.
 
If Pigeon point is open and under the proposed option, I would be required to deliver in Santa Cruz or Moss 
Landing.  This functionally gives the only two off loading facilities a monopoly on setting the delivery price. 
Neither facility has the resources to accommodate a fleet of boats especially ice to preserve our caught. 
Pigeon Point is almost half way between Santa Cruz and Half Moon Bay (Pillar Point).  Allowing vessels to 
deliver to the ports within the open area OR the first port immediately available outside the open  area
encourages competition.  There are three brokers in Half Moon Bay that will keep the price high enough for 
the fisherme n to justify investing in time and effort.  And, Half Moon Bay encourages fishermen to sell off 
their boats, which will also keep the price high enough to justify the effort.
 
Second example is Point Sur.  If I fish Point Sur under the option, my first point of delivery is Morro Bay.  It 
will take a whole day (16 hours) just to run to that delivery point weather permitting.  Santa Cruz and Moss 
Landing are with four hours of running time.  Santa Cruz and Moss Landing must be options to delivery for 
fish caught below Point Sur.
 
I know your decision is difficult.  The Klamath scenario will not be resolved by eliminating the commercial 
fleet.  Under the proposed options, I cannot financially justify remaining in the fishery nor do most of my 
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colleagues.  I heart fully request you open the ports for delivery and approve nothing less than option one.  I 
want to ask for two hundred fish per week maximum, but know that is highly unlikely to be approved.
 
Thank you for your consideration.

2006 commercial salmon season
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: [Fwd: [Fwd: Sea Lions...]]
From: "Jennifer Gilden" <Jennifer.Gilden@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2006 09:53:53 -0800
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

Public comment...

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: [Fwd: Sea Lions...]

Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2006 08:28:19 -0800
From: PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Reply-To: lhenson@charter.net
To: Jennifer Gilden <Jennifer.Gilden@noaa.gov>

CC: John Coon <John.Coon@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
 

-- 
______________________________________ 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Portland, Oregon 
Toll free 866.806.7204 | www.pcouncil.org 

Subject: Sea Lions...
From: "Lois Henson" <lhenson@charter.net>
Date: Sun, 19 Mar 2006 12:24:23 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

To whom it may concern:
 
I have had  an ocean sports fishing hobby for over 20 years now, and after observing the habitat the last few
years, I am wondering when ANYONE is going to address the proliferation of the sea lions in the Klamath river,
Crescent City area.  Has anyone even tried to 'gestimate' as to how many of the salmon these creatures devour 
all year long?  You can hardly even land a salmon before a sealion gets to it first.  Also, I don't believe they can
distinguish between a chinook or silver, or one that migrates up the Klamath.  Just wondering, along with a lot of
my fellow fishermen.     Walt Henson...   lhenson@charter.net      



[Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season]  

1 of 2 3/20/2006 8:35 AM

Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2006 08:28:55 -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: Jay Elder <jaye@portsanluis.com>
Date: Sat, 18 Mar 2006 09:35:40 -0800
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

March 18, 2006

Chairman Donald K. Hanson
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384

Dear Mr. Hansen:,

As a recreational salmon fisherman I urge you to approve an emergency rule to allow fishing opportunities
for king salmon in California this summer. Because of federal mismanagement of the water in the Klamath 
River, fishermen are being held accountable for forces beyond their control. Ending this fishery will cost the
state of California millions of dollars. The Pacific Fisheries Management Council has endorsed options for
reduced and limited fishing that avoids the Klamath fish as much as possible. Fishing groups support option
1. 

We understand that the Commerce Department may face legal challenges from well-intentioned
environmental groups who oppose "overfishing." Federal law balances conservation-based fishing
restrictions with due consideration of the economic and social impacts of any management decision. We
stand ready to help you build a record of decision to support the case for fishing. Without fishermen, the
funding we provide to state and federal governments for fisheries restoration will evaporate like so many
beads of water in the desert.
Loss of this Sportfishing season will have  significant economic harm to the coastal communities already in
dire straights due to existing closures and restrictions on the Rockfish species. The businesses in our coastal
communities are on the verge of collapse and the closure of the salmon season may very well be the last
straw putting them out of business. Many harbors will have boarded up shops and no fisheries services
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available to the public. Unemployment will raise and there will be a ripple through the coastal communities.
NOAA fisheries has gone on record with an action plan promising an expansion of recreational fishing
opportunities, and recognizes the agency's errors of the past. If NOAA continues to ignore the economic
engine powered by recreational fishermen, this nation will squander a precious resource while reducing our
quality of life. Please share this letter with your fellow council members. Thank you for your vote in support
of this request.

Respectfully,

Jay Elder
Port San Luis, California Fishermen

2006 Salmon Season
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season Dont rock the Boat!]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2006 08:28:36 -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 Dont rock the Boat!
From: "Steve Dillon" <Dilbyrocks@rcn.com>
Date: Sun, 19 Mar 2006 08:45:31 -0800
To: "George W. Bush" <comments@whitehouse.gov>
CC: "Arnold Shwarzenegger" <governor@governor.ca.gov>

Hello my name is Steve Dillon
I am a recreational fisherman from San Mateo, California and proud member of
the
Coastside Fishing Club. I am reaching out to you my government
representatives to tell you personally that I am very displeased with the
current misguided attempt to take away our right to fish for Salmon off the
California coast. I urge you to support Option #1 in the upcoming PFMC
Pacific Fisheries Management Council meeting to determine the future of our
fishery. NOAA will then need to approve it.

Important facts about the 2006 ocean harvest south of the KMZ
Klamath Management Zone.

Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) analysis by the CA Dept of Fish &Game
show that even with a repeat of the 2005 regulations, only 468 Klamath fish
would be caught south of Point Arena in 2006. Furthermore, their analysis
shows that of these 468 Klamath fish, only 58% (270) would be 2006 natural
spawners.

The economic value of the ocean recreational salmon fishery is enormous.
Permanently closing a valuable and highly sustainable ocean fishery over 270
natural 2006 spawners (0.5% of the total run) is not justified in any
economic or resource management model.

California Saltwater Fishing contributes $1.7 billion to the economy, nearly
$500 million in jobs and wages, more than 15,000 jobs, $56.7 million in fuel
purchases, and $78 million in Federal income tax (ASA), 2001). The loss of
salmon as a viable recreational activity will cripple the largest recreation
activity in the state.

“ I like to fish because it is totally relaxing.
I can concentrate and forget all my worries.
I count my blessings while fishing.”
President George W. Bush
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South of the KMZ the take of Klamath natural spawners is NOT material to the
health of that fishery. Furthermore, it makes no sense from either a
conservation or economic standpoint to forgo the opportunity to fish for the
immense run of the California Central Valley Salmon in order to avoid the
few Klamath fish that might be taken south of the KMZ.
The Problem

Parasites, not fishing, are the cause of low numbers of Klamath Chinook
spawners.

The low predicted abundance of Klamath fall-run Chinook is due to an
outbreak of a lethal parasite(C. Shasta) that has infected and killed
massive numbers of salmon in the river beginning in 2002. A second parasite
(P. minibicormis) has also been found in the river infecting the salmon.
California Department of Fish & Game indicated 80% of the out migrating
juveniles were infected. The mortality rate is 100%

The parasites, which are believed to be natural to the river, have
flourished in the Klamath as a result of low flows, warm water, and poor
water quality. Cool waters are necessary to rid the infestation in the
river. Low flows are a result of the drought and the low rainfall the basin
has suffered until this year, coupled with up-stream agricultural
diversions. The poor water quality is attributable to the reservoirs behind
the four dams on the Klamath where warm; still waters facilitate toxic algal
outbreaks and impairment of water quality

To date no intervention has taken place to protect the fish from the
parasites.

To date, no action has been taken by the responsible federal agencies to
help the spawning adult fish or their offspring. Nothing has been done to
address infected areas of the river. Not even stop gap measures, such as
trapping and trucking juvenile fish to avoid lethal stretches of the river,
which would maximize the number of offspring safely reaching the ocean, has
been undertaken. As a result, rebuilding the fall-run Chinook through
restrictions on fishermen is a futile exercise since that only increases the
number of in-river fish, which parasites will eventually kill.

To date no action has been taken to improve flows or water quality.

An improved flow regime for the river is not mandated until 2010 by the
National Marine Fisheries Service under its 2002 Biological Opinion (BiOp)
for endangered Species Act (ESA) listed Klamath River Coho salmon. Klamath
River Chinook are not listed under the ESA, NMFS, however, is demanding
immediate restrictions on fishing, even though no improvement in river flow
will be forthcoming until 2010 under their plan. Neither state nor federal
water authorities have yet to deal with the toxic water discharges from four
Klamath dams owned and operated by PacicCorp.

The “floor”

The Klamath “floor” is an optimum production goal, not a conservation goal.

Fishery scientists have determined the return of 35,000 natural spawners
provides an optimal production of fall-run Chinook in a healthy Klamath
River. It is not the minimum needed for survival of the fall-run Chinook,
which is neither an “endangered” species nor “threatened” species under the
Endangered Species Act. In fact, runs far smaller than 35,000 natural fish
have consistently had better reproductive success than larger runs.
Nevertheless, the federal agency managing the fishery has declared the
number of 35,000 to be a “floor that must be met.

In the last 22 years the “floor” has not been met 12 times

In years where the “floor” is achieved the recruit to spawner ratio is 1.3:1
That’s 1.3 fish produced for ever spawner
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In years where the “floor” is NOT achieved the Recruit to spawner ratio is
8:1
That’s 8 fish produced for every spawner.

Again I urge you to please support Option #1 in the upcoming PFMC meeting
and to please address the very real and fixable problems our beloved Klamath
River is facing.

