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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Parts 223 and 224
[Docket No. 110328226—-2189-02]
RIN 0648-XA272

Listing Endangered and Threatened
Species; 12-Month Finding on a
Petition To List Chinook Salmon in the
Upper Klamath and Trinity Rivers
Basin as Threatened or Endangered
Under the Endangered Species Act

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Status review; notice of finding.

SUMMARY: We, NMFS, announce a 12-
month finding on a petition to list the
Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha) in the Upper Klamath and
Trinity Rivers Basin (UKTR) as
threatened or endangered and designate
critical habitat under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). We have reviewed
the status of the UKTR Chinook salmon
Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU)
and considered the best scientific and
commercial data available, and
conclude that the petitioned action is
not warranted. In reaching this
conclusion, we conclude that spring-run
and fall-run Chinook salmon in the
UKTR Basin constitute a single ESU.
Based on a comprehensive review of the
best scientific and commercial data
currently available, and consistent with
the 1998 status review and listing
determination for the UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU, the overall extinction risk
of the ESU is considered to be low over
the next 100 years. Based on these
considerations and others described in
this notice, we conclude this ESU is not
in danger of extinction throughout all or
a significant portion of its range, nor is
it likely to become so in the foreseeable
future.

DATES: The finding announced in this
notice was made on April 2, 2012.
ADDRESSES: Information used to make
this finding is available for public
inspection by appointment during
normal business hours at the office of
NMFS Southwest Region, Protected
Resources Division, 501 West Ocean
Blvd., Suite 4200, Long Beach, CA
90802. This file includes the status
review report, information provided by
the public, and scientific and
commercial information gathered for the
status review. The petition and the

status review report can also be found
at: http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Rosalie del Rosario at (562) 980—4085 or
Ann Garrett at (707) 825-5175, NMFS,
Southwest Region Office; or Lisa
Manning at (301) 713-1401, NMFS,
Office of Protected Resources.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

On January 28, 2011, the Secretary of
Commerce received a petition from the
Center for Biological Diversity, Oregon
Wild, Environmental Protection
Information Center, and The Larch
Company (hereafter, the petitioners), to
list Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha) in the Upper Klamath
Basin under the ESA. Because their
request is generally made in reference to
the UKTR ESU of Chinook salmon, we
use the description of that ESU (Myers
et al., 1998 and 63 FR 11482; March 9,
1998) as the area in which they are
requesting that we list Chinook salmon,
and hereafter refer to that area as the
Upper Klamath and Trinity Rivers
basin. The petitioners identified three
alternatives for listing Chinook salmon
in the UKTR ESU: (1) Listing spring-run
Chinook salmon in the UKTR ESU as a
separate ESU; (2) listing spring-run
Chinook salmon in the UKTR ESU as a
distinct population segment within the
currently defined UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU; or (3) listing the currently
defined UKTR Chinook salmon ESU,
which includes both spring-run and fall-
run populations. The petitioners also
requested that we designate critical
habitat for any Chinook salmon
populations found to warrant listing.

After reviewing the petition, the
literature cited in the petition, and other
literature and information available in
our files, we found that the petition met
the criteria in our implementing
regulations at 50 CFR 424.14(b)(2) that
are applicable to our 90-day review and
determined that the petition presented
substantial information indicating that
the petitioned action may be warranted
(76 FR 20302; April 12, 2011). In that
90-day finding, we explained why we
would not further consider Petitioners’
second alternative for listing Chinook
salmon in the UKTR ESU. We described
NMFS'’ Policy on Applying the
Definition of Species Under the
Endangered Species Act to Pacific
Salmon (ESU Policy; 56 FR 68612;
November 20, 1991), which explains
that a Pacific salmon stock will be
considered a distinct population
segment, and hence a ““species” under
the ESA, if it represents an ESU of the
biological species. We also explained