2006 Salmon Season Dont rock the Boat!
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: [Fwd: California Salmon Crisis - Your Help Needed]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Fri, 17 Mar 2006 10:21:45 -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: California Salmon Crisis - Your Help Needed
From: Gary1950@aol.com
Date: Fri, 17 Mar 2006 12:55:41 EST
To: stefanie@bayrisk.com, badger.john@gene.com, BBurton@dhs.ca.gov,
SausalitoFishing@aol.com, boatsareme2@yahoo.com, boblocker@sbcglobal.net,
bbrown@cyclegear.com, Bryan.Carr@sli-systems.com, captwag@msn.com,
captbruce@idock.com, captjosh@primetimeadv.com, chair94533@yahoo.com,
Cibboss1@aol.com, corrigan@shasta.com, deanoso@earthlink.net, jdameral@hotmail.com,
medphy@cruzio.com(Tommy D), ChrisD@dprinc.com, director@dfg.ca.gov,
JDooley@GilbaneCo.com, RP4EXPRESS@aol.com, fishnhunt21@hotmail.com,
ggale@sbcglobal.net, info@mediterraneanyachts.com, jmortiz2807@sbcglobal.net,
JoseO@valleywater.org, mdameral@hp.com, Kappel111@aol.com, tvcsd@pacbell.net,
kimruffner@yahoo.com, krcuccia@expresspersonnel.com, hometown@cwnet.com,
LarryLionetti@msn.com, lcarnaha@pw.co.contra-costa.ca.us, Leah.Hill@ExpressPersonnel.com,
leslie.carr@wnco.com, ljann@sbcglobal.net, NAPAMACKS@YAHOO.COM,
bobmaloy@comcast.net, hmeyer@meyer-law.com, MFreder1@dhs.ca.gov,
Midge.Ortiz-Brown@ExpressPersonnel.com, Mike.Stipe3@expresspersonnel.com,
bigbruce@rvi.net, JG8880@aol.com, rmorgan5@charter.net, jeremy.olsan@azdgg.com,
tonyo50@hotmail.com (Tony Ortiz), Paul@SantaCruzRealProperty.com, paul@uhl.com,
pfmc.comments@noaa.gov, kelli.carr@willis.com, lauren.dembski@expresspersonnel.com,
Ppsantacruz@aol.com, phillips-ron@sbcglobal.net, ProtectBerryessa@aol.com,
STEVENPSI@aol.com, rdglenn@pacbell.net, RGalloway@IMU.com, B10999@aol.com,
DRIISAGER@aol.com, Ronaldwc@aol.com, Shawn.Prigmore@dgs.ca.gov,
sihkonen-cpa@msn.com, swedlock@juno.com, twalker@sonoma-county.org

Friends and Family,
 
We are in the middle of a Salmon crisis we didn't create.  The Klamath River fish kills three years ago are having
drastic impacts on our local Salmon fishery.  The Feds mismanagement of the Klamath River flows resulting in
the river warming up and allowing parasites to grow and kill the juvenile salmon.  Now, the Feds want to close
Salmon fishing along the entire California coastline, although only 4 out of every 1000 local Salmon are Klamath
Salmon.  The real rub is, the Feds have not changed their management practices on the Klamath and any fish
that do spawn will be wasted.
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Please take the time to read the following letter from the founder of Coastside Fishing Club and send and email
to the representatives listed below.  A formatted letter is included for your convenience.  It can be cut
and pasted. 
 
Our fishery is too important not to care!
 
Gary W. Phillips
-----
 
It’s time to launch phase two of our save the salmon fishery campaign. We must now all rise up in one unified
voice to be heard all the way to Washington DC.

If we don’t turn this thing around we will become an endangered species. The effort will shift to rockfish and the
end result could be a total collapse of our fishery. 

The economics of this nightmare has the potential to destroy an industry.

There can be no solders on the bench we must all arm our self with the power of numbers. I ask you to look at
the links provided and send a fax, an e-mail, or a phone call or better yet all three. Have your friend and
neighbors get involved. 

The following names are the target - it’s time they hear from their continuants.

We have provided a sample letter below the targets. This letter can be faxed and emailed with your signatures to
the people below. Do not forget to contact your state and federal representatives – especially your local
Congressional Representative.

For more information about the Klamath salmon issue see the Coastside Salmon Brochure:
http://home.comcast.net/~lyndaabbott/Klamath.pdf

We are urging all of you to FAX, EMAIL and PHONE all of these people as often as you can. Writing letters is
not as important due to the delay in receiving written mail (security issues cause mail to take upwards of three
weeks) so we need everybody to use the above methods first. If possible, do all of the above several times!

Let your voice be heard

President George W. Bush
The White House
Comments: 202-456-1111
Switchboard: 202-456-1414 
FAX: 202-456-2461
E-Mail : comments@whitehouse.gov

Secretary of Commerce
Secretary Carlos M. Gutierrez
Office of the Secretary Room 5516
U.S. Department of Commerce 
14th & Constitution Ave. NW 
Washington, DC 20230
Phone: 202-482-2000 
Email: CGutierrez@doc.gov

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
State Capitol Building
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: 916-445-2841
Fax: 916-445-4633
E-Mail: governor@governor.ca.gov

This letter is representative of 5 comments received by the Council
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Feinstein, Dianne
331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington DC, 20510
Phone: (202) 224-3841
Web Form: feinstein.senate.gov/email.html

Dianne Feinstein’s San Francisco Office
Jim Molinari, State Director
One Post Street, Suite 2450
San Francisco, CA 94104
Phone: (415)393-0707

Boxer, Barbara
112 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington DC, 20510
Phone: (202) 224-3553

Barbara Boxer’s San Francisco Office
1700 Montgomery Street,
Suite 240
San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: (415) 403-0100
Fax: (415) 956-6701 
Web Form: boxer.senate.gov/contact
http://boxer.senate.gov/contact/index.cfm

State Senators & Assembly Members
Here is a link to find out who your representatives are if you do not already know:
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/yourleg.html

United States Congressional Representative
http://www.house.gov/

To reach your Senators or Congressperson call: 
"The Capital Number" - 1-866-220-0044

Let them know you fish, spend lots of $$$$ fishing, and that they urge the Secretary of Commerce, to
provide us with our full salmon season.

Respectfully

Bob Franko
LETTER TO SEND:

Re: California Ocean Salmon Fishery Crisis

In the strongest possible terms, with the utmost urgency, and on behalf of my friends and family, I urge you to
immediately become involved in the California Salmon management crisis. California recreational anglers are
facing an impending socioeconomic disaster and we urgently need your assistance to avert a situation that will in
all likelihood mark the end of saltwater fishing in this great state. We urge you to:

1. Avoid an economic disaster in California and demand that the Pacific Fishery Management Counsel (PFMC)
and the National Marine Fishery Service (NMFS) adopt ‘Option 1’ for a reasonable harvest of Salmon in the
ocean at their April 2006 meeting. 

2. Salmon Grow Where Water Flows! In the long-term, we urge you to demand a balanced management plan for
the Klamath River that fully recognizes the need for a healthy river with adequate cold, clean water flow timed to
support healthy runs of returning and out-migrating salmon. 
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My friends, family and I have enjoyed the pleasures and benefits of our Salmon fishery for many years here in
California. Our California Salmon fishery is world class and provides a valuable recreational opportunity for the
citizens of California and for visiting tourists from other states. Salmon are a valuable, sustainable and renewable
resource, providing in addition to recreation, valuable tourist trade and commercial opportunities. They are one of
California’s most valuable resources and must be protected. Saltwater recreational fishing in California
contributes $1.7 billion to the local economy, nearly $500 million in jobs, and over $125 million in fuel and sales
tax. The recreational opportunity for families to enjoy the California outdoors is priceless and can not be
quantified in economic loss. Our Salmon fishery is too important to lose.

Regrettably, and due to a failed federal policy, there is a problem with the fresh water habitat for salmon on the
Klamath River. Recall the 2002 fish-kill on the Klamath, which resulted in the loss of 60,000-70,000 adult
Chinook salmon. We must take care of the fresh water environment that salmon depend on to spawn, and for the
initial lives of the young while transiting to the ocean. Currently the Federal management of water in the Klamath
River is having a severe adverse impact on the ocean salmon fishery extending from below Monterey to as far
north as the Columbia River in Oregon. Inadequate flows have caused the river to become too warm which has
resulted in deadly parasites which kill 80 to 90 percent of newly spawned Salmon.

The Klamath in-river conditions are solely responsible for current plight of Klamath River Salmon. All parties
involved agree that FISHING IS NOT THE PROBLEM, yet the fishermen, both recreational and commercial, are
being told they will shoulder the entire burden of this failed federal policy! We request that you support the PFMC
and NOAA in adopting an emergency action to allow some harvest of the abundant Sacramento River Chinook.
On average, recreational anglers catch only 4 Klamath River salmon for every 1000 Central Valley Chinook!

The PFMC and California Department of Fish and Game estimate that approximately 25,000-30,000 natural
spawning Klamath salmon will return to the Klamath River this year. If fishing under 2005 regulations it is
estimated that this effort would result in the harvest of only 270 of these natural spawners in the region south of
the Klamath Management Zone! Closing the recreational salmon season over 0.5% of the Klamath natural
spawner run is not justified in any economic or resource management model. We urge you in the strongest
possible terms to act in the best interests of the citizens of California and support OPTION 1 in front the Pacific
Fisheries Management Council. Please get involved now and help the people of California avert a pending
disaster to one of our most cherished resources.

For more information contact www.coastsidefishingclub.com

Respectfully Submitted,

Printed Name________________________
Address___________________________________ 

California Salmon Crisis - Your Help Needed Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Thu, 16 Mar 2006 13:41:00 -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: lucky50@humboldt1.com
Date: Thu, 16 Mar 2006 13:30:33 -0800 (PST)
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
CC: jean.e.mcrae@state.or.us

Dear councilmembers,
As both a commercial and recreational salmon fishermen I would like to
make a suggestion that could potentially remedy the threat of complete
salmon fishery closures in the years to come. It would be legislation and
funding to require all hatcheries to fin clip all juvenile salmon that
they produce.  In years such as this one a season for fin-clipped only
salmon could still be allowed without jeapordizing the wild runs returning
to the Klamath.  This program is already being implemented by DFG on
steelhead in North Coast streams such as the Mad River it just needs to be
expanded to all hatchery raised salmon.  It would require minimal cost
since most hatcheries are already fin-clipping a small percentage of the
hatchery raised fish.  The additional revenue generated from the .07 cents
salmon landing tax could offset the additional costs to State agencies.
While the benefits wouldn't be realized for 3-4 years the probability of a
guaranteed salmon season in the near future would help offset the
frustration and uncertainty we're currently facing.  In the interem,
adoption of the Ticehurst plan could be justified since a long term
strategy for mitigating Klamath salmon fishing mortality had been adopted.

Mike Zamboni
California Commercial beach Fishermen's Assn.

2006 Salmon Season
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: Re: salmon fishing
From: Carrie Compton <Carrie.Compton@noaa.gov>
Date: Thu, 16 Mar 2006 11:55:06 -0800
To: John Cole <bearhunt@adelphia.net>

John Cole,

I am not the correct person to handle your emails, however, you can send them to: 
pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
to get you and your friends comments heard.  (I just handle the mailing list )

Thank you,
Carrie

John Cole wrote:

This is not right it's not our fault what the govermant did to cause this trouble leave the fishing season open
and have us get a punch card and limit us to so many a year. This is just another way to get foot hold to
take our right away they have beening trying for years to do this. I'll be contacting my friends to start
emailing you.

-- 
Carrie Compton
Administrative Specialist
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200
Portland, Oregon   97220
Phone:  503 820-2280
Fax:  503 820-2299
Email:  Carrie.Compton@noaa.gov
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Subject: [Fwd: Klamath River Salmon]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2006 14:07:05 -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: Klamath River Salmon
From: "Dick Anderson" <dick@fcwinery.com>
Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2006 14:05:31 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Please add my name to the list of concerned sportsmen who are outraged at the total lack of consideration for Native
American tribes, commercial fisherman, and license – buying citizens, in order to cater to desert farmers.  Release
enough water, at the proper time, and salmonids stand a chance!
 
Perhaps not buying gear, motel rooms and renting cars, nay, licenses would get the attention of federal and state
beaurocrats. 
 
Carl R. Anderson
225 Triplett Dr. 
Cloverdale, Ca.

Klamath River Salmon
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: [Fwd: California Ocean Salmon Fishery Crisis -- Support Option 1]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Mar 2006 08:50:05 -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: California Ocean Salmon Fishery Crisis -- Support Option 1
From: "rogerarnal@sbcglobal.net" <rogerarnal@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Sat, 25 Mar 2006 11:30:31 -0800 (PST)
To: French R <rfrench200@yahoo.com>

Date:   3/25/2006
From:   Roger Arnal
Re:       California Ocean Salmon Fishery Crisis

   Support Option 1
 
 
Dear Friend:
 
Please help.
 
Please understand the misguided actions being considered regarding the California salmon fishery and the 
resultant impact to the economy and voter satisfaction of along the California coast.  Please have your staff
check into this and ensure that the proposed salmon season “Option 1” -- gets your support.  The recreational 
and commercial salmon fishermen will remember this assistance and continue to support you.

For more information about the salmon issue see the Coastside Fishing Club brochure: 
 http://home.comcast.net/~lyndaabbott/Klamath.pdf

Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
 
Sincerely,
Roger Arnal, 181 Wilshire Ave, Daly City, CA 94015-1035
rogerarnal@sbcglobal.net
Voter and member of the Coastside Fishing Club, 12,000 strong



Coastside Fishing Club 
666 Brighton Road, Pacifica, CA 94044 

http://www.coastsidefishingclub.com 

27 March, 2006 
 
Mr, Don Hansen 
Chairman, PFMC 
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97220-1384 
 
The Coastside Fishing Club has carefully reviewed the proposed options for the 2006 Ocean 
Salmon Season adopted at the March meeting in Seattle. 
 
We support PFMC Option 1.   It is the only option that provides adequate fishing opportunities for 
the plentiful Central Valley salmon runs, and it avoids unacceptable economic damage to the state 
of California.  Prior history has shown that the fishing impacts of Option 1 to the number of 2006 
naturally spawning Klamath fish do not represent a threat to the Klamath Fall Run Chinook.   And 
the projected recreational take of Klamath fish south of the Klamath Management Zone is so low, 
that a full recreational season is the only credible fisheries response. 
 
Furthermore, our analysis of PFMC Option 2 shows that while it provides greater protection to 
Klamath River fish, it does so at the expense of any reasonable opportunity to target Central Valley 
fish.  Consequently the Coastside Fishing Club submits the enclosed variation on Option 2 for 
consideration and use by the Council.  And while the Coastside Option 2 proposal significantly 
improves the opportunity to target the Central Valley Salmon while maintaining the same, or 
greater, protection for Klamath Fall Chinook, it in no way diminishes our support for PFMC 
Option 1. 
 
 

Dan Wolford, Science Director 
         Orig /s/ D L Wolford 

Coastside Fishing Club 
 
Enclosure:  Coastside Option 2 
 
Copies to  
Darrell Ticehurst 
Roger Thomas 
Marija Vojkovich 
Allen Grover 
Bob Strickland 
Craig Stone 
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Coastside Option 2:
2006 Recreational 
Salmon Season for 

California

Dan Wolford, Science Director
Coastside Fishing Club

March 2006
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• Recreational fishing is a major economic driver 
in CA (1)

– $4.9 billion in economic output
– Saltwater fishing generates $1.7 billion
– Salmon fishing generates about $170 million 

• $84 million in direct expenditures 
• Slightly over 1,500 jobs

• The recreational salmon fishery is focused on 
abundant Central Valley runs
– Biggest effort is geographically focused on those fish

(1) USF&W and ASA 2001

Salmon is King
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PFMC Option 2 Does NOT 
meet CA Recreational Needs

• Coastside supports PFMC Option 1, but 
notes that 
– PFMC Option 2, as adopted for comment

• Provides greater protection from harvest of 
Klamath fish

• Does not provide adequate opportunities to fish for 
abundant Central Valley fish

• Will have unnecessary, severe adverse economic 
impacts on most of the California coast

4

Coastside Opt. 2 Provides Greater 
Protection with Greater Opportunity

• Applies the same approach used by the 
CA recreational SAS representatives
– Accounts for the high take of Klamath fish 

inside the zone
• Including those taken last September

– Constructs seasonal opportunities at critical 
times and places to support optimal fishing 
opportunity

• Restricts the take of Klamath fish to fewer 
than those allowed in PFMC Option 2
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Option Analysis Process
• Use the KOHM output to estimate the numbers of 2006 naturally spawning 

Klamath fish to be taken with each option
1. Estimate the number of fish to be removed from the ocean abundance by each 

option
• Compute the number of fish per day as determined by the KOHM model for Option 1 –

in each area in each month
• Apply those rates to the number of days open in the various options to estimate the 

number of fish taken in the recreational fishery
2. Remove the number of actual fish taken in the credit card fishery

• They were caught in 2005, and must be accounted for, but obviously will not be 
influenced by the 2006 options

3. Apply the percentage of the ocean population that would return to the river in 
2006
• The ocean abundance is taken to be 110,000 Klamath fish – from the Pre-season I 

report
• KOHM estimates of 56,251 Klamath escapement absent fishing – 51%

4. Apply the percentage of the returning fish that are natural spawners
• KOHM provides rough estimates of natural spawners as a fraction of the 56,251 

potential escapees
• 32,526 natural, or 58%

5. The overall 2006 natural spawning fraction of the number harvested is              
51% X 58%, or 29.5%
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Analysis of PFMC Options
Option 1

• Utilize Option 1 Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) run to 
assess potential recreational harvest rate of Klamath fish (Kfish / 
day)
– Extend all catch estimates to Sept – Dec

• Utilize the harvest rate from 2005 to estimate 2006
– Estimate the number of 2006 Natural Spawners

• (1497-387) x 29.5% = 327 natural spawners in 2006

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

KC Klamath 387 27 171 37 124 210 956

Kfish/day 35.18182 4.5 5.7 9.25 6.888889 35

Days Open 11 6 30 4 18 6 75

FB Klamath 4 34 107 82 20 247

Kfish/day 0 0 0 0 0 0.133333 1.096774 3.566667 3.904762 0.645161 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 11 31 30 31 30 21 31 30 31 12 332

SF Klamath 42 15 75 79 3 214

Kfish/day 0 0 0 1.4 0.483871 2.5 2.548387 0.096774 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 30 31 30 31 31 30 31 12 300

MO Klamath 30 7 14 26 3 80

Kfish/day 0 0 0 1 0.225806 0.466667 0.83871 0.096774 0

Days Open 30 31 13 30 31 30 31 31 24 251
Total Klamath 387 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 83 367 224 150 1497

Days Open 101 93 39 0 0 11 31 90 99 120 87 111 90 62 24 0 958

Option 1 KOHM 2006 Pre II Opt 1 Final.txt 3/15/06
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Analysis of PFMC Option 2

• Apply Opt. 1 contact rates to the days / month allotted in 
Option 2 by zone

• Estimate the number of 2006 Natural Spawners
– (880-387) x 29.5% = 145 natural spawners in 2006

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

KC Klamath 387 18 0 37 62 210 714

Kfish/day 35.18182 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.5 5.7 9.25 6.888889 35 0 0 0

Days Open 11 4 0 4 9 6 34

FB Klamath 0 0 4 0 0 35.14286 0 0 0 0 39

Kfish/day 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.133333 1.096774 3.566667 3.904762 0.645161 0 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 11 31 30 0 0 9 0 15 15 7 192

SF Klamath 0 0 42 7.258065 17.5 22.93548 0 0 0 0 90

Kfish/day 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.4 0.483871 2.5 2.548387 0.096774 0 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 30 15 7 9 0 15 16 7 173

MO Klamath 0 0 30 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 37

Kfish/day 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.225806 0.466667 0.83871 0.096774 0 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 30 31 0 0 0 12 147
Total Klamath 387 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 32.25806 17.5 95.07834 62 210 0 0 0 880

Days Open 101 93 39 0 0 11 31 90 50 7 22 9 48 31 14 0 546

PFMC Option 2 - as approved for comment KOHM 2006 Pre II Opt 2 Final.txt 3/15/06
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Develop Coastside Option 2
• Take no more Klamath fish than under PFMC Option 2 (880) 
• Redistribute the fishing days in each month and zone to achieve

– More opportunity to catch Central Valley Salmon
– Smoother, easier to understand seasonal structure
– Less economic impact
– Greater benefit to the greatest number of fishermen

• Estimate the number of 2006 Natural Spawners
– (873-387) x 29.5% = 144 natural spawners in 2006

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total

KC Klamath 387 13.5 0 0 0 0 401

Kfish/day 35.18182 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.5 5.7 9.25 6.888889 35 0 0 0

Days Open 11 3 0 0 0 0 14

FB Klamath 0 0 4 34 67.76667 74.19048 20 0 0 0 200

Kfish/day 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.133333 1.096774 3.566667 3.904762 0.645161 0 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 17 31 30 31 19 19 31 30 31 5 318

SF Klamath 0 0 21 15 75 79 3 0 0 0 193

Kfish/day 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.4 0.483871 2.5 2.548387 0.096774 0 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 15 31 30 31 31 30 31 5 278

MO Klamath 0 0 30 7 14 26 3 0 0 0 80

Kfish/day 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.225806 0.466667 0.83871 0.096774 0 0 0 0

Days Open 30 31 13 30 31 30 31 31 24 251
Total Klamath 387 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 69.5 156.7667 179.1905 26 0 0 0 0 873

Days Open 101 93 39 0 0 17 31 75 96 79 81 93 84 62 10 0 861

Coastside Option 2 - Using KOHM runs 2006 Pre II dated 3/15/06
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Comparison of Options

8738801497Total # of Klamath Fish 
harvested (“CC” plus 2006)

278173300In SF
251147251In MO

318192332In FB
143475In KC

861546958# of fishing days provided

144145327# of 2006 Klamath Natural 
Spawners to be harvested

Coastside
Option 2

PFMC 
Option 2

Option 1
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Detailed Coastside Opt. 2 Proposal
Commercial Troll

No change to Option 2 specifics
Recreational

Humbug Mt. to Horse Mt (Klamath Management Zone) – California portion
May 27-29

All salmon except Coho.  Two Fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B).  See gear restrictions 
and definitions (C.2, C.3)