the two criteria for delineating an ESU.
Under its second alternative, Petitioners
suggest that, even if we determine that
spring-run Chinook salmon in the UKTR
ESU do not meet the criteria to be
delineated as a separate ESU under the
ESU Policy, we should apply the two
criteria under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and NMFS Policy
Regarding the Recognition of Distinct
Vertebrate Population Segments under
the Endangered Species Act (DPS
Policy; 61 FR 4722; February 7, 1996) to
determine that spring-run Chinook
salmon in the UKTR ESU are a separate
distinct population segment within the
UKTR ESU. As we described in the 90-
day finding, NMFS will continue to
apply the criteria in the ESU Policy to
Pacific salmon, which includes Chinook
salmon, rather than the criteria in the
DPS Policy. Because the ESU Policy
explains under what criteria Pacific
salmon populations will be considered
a distinct population segment, and
hence a “‘species” under the ESA, if we
evaluate spring-run Chinook salmon in
the UKTR according to the criteria of the
ESU Policy, we will be determining
whether spring-run Chinook salmon are
considered a distinct population
segment. In the 90-day finding, we also
solicited information pertaining to the
species and the issues raised in the
petition. Following publication of our
90-day finding, we commenced a status
review of Chinook salmon in the UKTR
ESU. In response to the 90-day finding
we received over 50 written comments
from the public, which we considered
in making this 12-month finding.

In support of the status review,
NMFS’ Southwest Fisheries Science
Center (SWFSC) convened a Biological
Review Team (BRT) charged with
compiling and reviewing the best
available scientific and commercial
information on Chinook salmon
necessary to: (1) Evaluate whether this
information supports the current UKTR
Chinook salmon ESU configuration or
the separation of spring-run and fall-run
Chinook salmon into separate ESUs; and
(2) assess the biological status of
Chinook salmon populations
comprising whichever ESU
configuration was best supported by the
available information using NMFS’
viable salmonid population (VSP)
framework for the analysis. The BRT
was composed of scientists from the
SWFSC and Northwest Fisheries
Science Center, USFWS, and U.S. Forest
Service with expertise in the biology,
genetics, and ecology of UKTR ESU
Chinook salmon. The BRT compiled,
reviewed, and evaluated the best
available scientific and commercial



19598

Federal Register/Vol. 77, No. 63/Monday, April 2, 2012/Proposed Rules

information concerning the ESU
configuration and biological status of
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon
populations in the UKTR basin,
including information provided by the
petitioners, peer-reviewed literature,
information provided by other parties
interested in this issue, and other
information deemed pertinent by the
BRT. Following its review, the BRT
prepared a report summarizing the
information they reviewed, their
analysis, and conclusions regarding ESU
configuration and biological status
(Williams et al., 2011). This report was
peer reviewed by two independent
scientific experts who have expertise
with salmon and steelhead issues in the
Klamath Basin. One reviewer has
specific expertise on UKTR Chinook
salmon genetics, and the other reviewer
has expertise in the ecology of UKTR
Chinook salmon. The reviewers’
comments were incorporated into the
final report.

If a petition is found to present
substantial scientific information
indicating that the petitioned action
may be warranted, ESA section
4(b)(3)(B) (16 U.S.C. 1533(b)(3)(B))
requires the Secretary of Commerce to
make a finding within 12 months of
receipt of the petition (commonly
referred to as a 12-month finding) as to
whether a petitioned action is
warranted. The Secretary has delegated
the authority to make this finding to the
NOAA Assistant Administrator for
Fisheries. This Federal Register notice
documents our 12-month finding on this
petition.

Species Background

Information on the biology and life
history of UKTR Chinook salmon is
summarized in Myers et al. (1998) and
a listing determination for west coast
Chinook salmon (63 FR 11482; March 9,
1998). In 1998, NMFS completed a
status review of the UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU and found that it is
comprised of both spring-run and fall-
run populations (Myers et al., 1998), as
will be further described in the
following section. Historically, spring-
run Chinook salmon were likely the
predominant run type in the Klamath-
Trinity River Basin (Myers et al., 1998).
Most spring-run spawning and rearing
habitat was blocked by the construction
of dams in the late 1800s and early
1900s in the Klamath River and in the
1960s in the Trinity River Basin (Myers
et al., 1998). As a result of these and
other factors, spring-run populations
were considered to be at less than 10
percent of their historical levels (Myers
et al., 1998). Fall-run populations now
comprise the majority of UKTR Chinook

salmon. Most of the spring-run
populations are currently distributed
throughout the New, South Fork Trinity,
Upper Trinity, and Salmon rivers. The
more widely distributed fall-run
Chinook salmon inhabit most accessible
streams in the ESU, though their
distribution generally does not extend
as far into the tributary drainages as
spring-run Chinook salmon. As with all
Chinook salmon populations south of
the Columbia River, the majority of
Chinook salmon in the UKTR ESU
exhibit an “ocean-type” life history with
juveniles migrating to the ocean within
one year of hatching (Myers et al., 1998).
Anadromous salmonids in California,
like UKTR Chinook salmon, exist at the
southern edge of their range along the
west coast of North America.

Two hatcheries are operated in the
UKTR basin, Iron Gate Hatchery on the
Klamath River and Trinity River
Hatchery on the Trinity River, that
annually release large numbers of
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon
fingerlings and yearlings into the basin.
Marine recoveries of coded-wire tags
indicate that hatchery-origin fall- and
spring-run Chinook salmon from these
hatcheries have a similar coastal
distribution offshore of California and
Oregon (Myers et al., 1998).

Species Delineation

ESA Section 3(16) (16 U.S.C.
1532(16)) defines a “species” to include
any subspecies of fish or wildlife or
plant, and any distinct population
segment of any species of vertebrate fish
or wildlife which interbreeds when
mature. In 1991, we published the ESU
Policy (56 FR 58612; November 20,
1991), which describes how we apply
the definition of “species” in evaluating
Pacific salmon populations for listing
under the ESA. Under this policy, a
group of Pacific salmon populations is
considered an ESU if it is (1)
reproductively isolated from other con-
specific population units, and (2)
represents an important component in
the evolutionary legacy of the species.
Under this policy, an ESU is considered
to be a “distinct population segment”’
and thus a “species” under the ESA.

ESU Configuration

Based on biological, genetic, and
ecological information compiled and
reviewed as part of a previous west
coast status review for Chinook salmon
(Myers et al., 1998), we included all
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon
populations in the Klamath River Basin
upstream from the confluence of the
Klamath and Trinity rivers in the UKTR
Chinook salmon ESU (Myers et al., 1998
and 63 FR 11482, 11487; March 9,

1998). The petitioners contend new
information demonstrates that spring-
run and fall-run Chinook salmon in the
UKTR ESU qualify as separate ESUs
based on significant and persistent
genetic and reproductive isolation
resulting from their different run timing.
They further argue that the genetic
differences between spring-run and fall-
run Chinook salmon in the UKTR
Chinook salmon ESU are comparable to
genetic differences between spring-run
and fall-run Chinook salmon in
California’s Central Valley, which are
recognized as separate ESUs by NMFS
(Myers et al., 1998 and 70 FR 37160;
June 28, 2005). The BRT carefully
reviewed the petition and all other
available and relevant information
regarding the ESU configuration of
Chinook salmon populations in the
UKTR basin and prepared a report
detailing their review and conclusions
(Williams et al., 2011).

Under our ESU policy, Williams et al.
(2011) indicate that for spring-run and
fall-run Chinook salmon populations in
the UKTR ESU to be considered
separate ESUs, they would need to be
substantially reproductively isolated
from each other, and they each must
represent an important component in
the evolutionary legacy of the species.
Under the ESU Policy framework, they
indicate that the concept of evolutionary
legacy implies there would need to be
a monophyletic pattern in the
evolutionary history of each of the two
run types within the UKTR basin, and
that spring-run Chinook salmon
individuals and populations would
need to be more similar genetically to
each other than to fall-run Chinook
salmon individuals and populations.

As discussed in Williams et al. (2011),
NMEFS has delineated populations of
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon
in the same basin as separate ESUs in
only two areas: California’s Central
Valley and in the interior Columbia
River Basin. Chinook salmon
populations in the Central Valley are
monophyletic in origin, meaning they
descended from a common ancestor and
are more closely related to each other
than to Chinook salmon populations in
any other basin on the west coast.
However, there is significant genetic
divergence between most naturally
spawning populations of fall-run and
spring-run Chinook salmon that occur
in the same rivers in the Central Valley
and both run types are monophyletic
rather than polyphyletic. For these and
other reasons, NMFS separated spring-
run and fall-run Chinook populations in
the Central Valley into separate ESUs. In
the interior Columbia Basin, spring-run
and fall-run Chinook salmon are not
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closely related genetically and represent
two very divergent evolutionary
lineages (Myers et al., 1998; Waples et
al., 2004), and therefore were placed
into separate ESUs.