In 2007, season opens May 26 for all salmon except Coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook minimum size limit of 24 inches total 
length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3)

Horse Mt. to Point Arena (Fort Bragg)
February 12 through May 31; June 3-5, 9-12, 16-19, 23-30; July 1-9, 15-17, 22-24; 28-31; August 1 through Nov 

5.
All salmon except Coho.  Two Fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B).  See gear restrictions 

and definitions (C.2, C.3)
In 2007, season opens February 17 (nearest Saturday to February 15) for all salmon except Coho, two fish per day (C.1), 

Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3)
Point Arena to Pigeon Point (San Francisco)

April 1-15; May 1 through Nov 5.
All salmon except Coho.  Two Fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B).  See gear restrictions 

and definitions (C.2, C.3)
In 2007, season opens April 7 for all salmon except Coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total 

length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3)
Pigeon Point to Point Sur (Monterey)

April 1 through Sept 24.
All salmon except Coho.  Two Fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B).  See gear restrictions 

and definitions (C.2, C.3)
In 2007, season opens April 7 for all salmon except Coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total 

length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3)
Point Sur to U.S./Mexican Border (Monterey)

April 1 through September 24.
All salmon except Coho.  Two Fish per day (C.1).  Chinook minimum size limit 20 inches total length (B).  See gear restrictions 

and definitions (C.2, C.3)
In 2007, season opens April 7 for all salmon except Coho, two fish per day (C.1), Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total 

length (B), and the same gear restrictions as in 2006 (C.2, C.3)
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Coastside Option 2:  Balances 
Protection with Opportunity

• Recreational fishermen want to ensure a healthy 
run of Klamath fish
– Coastside Option 2 provides greater protection than 

PFMC Opt. 2 while allowing greater opportunity to 
catch the abundant Central Valley fish

• The Coastside Fishing Club supports PFMC 
Option 1

• We submit Coastside Option 2 to the Council 
– To add to the suite of options considered at the April PFMC 

meeting
– To improve the seasonal opportunities afforded by PFMC 

Option 2
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Subject: Recreational Salmon Fishing in Ocean Waters off California in 2006
From: "Leszek Malaszewski" <Leszek.Malaszewski@appliedfilms.com>
Date: Fri, 24 Mar 2006 15:17:17 -0800
To: <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

Here is my summary regarding this (Klamath River Basin) salmon problem:
From DISASTER COOKBOOK
There are three basic reasons that we have crises:
1.              Failure to anticipate a problem before it arises. 
                  Example - bad policy on water diversion in previous years.
2.              Failure to perceive the problem once it arrives.
                 Example - slow response or no response to massive salmon dying when water
temperatures got hot.
3.       The tendency to perceive the wrong problem, which distracts from the real problem at hand.
                 Example - let's close salmon recreational fishing while repeating and duplicating wrong
decisions in the past. 
 

We CAN'T turn time back. But making wrong decisions will NOT resolve the problem. Please
recall VERY GOOD and SUCCESSFUL experience with enhancing salmon and steelhead within
Sacramento and American River basins.
 

Regards,

Leszek Malaszewski, P.E. 

Walnut Creek, CA

______________________________________________________________________
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email 
______________________________________________________________________
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Subject: 2006 Salmon Season
From: <spoonbreath-2@yahoo.com>
Date: Fri, 24 Mar 2006 13:52:46 -0800 (PST)
To: Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov

 
No Salmon Season In 2006? 
There may be no salmon fishing season this year on the coast from Cape Falcon, Oregon to the Mexican 
border after May 1, based on the latest data provided by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) 
at the salmon informational meeting in Santa Rosa on Tuesday, February 21.
Even if all commercial, tribal and recreational seasons are closed, the spawning escapement goal of 35,000 
natural spawners on the Klamath River will probably not be met. Even if all fishing in the ocean and Klamath
River is closed, only 29,200 natural fish are expected to spawn in the river, according to Allen Grover of the 
DFG. This figure is based on an expected age-4 ocean harvest rate of 7 percent, due to ocean commercial and
recreational harvest that already occurred in September-November 2005.
If the 2005 regulations are kept in place, only 18,700 fish - just a little over half of the minimum escapement
goal - are expected in the river, based on an age-4 ocean salmon rate of 12.2 percent.
"These expected numbers were derived from contact rate per unit effort and the effort per day day predictors 
base on long term time series of these quantities," said Grover. "Were these predictors to be more heavily 
weighted towards recent year data, the forecast number of spawners and harvest rate would be even less 
optimistic."
For anybody to fish after May 1, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) would be required to get 
an emergency rule approved by NOAA Fisheries, according to Rod McIinnis of NOAA Fisheries. To protect 
the Klamath stocks, the ocean anglers will be completely prohibited or, in the best case scenario, allowed 
severely limited seasons along the coast.
Ironically, the Sacramento River stocks of chinook salmon continue to be relatively robust. The forecasted 
ocean abundance of Central Valley stocks in 2006 is 632,482 fish, based on a return of a ge-2 fish (jacks and
jills) in the fall of 2005. However, recreational anglers and commercial fishermen will be prohibited from 
pursuing these fish because the Sacramento River and Klamath River fish mix together in the ocean fishery.
The PFMC will adopt 2006 ocean salmon fishery regulations in April 2006 at their meeting in Sacramento. If
the postseason estimate of adult spawners in 2006 is less than 35,000, it would be the third consecutive year 
of failing to meet the PFMC conservation objective for the stock. Under the terms of the Salmon FMP, this 
would trigger an overfishing concern and require the PFMC to undertaken an overfishing review, which 
would likely lead to the development of a rebuilding plan for the stock.
DFG staffers spent over two hours receiving comments from recreational and commercial anglers. Most 
comments focused on alternatives for limited salmon fisheries in certain areas at certain times to avoid 
catching Klamath stock.
Roger Thomas, a member o f the PFMC and captain of the Salty Lady sportfishing boat, suggested
researching a depth restrictive recreational season from Point Reyes to Pt. San Pedro from June through 
August.
Jim Martin, West Coast Director of the Recreational Fishing Alliance, proposed a one fish bag limit so that 
recreational anglers could fish this season.
Other suggestions included opening opening a recreational fishery in the Monterey Bay Area in April, May 
and June; Allen Grover then noted that one of the highest Klamath chinook rates on record in the Monterey 
area was in May 2005. In light of this, Captain Ken Stagnaro from Santa Cruz proposed a secondary option, a
recreational season in the Monterey area from July 1 through mid-September.
One angry commercial fisherman from Fort Bragg, Bill Forkner, stood up and summed up the feelings of 
most meeting participants when he said, "This is all B.S.! You guys (state and federal governments) aren't 
addressing the problems of the Klamath River!"
Another commercial angler, Barbara, pointed out the irony of a federal government that goes out of its way to
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supply water to subsidized farmers in the Klamath Basin while it has no problem cutting back salmon 
seasons. "There are two National Marine Fishery Services, one that puts us out of business and the other that 
bends over to the farmers," she said.
Salmon fishermen are being kicked off the water this season because of the legacy of the Klamath fish kills 
of 2002 - and decades of mismanagement by the state and federal governments, including failure to provide 
fish passage over Klamath River dams. The fish going up the river this fall are the progeny of the spring 2002
juvenile salmon kill and the September 2002 adult salmon kill.
This was a disaster that was engineered in Washington by Karl Rove and the Bush administration. Rove 
pressured Gale Norton to divert the Klamath water to agribusiness at the expense of fish, tribes, recreational 
anglers and co mmercial fishermen to curry favor with local farmers so an Oregon Republican Senator would
be reelected. Now recreational anglers, the Klamath Basin Tribes, commercial fishermen and the entire 
economy of northern California will suffer because of the greed of a few.
When we combine the Delta crash, the Klamath salmon nightmare and the precipitous decline of white 
sturgeon in the Bay-Delta estuary, it couldn't be much worse for anybody who cares about fish and the 
environment. These disasters make it urgent that we expose their creators - the federal government and state 
governments - for what they have done to our fisheries. They must all be held accountable for the big money,
mismanagement and corruption that created the current nightmare scenario.
The PFMC will adopt a set of options for the 2006 ocean salmon fisheries for public review in Seattle on 
March 5-10. Then on April 3-7, the council will meet to adopt the 2006 management measures at the 
DoubleTree Hotel in Sacrament o.

 
Simple-don't close the 2006 Salmon Season Because of Klamath River fish that aren't healthy because 
the "water" isn't being fixed. Not for the 5% or less Klamath chinook that are in the ocean fishery. Do 
the right thing and just fix the water. All fishermen, commercial, recreational, and tribal, depend on it.
 
Gary Carlson
Pleasant Hill, CA



[Fwd: Salmon fishing on the ocean]  

1 of 2 3/23/2006 10:52 AM

Subject: [Fwd: Salmon fishing on the ocean]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Thu, 23 Mar 2006 10:12:20 -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 on the ocean
From: "William Smith" <captainsmitty@riptide.net>
Date: Thu, 23 Mar 2006 09:43:02 -0800
To: <Pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>, <Bill.Hogarth@noaa.gov>, <Conrad.C.Lautenbacher@noaa.gov>,
<CGutierrez@doc.gov>, <governor@governor.ca.gov>, <lynn.woolsey@mail.house.gov>,
<sf.nancy@mail.house.gov>, <annagram@mail.house.gov>, <George.Miller@mail.house.gov>,
<samfarr@mail.house.gov>, <m.thompson@mail.house.gov>, <mike.honda@mail.house.gov>,
<rpombo@mail.house.gov>, <webmail@feinstein-iq.senate.gov>, <senator_gsmith@exchange.senate.gov>
CC: <captainsmitty@riptide.net>

Hello.
 
I am writing today as an interested citizen and hope that my views will be given serious consideration
regarding the pending closure of the 2006 salmon fishing season along the western United States. 
 
As you carefully consider the impact to the thousands of customers and fishermen who come to the coast to
fish on the sea, eat at the restaurants and purchase fresh fish from fish mongers you must consider the
potential loss of revenue not only to the fishermen but also all of the associated businesses (restaurants,
hotels, gas stations, harbors, fuel suppliers, tackle suppliers). Coastal communities will suffer immediately
with the loss of  income and tax revenues that support their social and educational infrastructures.
 
I ask you to address the problems of the Klamath River as the salmon are not overfished, but the Klamath 
River is being strangled.  Cutting back in the fishing of this resource does not provide a solution to the real
reasons for the low fish populations in the Klamath River. There are other solutions that have been identified
to save this important river system – a high volume of fresh cold water to flush out the parasites and diseases
and to allow the fish their natural spawning patterns. 