In contrast, spring-run and fall-run
Chinook salmon populations found in
the coastal basins in California, Oregon,
and Washington or the lower Columbia
River basin have not been separated into
separate ESUs despite differences in
adult run-timing, life-history strategies,
and other phenotypic characteristics
that sometimes accompany genetic
differences (Williams et al., 2011). The
primary reason for not separating fall-
run and spring-run Chinook salmon into
separate ESUs in these coastal basins is
that their genetic population structure
strongly suggests a polyphyletic pattern
of run timing evolution (Myers et al.,
1998; Waples ef al., 2004), with spring
and fall-run life histories having
evolved on multiple occasions in
different watersheds. Williams et al.
(2011) indicate this polyphyletic pattern
of run timing is observed in watersheds
adjacent to the Klamath basin and
across a range of watershed sizes in
California (Mad River, Redwood Creek
and Eel River) and Oregon (Rogue and
Umpqua rivers).

Williams et al. (2011) reviewed new
genetic information for Chinook salmon
populations in the UKTR ESU (Banks et
al., 2000a; Kinziger et al., 2008a;
Kinziger et al., 2008b; Kinziger et al., In
Preparation,), as well as other studies
(Lindley et al., 2004; Waples et al.,
2004; Garza et al., 2007), to assess
patterns of genetic population structure
and population differentiation within
the UKTR ESU and to compare those
patterns with what has been observed in
other basins (e.g., Central Valley and
other coastal watersheds). Kinziger et al.
(2008a) found that there are four
genetically differentiated and
geographically separated groups of
Chinook salmon populations in the
UKTR basin and that spring-run and
fall-run Chinook life histories have
evolved independently and in parallel
within both the Salmon and Trinity
rivers. Kinziger et al. (In Preparation)
documented the same geographic
population structure reported by
Kinziger et al. (2008a) and indicated the
genetic difference between populations
was related to geographic distance and
was independent of run timing (i.e.,
spring-run versus fall-run). In addition,
they found that spring-run and fall-run
populations in the Salmon River were
nearly indistinguishable genetically and
that spring and fall-run populations in
the South Fork Trinity were extremely
similar to each other and to the Trinity
River hatchery stocks. Banks et al.

(2000a) reported they found greater
genetic distances between some fall-run
populations than among fall-run and
spring-run populations in the Klamath
Basin and concluded that populations
diverged according to geographic
location first and life history second.
Banks et al. (2000a) emphasized that
this pattern of geographic differentiation
is in strong contrast to that found for
Chinook salmon populations in the
Central Valley.

The petition contends that genetic
differentiation of Chinook salmon
populations in the UKTR ESU and the
Central Valley is of a similar scale, and
that our separation of spring and fall-
run Chinook into separate ESUs in the
Central Valley means that spring-run
and fall-run Chinook salmon in the
UKTR ESU should also be separated.
The structure of Central Valley spring-
run and fall-run Chinook salmon
populations was recently reviewed by
Lindley et al. (2004), Good et al. (2005),
and Garza et al. (2007), all of whom
supported the general conclusions that:
(1) Central Valley Chinook salmon of all
run-types represent a separate lineage
from Chinook salmon populations
found in coastal watersheds; and (2)
Central Valley spring-run populations
are monophyletic, with spring-run
Chinook salmon from different basins
more closely related to each other than
to fall-run Chinook salmon from the
same basin. Lindley et al. (2004), Good
et al. (2005), and Garza et al. (2007) also
support the conclusion of Banks et al.
(2000a, 2000b) that the genetic
population structure and genetic
variation observed in Chinook salmon
populations in the Central Valley is
organized by life history (run-type)
rather than geographic location, unlike
that which is observed with the UKTR
Chinook salmon populations where
Chinook salmon populations are
organized by geographic location rather
than life history type (see Banks ef al.,
2000a).

Based on a review and evaluation of
this information, Williams et al. (2011)
concluded that spring-run and fall-run
Chinook salmon populations in the
UKTR ESU constitute a single ESU as
originally defined by Myers et al.
(1998), and that the expression of the
spring-run life-history variant is
polyphyletic in origin in all of the
populations in the ESU for which data
are available.