By focusing on the real problem, the economies of our coastal communities will be able to survive if the
salmon continue to be available.
 Capt. Smitty
www.riptide.net

This letter is representative of 10 comments received by the Council
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Subject: [Fwd: Support Option#1 at PFMC meeting for 2006 Salmon]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Thu, 23 Mar 2006 09:25:26 -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 Option#1 at PFMC meeting for 2006 Salmon
From: "Steve Dillon" <Dilbyrocks@rcn.com>
Date: Thu, 23 Mar 2006 09:14:24 -0800
To: "George W. Bush" <comments@whitehouse.gov>
CC: "Arnold Shwarzenegger" <governor@governor.ca.gov>

Hello my name is Steve Dillon I am a recreational fisherman from San Mateo,
California.
Please support Option #1 for Salmon 2006 at the April 3-7th PFMC meeting at
Sacramento.
Stop hurting the little Guy. We contribute allot of money to the economy.
The Facts clearly show that the Klamath River has been drastically
mismanaged from water diversions NOT fishermen. Wild Salmon is one of our
best most highly renewable resources.
All the fish need is enough water to do their thing and everybody wins. The
very thought of going to Pier 39 & Fishermans Warf in San Francisco makes me
sick to my stomach today. Remembering when Fathers took there sons fishing
out the Golden Gate to catch the hard fighting Chinook Salmon. Tourists and
locals lining up at the markets to pick up fresh wild Salmon for the
weekend.This closure will crush the very infrastructure of our entire local
fishery/not just Salmon. Imagine how many hard working Americans are going
to suffer by your carelessness regarding this matter. What have you
Politicians done!
  Strip mine one of our best most easily renewable resources of the one
thing it needs most WATER.The Klamath river situation is a WATER MANAGEMENT
PROBLEM with the Bureau of Reclamation NOT a over Fishing problem. Meanwhile
the Sacramento River is teeming with fish. To shut down the entire coast is
ludicrist. ITS TIME TO STAND UP and give the Klamath the water it needs.
SUPPORT OPTION#1 at the April 3-7th Sacramento PFMC meeting to allow us to
fish and to allow the real problem to be considered and fixed.
WWW.coastsidefishingclub.com
Steve Dillon
1745 Lkae St.
San Mateo CA 94403
650 302 0517

Support Option#1 at PFMC meeting for 2006 Salmon Content-Type: message/rfc822
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon SEason]
From: "Jennifer Gilden" <Jennifer.Gilden@noaa.gov>
Date: Thu, 23 Mar 2006 09:10:03 -0800
To: CHuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

Public comment...

J

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: 2006 Salmon SEason

Date: Wed, 22 Mar 2006 20:40:02 -0800 (PST)
From: SCOTT BEST <naniamo@sbcglobal.net>

To: Jennifer.Gilden@noaa.gov

Please support the fishermen and women off the coast of California,
                                                                      thank you Scott Best

-- 
______________________________________ 
Pacific Fishery Management Council 
Portland, Oregon 
Toll free 866.806.7204 | www.pcouncil.org 



Salmon Closures  

1 of 1 3/22/2006 10:37 AM

Subject: Salmon Closures
From: "Seafood Suppliers Inc." <sfs-pier33@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Wed, 22 Mar 2006 10:35:43 -0800
To: <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

Dear Mr. Tracy
 
As the president of Seafood Suppliers, I am writing to encourage your support for an emergency plan to
preserve a viable commercial and recreational salmon season for 2006. We realize the salmon of Klamath River
are in trouble. The reasons are numerous; however it is abundantly clear that over-fishing is not the cause of the
low numbers of salmon returning to the river.
 
In 2005, less severe season closures harmed our company substantially. Jobs have already been lost.
Countless fishing boats, as well as the supporting dockside businesses have failed--or simply given up. Shutting
down the 2006 season will result in significant losses to our business, the entire California seafood industry, and
to scores of others including fishing tackle suppliers, charter boats, motels and restaurants, boat dealers, fuel
sales, harbors and the many businesses that survive and prosper with the health of a sustainable and productive
ocean salmon fishery. 
 
The conditions on the Klamath have changed the management equation. Until 
the river is returned to health, the present management rules cannot solve the problem. We would encourage
your support for the suspension of the 35,000 natural spawner "floor" in the Klamath for 18 months and the
establishment of a season similar to that of last year for both recreational and commercial fishing. It is essential
to find a balance between conservation and economics, or risk causing serious financial harm to the many
people who depend on fishing for their livelihoods.
 
Thank You-
 
Wm T. Dawson
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Subject: [Fwd: Support Option#1 at the PFMC council meeting Salmon 2006]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Wed, 22 Mar 2006 08:01:21 -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 Option#1 at the PFMC council meeting Salmon 2006
From: "Steve Dillon" <Dilbyrocks@rcn.com>
Date: Tue, 21 Mar 2006 21:25:29 -0800
To: "George W. Bush" <comments@whitehouse.gov>
CC: "Carlos M. Gutierrez" <CGutierrez@doc.gov>, "Arnold Shwarzenegger" <governor@governor.ca.gov>

Hello again my name is Steve Dillon
I am a recreational fisherman from San Mateo, California and proud member of
the
Coastside Fishing Club.I have sent you int his letter the information
included in our Broshure. I hope you will review it. I am once again
reaching out to you my government representatives to tell you personally
that I am very displeased with the current misguided attempt to close the
Salmon fishery off the California coast. I urge you to support Option #1 in
the upcoming PFMC Pacific Fisheries Management Council meeting April 3-7 in
Sacramento to determine the future of our fishery. NOAA will then need to
approve it.

Important facts about the 2006 ocean harvest south of the KMZ
Klamath Management Zone.

Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) analysis by the CA Dept of Fish &Game
show that even with a repeat of the 2005 regulations, only 468 Klamath fish
would be caught south of Point Arena in 2006. Furthermore, their analysis
shows that of these 468 Klamath fish, only 58% (270) would be 2006 natural
spawners.

The economic value of the ocean recreational salmon fishery is enormous.
Permanently closing a valuable and highly sustainable ocean fishery over 270
natural 2006 spawners (0.5% of the total run) is not justified in any
economic or resource management model.

California Saltwater Fishing contributes $1.7 billion to the economy, nearly
$500 million in jobs and wages, more than 15,000 jobs, $56.7 million in fuel
purchases, and $78 million in Federal income tax (ASA), 2001). The loss of
salmon as a viable recreational activity will cripple the largest recreation
activity in the state.

“ I like to fish because it is totally relaxing.
I can concentrate and forget all my worries.
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I count my blessings while fishing.”
President George W. Bush

South of the KMZ the take of Klamath natural spawners is NOT material to the
health of that fishery. Furthermore, it makes no sense from either a
conservation or economic standpoint to forgo the opportunity to fish for the
immense run of the California Central Valley Salmon in order to avoid the
few Klamath fish that might be taken south of the KMZ.
The Problem

Parasites, not fishing, are the cause of low numbers of Klamath Chinook
spawners.

The low predicted abundance of Klamath fall-run Chinook is due to an
outbreak of a lethal parasite(C. Shasta) that has infected and killed
massive numbers of salmon in the river beginning in 2002. A second parasite
(P. minibicormis) has also been found in the river infecting the salmon.
California Department of Fish & Game indicated 80% of the out migrating
juveniles were infected. The mortality rate is 100%

The parasites, which are believed to be natural to the river, have
flourished in the Klamath as a result of low flows, warm water, and poor
water quality. Cool waters are necessary to rid the infestation in the
river. Low flows are a result of the drought and the low rainfall the basin
has suffered until this year, coupled with up-stream agricultural
diversions. The poor water quality is attributable to the reservoirs behind
the four dams on the Klamath where warm; still waters facilitate toxic algal
outbreaks and impairment of water quality

To date no intervention has taken place to protect the fish from the
parasites.

To date, no action has been taken by the responsible federal agencies to
help the spawning adult fish or their offspring. Nothing has been done to
address infected areas of the river. Not even stop gap measures, such as
trapping and trucking juvenile fish to avoid lethal stretches of the river,
which would maximize the number of offspring safely reaching the ocean, has
been undertaken. As a result, rebuilding the fall-run Chinook through
restrictions on fishermen is a futile exercise since that only increases the
number of in-river fish, which parasites will eventually kill.

To date no action has been taken to improve flows or water quality.

An improved flow regime for the river is not mandated until 2010 by the
National Marine Fisheries Service under its 2002 Biological Opinion (BiOp)
for endangered Species Act (ESA) listed Klamath River Coho salmon. Klamath
River Chinook are not listed under the ESA, NMFS, however, is demanding
immediate restrictions on fishing, even though no improvement in river flow
will be forthcoming until 2010 under their plan. Neither state nor federal
water authorities have yet to deal with the toxic water discharges from four
Klamath dams owned and operated by PacicCorp.

The “floor”

The Klamath “floor” is an optimum production goal, not a conservation goal.

Fishery scientists have determined the return of 35,000 natural spawners
provides an optimal production of fall-run Chinook in a healthy Klamath
River. It is not the minimum needed for survival of the fall-run Chinook,
which is neither an “endangered” species nor “threatened” species under the
Endangered Species Act. In fact, runs far smaller than 35,000 natural fish
have consistently had better reproductive success than larger runs.
Nevertheless, the federal agency managing the fishery has declared the
number of 35,000 to be a “floor that must be met.

In the last 22 years the “floor” has not been met 12 times

In years where the “floor” is achieved the recruit to spawner ratio is 1.3:1
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That’s 1.3 fish produced for ever spawner

In years where the “floor” is NOT achieved the Recruit to spawner ratio is
8:1
That’s 8 fish produced for every spawner.

Again I urge you to please support Option #1 in the upcoming PFMC meeting
and to please address the very real and fixable problems our beloved Klamath
River is facing.

Support Option#1 at the PFMC council meeting Salmon 2006
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Mon, 27 Mar 2006 08:50:45 -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: 2006 Salmon Season
From: "City of Point Arena" <ptarena@mcn.org>
Date: Sat, 25 Mar 2006 13:55:21 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Sirs,
 
The City of Point Arena would like to comment through this office on the proposals for the coming
salmon fishing season.
We support Option 1 and 2.  These options would allow a minimal safety net to help keep alive a
sustainable fishery.  Here are a few points which support our position:
 
1.  The economic argument is obvious and will likely be made by numerous other commenters.  For
the record Point Arena pier landed 37,000 lbs of commercial salmon last year and an unknown
amount of sport caught fish.  We do know, however, that we had around 450 launches of sport
boats during the salmon season.  This, obviously, translates into a sizable contribution into our small,
but vital visitor-serving industry.
 
2.  Another part of the economic argument is that with a severely restricted catch the scarcity of
ocean salmon will likely create high prices which will help fishers in a cash-starved season.  This
should reduce the need for possible disaster relief for an industry shut out of work. 
 