UKTR spring-run Chinook salmon do
not warrant being separated into a
separate ESU because they fail to meet
the reproductive isolation and
evolutionary legacy criteria in our ESU
Policy for Pacific Salmon. The available
genetic evidence considered by

Williams et al. (2011) clearly
demonstrates that spring-run and fall-
run Chinook salmon populations in the
UKTR basin are genetically very similar
and are not substantially reproductively
isolated from each other. The degree of
genetic differentiation between spring
and fall-run Chinook salmon in the
UKTR basin is comparable to that
observed in other coastal basins that
support the two run types (Waples et al.,
2004) and is much less than that which
has been observed in the Interior
Columbia Basin and the Central Valley
where the two run types have been
separated into different ESUs. The
available evidence indicating that
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon
in the UKTR basin are polyphyletic in
origin and have evolved on multiple
occasions, together with the ocean type
life-history characteristics exhibited by
both run types, suggests that spring-run
Chinook salmon do not represent an
important component in the
evolutionary legacy of the species.

Hatchery Stocks

In 2005, NMFS published a policy on
how it would consider hatchery-origin
fish when making ESA listing
determinations for Pacific salmon and
steelhead (Hatchery Listing Policy; 70
FR 37204; June 28, 2005). Under this
policy, hatchery stocks are considered
part of an ESU in making ESA listing
determinations if their level of genetic
divergence relative to local natural
populations is no more than what
occurs between natural populations in
the ESU. NMFS used this policy and a
previous assessment of all west coast
hatchery programs (NMFS 2003) to
determine which hatchery stocks would
be considered part of west coast salmon
and steelhead ESUs in a series of listing
determinations published in 2005 and
2006, respectively (70 FR 37160; June
28, 2005 and 71 FR 834; January 5,
2006). The assessment of hatchery
stocks (NMFS 2003) used to support
these listing determinations evaluated
each hatchery stock associated with
individual salmon and steelhead ESUs
to determine its level of genetic
divergence relative to natural
populations. Based on this assessment
and application of our Hatchery Listing
Policy (70 FR 37204; June 28, 2005), we
determined that hatchery stocks that
were no more than moderately divergent
from natural populations would be
considered part of an ESU in making
listing determinations under the ESA.

Iron Gate Hatchery (IGH) produces
fall-run Chinook salmon and releases
approximately 6 million fish (fingerlings
and yearlings combined) annually in the
upper Klamath River. Trinity River
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Hatchery (TRH) produces both fall-run
and spring-run Chinook salmon and
releases approximately 3 million fall-
run fish (fingerlings and yearlings
combined) and 1.3 million spring-run
fish (fingerlings and yearlings
combined), respectively, annually in the
Trinity River. The SWFSC reviewed and
evaluated the available information on
broodstock origin, history, and genetics
for these three Chinook salmon hatchery
stocks and concluded that each stock
was founded from a local, native
population in the watershed where fish
are released and that each stock is no
more than moderately divergent from
other local, natural populations.
Moderate divergence in this case means
that the hatchery stocks and local
natural populations are no more
genetically divergent than what is
observed between closely related
natural populations. Based on this
assessment and the criteria in our
Hatchery Listing Policy, we conclude
that these three hatchery stocks are part
of the UKTR Chinook salmon ESU.

UKTR Chinook Salmon Biological
Status

Williams et al. (2011) assessed the
biological status of the UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU using methods similar to
those described in Good et al. (2005). In
conducting their review, Williams et al.
(2011) considered the best available
information on the species’ current
distribution, historical abundance,
recent abundance, trends in abundance,
population growth rates, the
distribution of hatchery-origin spawners
in natural areas, and fishery exploitation
rates. To the extent possible, Williams et
al. (2011) evaluated the available data
on the basis of putative population units
that are currently recognized by
management agencies in the Klamath
Basin such as sub-basin units (e.g., Scott
River) or specific geographic areas (e.g.,
upper Klamath River mainstem).
Wherever possible, spring-run and fall-
run Chinook salmon populations were
assessed separately within specific
population units. The following
discussion summarizes the biological
status assessment of UKTR Chinook
salmon from Williams et al. (2011).

Current Distribution and Historical
Abundance

Williams et al. (2011) concluded there
have been no changes to the distribution
of UKTR Chinook salmon since the
review of Myers et al. (1998). Williams
et al. (2011) summarized information
from Myers et al. (1998) and the
California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG 1965) that indicates the
historical abundance of Chinook salmon

in the UKTR ESU was estimated to be
approximately 130,000 adults in 1912
(based on peak cannery pack of 18,000
cases) and 168,000 adults in 1963, with
the 1963 abundance estimate from
CDFG split evenly between Klamath and
Trinity rivers.

Recent Abundance, Trends in
Abundance, and Population Growth
Rate

As reported in Williams et al. (2011),
the numbers of adults returning to
spawning grounds (e.g., Upper Klamath,
Trinity, Scott, Salmon, and Shasta rivers
and smaller tributaries) and returns to
Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries
are monitored using a variety of
methods by a combination of State,
Federal, and Tribal agencies. Williams
et al. (2011) characterized the recent
spawner abundance in a manner that
was consistent with the previous coast-
wide salmon and steelhead status
reviews (Good et al., 2005). Based on
this analysis, recent spawner abundance
estimates of both fall-run and spring-run
Chinook salmon returning to spawn in
natural areas are generally low
compared to historical estimates of
abundance; however, the majority of
populations have not declined in
spawner abundance over the past 30
years (i.e., from the late 1970s and early
1980s to 2010) except for the Scott and
Shasta rivers where there have been
modest declines. While the BRT
considered and presented both short-
and long-term population growth rate,
to be consistent with Good et al. (2005),
the BRT stated that they viewed
population growth rates based on just 13
years of data with caution given the
highly variable population dynamics
typical of salmon populations and
influences of shifting environmental
conditions. Of most interest to the BRT
were the long-term population growth
rates of the populations individually
and the ESU as a whole.

Williams et al., (2011) reported that
short-term trends in spawner abundance
declined slightly for about half of the
population components over the past 13
years, and that fall-run Chinook salmon
returns to Trinity River hatchery have
been more variable than returns of fall-
run Chinook salmon to Iron Gate
hatchery. Williams et al. (2011) found
that hatchery returns did not mirror (or
did not track) escapement to natural
spawning areas. Overall, Williams et al.
(2011) concluded that there has been
little change in the abundance levels,
trends in abundance, or population
growth rates since the review by Myers
et al. (1998). They noted, however, as
did Myers et al. (1998), that the recent
abundance levels of some populations

are low, especially in the context of
historical abundance estimates. This
was most evident with respect to two of
the three spring-run population units
that were evaluated (Salmon River and
South Fork Trinity River).

Hatchery-origin Spawners in Natural
Areas

Williams et al. (2011) evaluated the
occurrence of hatchery-origin Chinook
salmon spawners in several natural
spawning areas (i.e., Bogus Creek and
the Upper Klamath, Shasta, Scott,
Salmon, Trinity, and South Fork Trinity
rivers) over the past decade and
concluded that the majority of hatchery-
origin Chinook salmon that stray to
natural areas do so in areas adjacent to
the hatcheries. This is not unexpected
since both hatcheries release fingerlings
and yearlings “on-site,” as opposed to
other locations further downstream in
the basin. This finding was supported
by recent genetic analyses from Kinziger
et al. (In Preparation) that found strong
evidence for genetic isolation-by-
distance that is inconsistent with
hatchery-origin fish straying in large
numbers throughout the basin.

Extinction Risk Assessment

Williams et al. (2011) used a risk
matrix approach to assess the viable
salmonid population (VSP) criteria (i.e.,
abundance, productivity, spatial
structure, and diversity) for the UKTR
Chinook salmon ESU. This approach
was used in the most recent west coast
salmon and steelhead status reviews
(Good et al., 2005) and the details of the
methodology are described in both
Williams et al. (2011) and Good et al.
(2005). Based on this risk matrix
approach, Williams et al. (2011)
concluded that the UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU was at a relatively low risk
of extinction based on abundance,
growth rate and productivity, and
spatial structure and connectivity; and
the UKTR Chinook salmon ESU was at
a moderate risk of extinction based on
diversity. The following sections briefly
summarize the conclusions of Williams
et al. (2011) regarding each of the four
VSP criteria.