3.  For the last several years there has been a concerted effort to educate the public about the
superior quality and environmental appropriateness of ocean caught salmon.  Nearly all local
restaurants feature local wild salmon and tourists look forward to coming to the coast where they
can find wild salmon in restaurants or simply buy a fresh fish off a boat.  This quality-of-life kind of
experience, though simple, is deeply appreciated by those who have the opportunity to look the
person in the eye who caught their dinner.  By allowing permit holders to land only 50 fish per
week, these fish will no doubt be consumed for the most part near where they were caught.
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Subject: Option 3
From: "Mary Chambers" <mary@florencecpas.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Mar 2006 13:10:32 -0800
To: <Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov>

Mr. Tracy
                  Met and shook your hand at the Red Lyon meeting last night.I and my son left at the fire drill,but I felt
like the guys were doing a pretty good job presenting thier case for no season. My self I think we should have
shut it down last year for 3 Three years,and let nature take over where we have failed.It really would'nt hurt to
get rid of a few Sea Lyons,and birds as a little assist.
I'm thinking about my son,as he will be takeing over the boat in the near future.I've been fishing for close to 30
years now,and have kept quiet and played the cards delt. In the 80s I peddled my own fish to survive.With the
wifes help we raised two boy's,and payed for our home.I think the fleet will survive with or with out help.We are a
tough breed.
 
                                 Close the Season
 
        Thank you  Dan Chambers sr.FV Mary Louise
 
                           umpbarcaptn@yahoo.com



March 25, 2006

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place 
Suite 200
Portland, OR 97220-1384

Dear Council Members,

My wife and I have been fishing salmon together for almost 30 years. As you can imagine, we
aren’t young enough to be retrained to go into another profession. Although we both have
college degrees, we chose commercial fishing as a career. Last year (the 2005 season) the
reduced season cost us just over $53,000 dollars in gross income, when comparing to an average
of our landings of the  2002, 2003, and 2004 seasons. We can not financially survive with that
continued loss of income. Our business survival is at stake.  

Over the past few years, wild salmon has garnered a higher status and the result is better prices
to the fishermen. If the supply of “wild salmon” dries up because of a small or no fishing season,
then the void will be filled by farmed salmon. When we are allowed to resume fishing, we will
have lost our market niche and therefore, we will have lost the higher price. And it doesn’t stop
there. We will most likely lose some of our infrastructure. Gear stores, buyers, ice faculities, fuel
docks, many will be gone never to return. It will be an economic failure to the industry. Disaster
loans will not save us in the long run. We need access to the strong Sacramento stocks to keep
the whole industry alive and healthy.        

We respectfully request that the PFMC declare that the salmon situation on the Klamath warrants
an emergency action. We also request that the PFMC take all measures possible to provide ocean
users with a season that will allow us the most possible access to the Sacramento stocks. The
parasite that is killing the Klamath River salmon is the cause of the poor returns and putting
more fish in river will not solve the problem until the parasite problem is solved. 

Thank you, 

Wayne Moody

cc  Carlos Gutierrez, US Department of Commerce 
     Arnold Schwarzeneggar, Governor of California
     Rod McGinnis, Regional Director, NMFS SW Region 
     Diane Feinstein, US Senate
     Barbara Boxer, US Senate
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Subject: [Fwd: 2006 Commercial Salmon Options]
From: "PFMC Comments" <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>
Date: Tue, 28 Mar 2006 11:47:47 -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 Commercial Salmon Options
From: "Janice Emery / Jeff Werner" <jandj@harborside.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Mar 2006 09:01:08 -0800
To: <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

                                                                                                        Jeff Werner
                                                                                                        F/V Deanna Marie
                                                                                                        Pistol River, OR 97444
Council Members and Staff,
          I would like to offer a couple adjustments to the options put forth for the 2006 commercial salmon season. 
1.  Option 1:  Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt.
          The harvest dampening mechanism for May, in this area, is a three day per week opening, for each
calendar week.  To
to increase the chance of having fishable weather, it would be preferable to have a weekly harvest cap of 75 or
100 fish and open the area for the entire month of May.This harvest cap should be carried through June and
help assure that any chance of Klamath impacts would be minimized.
2.  Option 2:  Florence South Jetty to Cape Arago
          The southern boundary of this area should be moved to the Bandon jetty.  The Klamath impacts would be
minimal and it would open a traditional fishing area that is cut off by the arbitrary Cape Arago line.
          I urge the council to adopt one of these options, preferably Option 1.  The last two years have seen the
market for wild salmon expand and ex vessel prices become more stable.  To maintain this hard won
improvement in markets it is imperative that we supply wild salmon.  A smaller supply spread over a longer time
frame is much better then no coastal wild salmon.
          Finally I would like to add a little historical perspective.  In 1983 mother nature dealt the salmon fleet one
of the harshest seasons in memory.  The El Nino event of that year produced very few fish of very small stature. 
Despite what looked like a fishless ocean the brood stock of that year class produced a very robust fishery in
1987.  The resilience of the salmon is impressive.  Thank you for your time and consideration.
                                                                                                        Jeff Werner
 

2006 Commercial Salmon Options
Content-Type: message/rfc822
Content-Encoding: 7bit



[Fwd: 2006 Salmon Season]  

2 of 2 3/27/2006 8:58 AM

4.  Everyone acknowledges the rightful claim that Native Americans have to continue their long held
tradition of harvesting salmon.  It is part of their culture and something that needs to be respected
and continued.  It should also be noted, however, the European, Asian, and African Americans have
lived in this area for over a hundred years and have become part of the north coast culture of which
salmon is a part.  By allowing a minimal catch which will be largely consumed locally salmon can
continue to be a part of the lives of north coast residents.   Though our histories and needs are very
different there should be no reason why
all locals shouldn’t have access to a local resource.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Mitch McFarland
Point Arena Harbor Office
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 Agenda Item E.3 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2006 
 
 

METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS AND  
PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION FOR 2006 

 
Each year, the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) completes a methodology review to 
help assure new or significantly modified methodologies employed to estimate impacts of the 
Council’s salmon management use the best available science.  The process normally involves: 
developing a list of potential topics for review at the April Council meeting; final selection of 
review topics at the September Council meeting; review of selected topics in October by the SSC 
Salmon Subcommittee and the Salmon Technical Team (STT); and review by the full SSC at the 
November Council meeting.  This review  process is preparatory to the Council’s adoption, at the 
November meeting, of all proposed changes to be implemented in the coming season or, in 
certain limited cases, providing directions for handling any unresolved methodology problems 
prior to the formulation of salmon management options in March.  Because there is insufficient 
time to review new or modified methods at the March meeting, the Council may reject their use 
if they have not been approved the preceding November. 
 
In 2005, the SSC reviewed two topics:  1) the Model Evaluation Workgroup (MEW) 
documentation for the Fishery Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM); and 2) proposed 
Columbia River fall Chinook ocean abundance forecast methodology. 
 
For 2006 there are at least three issues the Council may want to consider when setting priorities 
for the methodology review: 
 
1. The MEW is scheduled to complete work on the detailed FRAM documentation this summer, 

and a review of the documentation would assist the SSC in evaluation of the FRAM and any 
proposed modifications.  

 
2. A follow up on Columbia River fall Chinook ocean abundance forecast methodology to 

compare various alternative methodologies.  This topic would be contingent upon the 
Columbia River Technical Advisory Committee evaluation of methods which forecast ocean 
abundance directly, and a determination if the continued use of river-mouth abundance 
forecasts is warranted.  

 
3. The contact rate and catch projection portions of the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model in light 

of the recent year performance of age-4 harvest rate forecasts and the implications for 
Endangered Species Act listed California coastal Chinook consultation standards. 

 
The SSC will receive input from the STT and the MEW, and provide recommendations for 
methodologies to be reviewed in 2006. 
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Council Task: 
 
1. Provide guidance to the SSC regarding potential topics and priorities for methodologies 

to be reviewed in 2006. 
2. Request affected agencies develop and provide needed materials to the SSC, as 

appropriate. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item E.3.b, Supplemental SSC Report:  Scientific and Statistical Committee Report 

on Methodology Reviews for 2006. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Scientific and Statistical Committee Report Pete Lawson 
c. State, Tribal, and Federal Agency Recommendations 
d. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
e. Public Comment 
f. Council Guidance on Potential Methodologies to be Reviewed in 2006 
 
 
PFMC 
03/16/06 
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Supplemental SSC Report 

April 2006 
 
 

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS AND PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION 

FOR 2006 
 

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) met with Mr. Dell Simmons and other members 
of the Salmon Technical Team (STT) to identify and discuss methodology reviews for 2006.  
Five items were identified that for potential SSC review this fall.  The review is tentatively 
scheduled for the second week in September 2006. 
 
Chinook and Coho Fishery Regulation Assessment Model Documentation.  The Model 
Evaluation Workgroup (MEW) is completing documentation of the Fishery Regulation 
Assessment Model (FRAM).  The MEW is expected to complete, by the June Council meeting: 
(1) an overview of FRAM, (2) a detailed FRAM document which contains all algorithms used in 
the models, (3) a user’s manual, and (4) the documentation of the base period data used in the 
Chinook and Coho FRAM.   
 
Columbia River Ocean Abundance Forecast Methodology.  The SSC reviewed a preliminary 
report in October 2005 and recommended that a preferred model and data set be selected.  The 
MEW has since responded to this request and is preparing an evaluation of the model’s 
performance for the SSC. 
 
Coweeman Exploitation Rate. The Coweeman exploitation rate has been much higher than 
forecasted in the annual Preseason Report III.  The STT has made modifications to correct this 
bias in its forecast and has requested that the SSC review these modifications.  
 
Oregon Coastal Natural (OCN) Predictor Methodology.  A revision has been proposed to the 
methodology for predicting the OCN ocean abundance.  
 
Klamath Ocean Harvest Model - Contact Rates and Catch Projections.  Contact rates for 
Klamath River fall Chinook were much higher in 2004 and 2005 than previously observed and 
this stock will significantly constrain several Council salmon fisheries in 2006.  An exploration 
of potential factors that led to the unusual Klamath contact rates in 2004 and 2005 could help 
prevent a recurrence. 
 
As always, the SSC requires good documentation and ample review time to make efficient use of 
the SSC Salmon Subcommittee’s time.  Materials to be reviewed should be submitted at least 
two weeks prior to the scheduled review.  Agencies should be responsible for ensuring that 
materials submitted to the SSC are technically sound, comprehensive, clearly documented, and 
identified by author. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/05/06 
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SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS 
AND PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION FOR 2006 

 
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) approves of the list of salmon methodology review topics 
submitted by the Salmon Technical Team for review by the Scientific and Statistical Committee 
(SSC) this fall, including the following: 
 
1. Detailed Fishery Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM) documentation and Chinook FRAM 

Base Period Data Development.    
 