Abundance

Abundance of spawning populations
in the ESU appear to have been fairly
stable for the past 30 years and since the
review by Myers et al. (1998). Although
current levels of abundance are
generally low compared with historical
estimates of abundance, the current
abundance levels do not constitute a
major risk in terms of ESU extinction.
Long-term population growth rates are
positive for most population
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components that were analyzed,
indicating they are not currently in
decline and, in general, most
populations are large enough to avoid
genetic problems.

Growth Rate and Productivity

There is no indication that growth
rates or productivity of populations
have changed since the review of Myers
et al. (1998); however, the impact of
hatchery-origin fish in some locations
and in some years is uncertain and is a
concern. Based on the available
information, hatchery influence
appeared to be most concentrated in
areas adjacent to the two hatcheries, and
spawning survey information (i.e.,
estimates of adipose fin-clipped fish)
and genetic analyses suggest there is a
low hatchery fish influence elsewhere
in the ESU.

Spatial Structure and Connectivity

There is a broad geographic
distribution of fall-run Chinook salmon
throughout the UKTR ESU, with genetic
data (i.e., isolation-by-distance
information) indicating that there is
connectivity among populations. There
are no cases where fall-run Chinook
were found to be locally extirpated and
the spatial distribution of fall-run
Chinook salmon in the UKTR ESU
indicates that it currently occupies all
accessible available habitat. Conversely,
spring-run Chinook population numbers
are low, with few if any spring-run fish
recently observed in the Scott and
Shasta rivers. The geographic
distribution of spring-run Chinook
salmon is of some concern, with
possible extirpations perhaps reflecting
the effects of low water years and
habitat accessibility.

Diversity

Although there are extant spring-run
and fall-run Chinook salmon
populations in the basin, the low
spawner abundance in spring-run
populations continues to be a concern,
as it was in the previous review (Myers
et al., 1998). In addition to the
continued presence of both the spring-
run and fall-run life-history types in the
basin, the presence of large sub-
yearlings in the Shasta River was
considered evidence of continuing life
history diversity in the ESU. Hatchery
influence in natural spawning areas
near the two hatcheries is a concern
because of its possible impacts on the
productivity and diversity of natural
spawning Chinook salmon populations
in those areas, but hatchery-origin fish
appear to be most concentrated in
relatively small areas located near the
two hatcheries rather than elsewhere

throughout the geographic area
occupied by the ESU.

To assess the overall extinction risk of
the UKTR Chinook salmon ESU,
Williams et al. (2011) employed a
methodology (the Forest Ecosystem
Management Assessment Team,
(FEMAT) approach) that has been used
in previous west coast salmon status
reviews (see Good et al., 2005). Under
this approach, the members of the BRT
made informed professional judgments
about whether the UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU was presently in one of
three extinction risk categories: “high
risk,” “moderate risk,” and “neither at
high risk or moderate risk” (low risk)
based on the results of the VSP criteria
assessment and other relevant
information on the status of the ESU as
discussed previously. In its assessment,
the BRT members interpreted the high
risk category as ‘““a greater than 5% risk
of extinction within 100 years”, and the
moderate risk category as “more likely
than not risk of moving into the high
risk category within 30-80 years.”
Beyond these time horizons, the BRT
members concluded it was difficult with
any degree of confidence to project ESU
extinction risk. Based on this
assessment process, Williams et al.
(2011) concluded that the UKTR
Chinook salmon ESU was at a low risk
of extinction in the next 100 years,
although the BRT did express some
uncertainty as to whether the ESU was
at low risk or moderate risk of
extinction (Table 5, Williams et al.,
2011).