2. Columbia River Ocean Abundance forecast methodology.   
 
3. Coweeman Exploitation rate.    
 
4. Klamath Chinook contact rate and catch projection. 
 
In addition, the SAS is interested in requesting some research and data needs that may be 
appropriate as future methodology review topics, including: 
 
1. Examination of the appropriateness of the September 1 birth date for Klamath River fall 

Chinook, and sensitivity of the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) to changes in the 
birth date relative to the tag codes used to evaluate fishery impacts. 

 
2. The effects of sea lion predation at the mouth of the Klamath River on spawning escapement 

of Klamath River fall Chinook. 
 
3. An experimental design for a test fisheries to estimate the relative impacts to Klamath River 

fall Chinook in fisheries restricted to nearshore areas. 
 
4. Estimates of fall fishery impacts in the KOHM in the preseason process. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/05/06 
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Agenda Item E.3.d 
Supplemental STT Report 

April 2006 
 
 

SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM REPORT ON METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS 
AND PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION FOR 2006 

 
The Salmon Technical Team (STT) recommends Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) 
review the following subjects this fall. 
 
1. Detailed Fishery Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM) Documentation and Chinook 

FRAM Base Period Data Development.   The five pieces of core FRAM documentation are:  
(1) the overview, (2) the detailed FRAM documentation, (3) a user’s manual, (4) the Chinook, 
and the (5) coho base period data development documentation.   The Model Evaluation 
Workgroup (MEW) completed work on the overview in 2004.  The MEW is currently 
scheduled to complete the remaining FRAM documentations in time for the June meeting.  
The STT recommends the SSC provide follow up comments, on the materials presented in 
June, this fall. 

 
2. Columbia River Ocean Abundance Forecast Methodology.  The MEW presented a suite of 

stock and age-specific models to forecast ocean abundances of Columbia River Chinook 
stocks at the 2005 fall meeting.  The performance of the proposed models was simulated 
using two different data sets: a long time series (all available data) and a short time series 
(recent 10 years) and several models.  The SSC has recommended the MEW select a 
“preferred” model and data set plus a review by the U.S. v. Oregon Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC).  Since the fall meeting, the performance of the model most likely to be 
adopted by the TAC was simulated using the same data set that TAC uses to prepare its 
preseason forecast of terminal runs.  The TAC time series is typically the recent years but not 
necessarily the recent 10 years.   Using the same data set in both the ocean abundance model 
and the terminal run model best emulates the method that the TAC will adopt.  Members of 
the TAC have also prepared a “dry run” forecast for the 2006 season as an additional test of 
the methodology.  The STT recommends the SSC review the model performance as measured 
by the simulated historical forecasts using the data set and model most likely to be adopted by 
the TAC and the “dry run” 2006 forecast this fall. 

 
3. Coweeman Exploitation Rate.   Dr. Robert Kope indicated in his report, Kope, R. 2005.  

Performance of Ocean Fisheries Management Relative to National Marine Fisheries Service 
Endangered Species Act Consultation Standards.  NW Fisheries Science Center.  Seattle, WA, 
that the Coweeman exploitation rate has been higher than forecast in the annual Preseason III 
Reports.  However, his analysis is based on limited coded-wire tag recoveries from the 
surrogate Cowlitz tule hatchery stock where as the estimates in the preseason analyses are 
projected from the Chinook FRAM model.  The STT recommends the SSC review the 
methods used to prepare the Coweeman impact estimates in the Preseason Report III and if 
the methods correct the bias identified by Dr. Kope this fall. 



2 

4. Klamath Chinook contact rate and catch projection.  During the March meeting, the area 
and month specific data used to build the Klamath contact rate per effort model were adjusted 
to address the under prediction of age-4 commercial ocean harvest for the past 3 years.  
Instead of using all available data to build the model, the new data set is limited to the 1991-
2005 data for the KO, KC, FB, SF, and MO areas and to the 2005 data for NO and CO areas.  
This adjustment in the data set was described in Appendix A of the Preseason Report II.  The 
STT recommends the SSC review the adjusted Klamath contact rate and effort model this fall.  

 
 
PFMC 
04/05/06 
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 Agenda Item E.4 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2006 
 
 

ROLE OF THE KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL (KFMC) 
 

The Klamath Act authorized $21,000,000 in 1986 to be appropriated over twenty years, and it 
established two federal advisory committees: the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force 
(Task Force) and the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC). 
 
The Task Force has worked toward restoring Klamath River fisheries by funding watershed 
restoration planning and education, fisheries research and monitoring, fish stock enhancement, 
and on-the-ground habitat restoration.  Over its tenure, the Task Force has increasingly supported 
local watershed groups to bring together landowners and other natural resource interests in each 
of the five sub-basins of the Lower Klamath River Basin. 
 
The Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) is an 11-member federal advisory 
committee consisting of representatives from commercial and recreational ocean fisheries, the in-
river sport fishing community, tribal fisheries, the California Department of Fish and Game, 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, National Marine Fisheries Service, and U.S. 
Department of the Interior.  The KFMC makes specific recommendations to the Pacific Fishery 
Management Council, California Fish and Game Commission, Oregon Department of Fish 
Wildlife, Yurok Tribal Fisheries, and Hoopa Tribal Fisheries.  The Klamath River Technical 
Advisory Team (KRTAT) provides biological and statistical expertise to aid in advising the 
KFMC on the status of anadroumous fish stocks of the Klamath Basin and the impacts of fishery 
management options. This includes the development of annual projections of Chinook salmon 
stock size and the development of fishery models, such as the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model 
(KOHM) for use by fishery managers in the management of Klamath River Chinook salmon. 
Membership of the KRTAT consists of individuals from entities represented on the KFMC. 
 
The Klamath Act has not been reauthorized and funding for the KFMC and the Task Force is 
scheduled to expire September 30, 2006.  Many of the functions performed by the KFMC and 
KRTAT are instrumental in the Council’s salmon management process and the Council should 
consider the means for accomplishing them (e.g., the technical work of run reconstruction and 
abundance forecasts, and the policy work of recommending allocation among states and fishery 
sectors for annual management measures).  In addition, the research and monitoring work funded 
through the Task Force is critical to maintaining the data quality necessary to do the technical 
analyses on which informed policy decisions are based. 
 
Curt Melcher, Chair of the KFMC, will brief the Council on the status of the KFMC and the 
functions relevant to the Council’s salmon management process. 
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Council Task: 
 
1. Discuss implications of salmon management in the absence of the KFMC. 
2. Provide guidance for achieving KFMC tasks in the Council and other processes. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. KFMC Recommendations Curt Melcher 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Discussion and Guidance 
 
 
PFMC 
03/16/06 
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Agenda Item E.4.c 
Supplemental SAS Report 

April 2006 
 
 

ROLE OF THE KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL (KFMC) 
 
The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) is supportive of a process that provides an accessible 
public forum for developing harvest allocation recommendations regarding Klamath Chinook.  
The SAS also concurs with the STT’s Supplemental Statement (E.4.c) regarding maintenance of 
fisheries monitoring and data analyses necessary for management of Klamath Chinook. 
 
While the SAS finds that the harvest allocation discussions that have occurred in the KFMC have 
been very useful in shaping annual salmon seasons south of Cape Falcon, there is a concern that 
needed recommendations have often been delayed, and technical data have been inaccessible  to 
the public.  Accordingly, the SAS would recommend that the KFMC process be preserved and 
improved to ensure broader and more timely distribution of information. 
 
 
PFMC 
04/05/06 
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Agenda Item E.4.c 
Supplemental STT Statement 

April 2006 
 

 
ROLE OF THE KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL (KFMC) 

 
If funding for the KFMC and the Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force (Task Force) expires 
in September of this year, it will affect the Salmon Technical Team’s (STT) ability to advise the 
Council on the effects of ocean salmon regulations on Klamath fall Chinook.  Impacts can be 
grouped under two categories: research and monitoring activities, and stock assessment.  
Research and monitoring activities funded through the Task Force, include gathering basic 
biological data, such as redd surveys, carcass counts, creel surveys, and scale and coded-wire tag 
(CWT) collection and reading.  These data are used in stock assessment and cohort analysis to 
make annual estimates of age-specific escapement, inriver and ocean harvest rates, and total run 
size.  In turn, those estimates are used by the Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM) to forecast 
age-specific ocean abundance, harvest rates, and escapement of Klamath fall Chinook.   
 
If funding for the KFMC expires, some members of the STT could assume the responsibility for 
completing the analyses currently performed by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team 
(KRTAT) which are crucial to the Council process.  Several key members of the KRTAT serve 
on the STT or already have a close working relationship with the STT.  However, the basic 
biological data must still be collected through on-going monitoring programs including the 
completion of the annual KRTAT “Age Composition Report” If these data are not available due 
to the lack of funding for the Task Force, the STT will not be able to conduct the Klamath 
analyses critical to the Council.  
 
 
PFMC 
3/31/06 
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 Agenda Item E.5 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2005 
 
 

CLARIFY COUNCIL DIRECTION ON 2006 MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
(IF NECESSARY) 

 
If the Salmon Technical Team (STT) needs clarification of the tentative management measures 
before completing its analysis, the STT Chairman will address the Council in this agenda item. 
 
Council Task: 
 
If requested, provide any needed guidance to assist the STT in its analysis of the tentative 
management measures. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Report of the STT 
c. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
d. Public Comment 
e. Council Guidance and Direction 
 
 
PFMC 
03/16/06 
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 Agenda Item E.6 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2006 
 
 

FINAL ACTION ON 2006 SALMON MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
 

The Salmon Technical Team (STT) will briefly review its analysis of the tentative management 
measures and answer Council questions.  Final adoption of management measures will follow 
the comments of the advisors, tribes, agencies, and public. 
 
This action is for submission to the U.S. Secretary of Commerce, and the final motions 
must be visible in writing.  To avoid unnecessary delay and confusion in proposing final 
regulations, minor edits may be made to the STT analysis and other documents provided by staff.  
If major deviations from existing documents are anticipated, Council members should be 
prepared to provide a written motion that can be projected on a screen or quickly photocopied.  
Please prepare your motion documents or advise Council staff of the need for, or existence of, 
additional working documents as early as possible before the final vote. 
 
Council Action: 
 
Adopt final treaty Indian troll, non-Indian commercial and recreational ocean salmon 
fishery management measures for submission to the U.S. Secretary of Commerce. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
1. Agenda Item E.6.b, Supplemental STT Report: STT Analysis of Tentative 2006 Ocean 

Salmon Fishery Management Measures. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. STT Analysis of Impacts Dell Simmons 
c. KFMC Comments Curt Melcher 
d. State, Tribal, and Federal Agency Recommendations 
e. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies  
f. Public Comment 
g. Council Action:  Adopt Final Measures 
 
 
PFMC 
03/16/06 
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Supplemental EC report 

April 2006 
 
 
 

The enforcement consultants have the following recommendations for landing language 
in the 2006 Salmon regulations. 

 
The first item deals with fisherman that fish in one area and then land in a closed area. 
 

C. Requirements, Definitions, Restrictions, or Exceptions 
 

C.1. Compliance with minimum Size or Special Restrictions: All salmon on board a 
vessel must meet the minimum size or other special requirements for the area being 
fished and the area in which they are landed. Salmon may be landed in an area that is 
closed only if they comply with the minimum size, trip limit, or other special 
requirements for the area in which they were caught and for the area into which they are 
landed. 
 
There have been issues with fisherman catching fish in one area and then making 
landings in another area that was open with trip limits restrictions but was closed for a 
few days. Some times because of the 24 hours to land catch allowance, one boat would be 
landing a trip limit catch and next boat would have a landing in excess of the limit but 
claimed to have fished in an area without restrictions. The thought of this change is to 
limit all fisherman delivering in an area to the most restrictive limit. 
 
Language to be used in California Commercial Salmon regulations. To restrict 
landing for catch accounting and quota management situations. 
 
All salmon must be landed south of Horse Mt.. [ This would appear in all areas south of 
Horse Mt. to Point Arena ( Fort Bragg) 
 
Additionally in the area of Horse Mt to Point Arena (Fort Bragg)   
 
All Salmon harvested in September must be landed in the Horse Mt. and Point Arena 
area. 
 
Additionally in the area  of Pt Arena to Pigeon Pt. (San Francisco) 
 
All Salmon harvested in September must be landed in the 
Pt Arena to Pigeon Pt. (San Francisco) area. 
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TESTIMONY OF  
THE COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY TRIBES 

BEFORE PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 
April 6, 2006 

Sacramento, CA 

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the Council.  My name is 
Rapheal Bill.  I am a member of the Fish and Wildlife Committee of the 
Umatilla Tribe.   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.   
As we near the completion of the planning for 2006 ocean fisheries, we 
would like to remind the Council of some of the issues bringing us where 
we are now and some of the events outside the Council process that will 
influence where we will end up in the future.   
Salmon returning to the Columbia River run a gauntlet of fisheries from 
Alaska through Canada and west coast as well as in-river fisheries.  If we 
do not continue to protect Columbia and Snake River salmon, all these 
fisheries and fishing communities including tribal communities will suffer. 
We have concerns about how we are managing our ocean fisheries.   We 
are concerned that some, especially Canadian fisheries, are not being 
monitored and sampled appropriately.  We are also concerned that CWT 
data from a number of ocean fisheries do not seem to be finalized in the 
PSMFC Coded Wire Tag database on a timely basis.  We understand that 
some 2004 ocean CWT recovery data are not finalized yet.   This 
complicates post season analysis of ocean fisheries and makes it 
technically more difficult to use historic data to plan future fisheries.   
There are implications not only for planning northern fisheries but Council 
area fisheries as well. We also need to continually work on ensuring we 
are using technically sound release mortality rates.  We also need to 
address the problem of increased uncertainty in our modeling due to 
damage to the CWT system as a result of mass marking and selective 
fisheries.  The increased cost of mass marking fish reduces the amount of 
money available for other fishery management activities such as sampling 

JJ
Text Box
Agenda Item E.6.dSupplemental Tribal ReportApril 2006
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fisheries.   We hope that progress can be made in addressing these 
management shortcomings in the near future.   
We are also concerned that there are indications that we are entering a 
period of lower ocean productivity.   We recommend that the co-managers 
work together to develop appropriate forecasting and modeling techniques 
to ensure that we are able to account for natural changes in ocean 
productivity in our fishery planning.    
Additionally we recommend that when fisheries are constrained to protect 
wild stocks that appropriate measures are taken to protect the offspring of 
the fish that fisheries forego harvest on.  In the Columbia, we believe that 
when fisheries need to be constrained, it is appropriate and necessary 
for flows and temperatures to be managed to support survival of the 
next generation of juveniles.   Keeping migrating fish in the river with 
proper flow and spill will increase survival instead of barging and trucking 
which has not shown real benefits.   Un-naturally high populations of 
fish, bird and mammal predators need to be controlled to protect 
migrating salmon.   The states need to work through the Section 120 
process of the Marine Mammal Protection Act to address the sea lion 
problem in the Columbia. 
Record returns of Snake River fall Chinook have occurred in recent years. 
 While several years of better ocean survival can not be discounted as a 
contributing factor, the supplementation program can not be denied as the 
primary reason for this strong increase in run sizes.  Supplementation 
needs to be continued especially in light of recent evidence of reduced 
ocean survival.   However, this situation does not eliminate the need for 
ocean fisheries to be managed conservatively to ensure continued progress 
towards recovery.  Even with this success, the supplementation program is 
not without critics.  The tribes are largely responsible for the initiation of 
fall Chinook supplementation programs above Lower Granite dam and 
continue to work cooperatively with our state and federal co-managers to 
manage this program in ways that benefit both fisheries and recovery of 
the natural fall Chinook run.  The tribes have long supported the 
appropriate use of hatcheries to support recovery of all salmon stocks 
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throughout the Columbia Basin.  We are very concerned about cuts in 
Bonneville Power Administration funding supporting salmon recovery 
programs.  BPA has a financial responsibility to maintain this essential 
funding.  The federal government must continue to protect and restore the 
resources guaranteed to the tribes through their treaties.   
This year’s ocean fishery planning has involved lots of hard work and 
very difficult decisions that will hopefully help insure a lot of Snake River 
fall Chinook are going to reach the spawning grounds.  However, because 
of Federal Government policy, the offspring of these fish we are working 
to protect face a very uncertain future from poor water management.  
While we commend those who have made decisions to reduce their 
fisheries to protect fish that are so important to the tribes and other people, 
it is a perfectly natural question for you to ask, “Why are we going 
through this very difficult exercise when the end result will be that the fish 
we save will produce offspring that will be simply ground up in the eight 
Federal dams?” 
Because of the Tribes’ cultural and spiritual connection with salmon, the 
tribes are extremely focused on the health of the salmon and the water 
they live in.  This is what produces our desire to recover fish populations.  
The Umatilla Tribe has successfully shown that it is possible to work with 
private landowners and irrigators and the State of Oregon to re-introduce 
coho, spring Chinook and lamprey into the Umatilla River.  By working 
cooperatively the tribes have shown that it is possible to make 
improvements to habitat and water conditions to support salmon and make 
rivers healthy again by reintroducing species.  The Nez Perce Tribe has 
worked successfully with the State of Idaho and the USFWS to 
reintroduce coho into the Clearwater.  The Yakama Nation and the State 
of Washington have coho recovery programs and programs for other 
species in the Yakama and Wenatchee.  The Warm Springs tribes have 
spring Chinook restoration programs in the Hood River and programs in 
other areas restoring other species.  While these programs are all still 
works in progress, it shows that by working cooperatively with the tribes it 
is possible to do things that both support salmon recovery and provide 
fishery benefits for ocean and in-river fisheries.   The tribes working with 
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their strong allies and their co-managers have worked hard to recover fish 
populations for the benefit of all, but need continued funding to maintain 
and expand these programs. 
The reason that the Ocean fishery and lower Columbia River fisheries are 
required to ensure that 50% of the upriver coho reach Bonneville Dam is 
not just to meet treaty fishery needs but to ensure enough fish return so 
that these recovery programs can continue to produce harvestable and 
sustainable runs of coho in the future. 
The tribes have many other programs and proposals that will assist with 
recovering all salmon runs to healthy harvestable levels.  The tribes have 
engaged in many successful habitat improvement projects in many 
tributaries throughout the basin and develop an annual water management 
plan for the Columbia River that proposes flows, temperatures, and spills 
that will provide benefits to fish while including appropriate allowances 
for irrigation and power generation.  Unlike programs like the flawed 
barging program, it is these types of positive pro-active programs that 
need to be implemented in order to recover fish populations to healthy 
sustainable harvestable levels.   The barging program claims to be 
successful simply because fish are still alive when they let them out of the 
barge, but the program is not successful because many of these fish do not 
return as adults.  Mortality from barging and delayed mortality is a 
significant concern.  We feel confident that the jointly agreed to 
transportation study program being implemented this year will 
demonstrate this to be the case. 
This concludes my statement and I would be happy to answer any 
questions.  Thank You. 
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Agendum E.6.d 
Supplemental Tribal Report 2 

April 2006 
 

 
HOOPA VALLEY TRIBAL COMMENTS ON  

Final Action on 2006 Salmon Management Measures 
 
My name is Mike Orcutt, I am the Director for Hoopa Tribal Fisheries.  The Hoopa Valley Tribe 
(Tribe) thanks the Council for this opportunity to share its perspectives on the Final Action on 
2006 Salmon Management Measures 
 

1. We appreciate the comments of Mr. Roth (USFWS) this morning with respect to the 
Klamath situation.  The Tribe also is looking forward to better days for Klamath chinook 
that have provided for the Hupa People since time immemorial and have contributed to 
communities coast wide for more than a century. 

2. The Hoopa Valley Tribe is concerned for resource conservation.  We recognize the 
impending economic impacts to communities expected in 2006 and look forward.    We 
urge the Council to explore every opportunity to optimize economic opportunities while 
conserving the Klamath stock to ensure viable and sustainable fisheries in the future. 

3. The Hoopa Valley Tribe reserves its right to match the impacts resulting in non-tribal 
fisheries on a fish-for-fish basis in its 2006 fishery.  The Council may anticipate 50:50, 
tribal:non-tribal sharing of impacts to Klamath fish when projecting 2006 Klamath fall 
chinook adult natural area escapement in 2006. 

4. In our testimony last March at Sea-Tac, the Tribe expressed concern over the general lack 
of impact analyses for fall fisheries.  We reiterate our concern today, and strongly urge 
that a tool be developed for estimating fall fisheries during the modeling and analysis 
phase of spring and summer fisheries in the same calendar year. 
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 Agenda Item E.7 
 Situation Summary 
 April 2006 
 
 

CLARIFY FINAL ACTION ON 2006 MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
(IF NECESSARY) 

 
If the Salmon Technical Team (STT) needs clarification of the final management measures 
before completing its analysis, the STT Chairman will address the Council in this agenda item. 
 
Council Action: 
 
If necessary, provide clarification to assist the STT in its analysis of the final management 
measures. 
 
Reference Materials: 
 
None. 
 
Agenda Order: 
 
a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy 
b. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies 
c. Public Comment 
d. Council Action:  Clarify Final Management Measures (If Necessary) 
 
 
PFMC 
03/16/06 
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