Under NMFS’ Hatchery Listing
Policy, any hatchery stocks that are part
of an ESU must be considered in status
assessments for the ESU if it is being
considered for possible listing (70 FR
37204; June 28, 2005). As discussed in
the policy, any status assessment of an
ESU which includes hatchery stocks
should evaluate the manner in which
the hatchery stocks contribute to
conserving natural populations by
considering their impact on the VSP
criteria for natural populations
comprising the ESU. As noted
previously, the SWFSC determined that
the fall-run Chinook salmon stock from
IGH and the spring-run and fall-run
Chinook salmon stocks from TRH are no
more than moderately diverged from the
local, natural populations, and as a
result NMFS has concluded that these
three hatchery stocks are part of the
UKTR Chinook salmon ESU. Based on
the hatchery operations and releases, as
well as the assessment of hatchery-
origin fish spawning in natural areas
presented by Williams et al. (2011), we
conclude that these three hatchery
stocks: (1) Slightly reduce ESU

extinction risk by increasing abundance
of Chinook salmon in the UKTR ESU;
(2) have a neutral or uncertain effect on
ESU extinction risk associated with
productivity and spatial structure
because hatchery origin fish spawn in
natural areas primarily near the
hatcheries and naturally produced
Chinook salmon populations are widely
distributed throughout the basin; and (3)
have a slightly increased effect on ESU
extinction risk associated with diversity
because of the potential impacts of
hatchery fish on naturally spawning
populations near the hatcheries.
Overall, we conclude that including
these three hatchery stocks in the UKTR
Chinook salmon ESU does not
appreciably alter the Williams et al.
(2011) assessment of the VSP status of
the UKTR Chinook salmon ESU or its
extinction risk.

As part of their status review,
Williams et al. (2011) assessed whether
there are portions of the UKTR Chinook
Salmon ESU that would constitute a
significant portion of its range. In
making this assessment they considered
a portion of the range to be significant
if its contribution to the overall viability
of the ESU was so important that,
without it, the ESU would be in danger
of extinction. The geographical range of
the ESU they considered in their
assessment was the current geographical
distribution of Chinook salmon in the
UKTR ESU, and thus they did not
consider inaccessible portions of the
historical range of Chinook salmon
upstream of dams. These considerations
are consistent with interpretations and
principles in the NMFS and USFWS
Draft Policy on Interpretation of the
Phrase ““Significant Portion of Its
Range” in the Endangered Species Act’s
Definitions of “Endangered Species”
and “Threatened Species,” which we
consider as nonbinding guidance in
making listing determinations until a
final policy is published (76 FR 76987;
December 9, 2011). Lastly, they assumed
that a significant portion of the ESU’s
range could be a geographic sub-unit of
the current ESU (e.g., the Salmon River)
or a life-history variant (spring-run or
fall-run life-history type), but based on
the petition, focused their assessment
on whether the spring-run Chinook
salmon component of the UKTR ESU
constituted a significant portion of the
ESU’s range.

Williams et al. (2011) concluded that
Chinook salmon are distributed broadly
throughout the UKTR ESU and that
there is connectivity among the
component populations in the basin
based on the available genetic
information. Within the current
geographic range of the ESU, they did
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not find any situations where there was
substantial unused habitat (i.e.,
extirpations) and concluded the spatial
distribution of Chinook salmon in the
ESU appeared to be appropriate given
the current condition of the habitat.
Williams et al. (2011) expressed concern
about the overall status of spring-run
Chinook salmon populations in the
UKTR Chinook salmon ESU, but they
did not conclude that these populations
were at immediate risk of extinction
(i.e., within the timeframe of
generations as opposed to tens of
generations) or that their demographic
status posed an immediate risk of
extinction to the ESU. The complete
loss of spring-run Chinook salmon is
unlikely in the foreseeable future, but if
that occurred Williams et al. (2011)
indicated it would reduce the viability
of the ESU by reducing its overall
diversity. Despite such a reduction in
the viability of the ESU, the BRT
concluded that the complete loss of
spring-run would not result in an
immediate risk of extinction to the
UKTR Chinook Salmon ESU. Based on
these considerations, we conclude that
spring-run Chinook salmon do not
constitute a significant portion of the
range of the UKTR Chinook salmon
ESU.

Summary of Factors Affecting the
UKTR Chinook Salmon ESU

Section 4(a)(1) of the ESA (16 U.S.C.
1533(a)(1)) and NMFS’ implementing
regulations (50 CFR Part 424) set forth
factors and procedures for listing
species. NMFS must determine if a
species is endangered or threatened
based upon any one or a combination of
the following factors: (1) The present or
threatened destruction, modification, or
curtailment of its habitat or range; (2) its
overutilization for commercial,
recreational, scientific, or educational
purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4)
inadequacy of existing regulatory
mechanisms; or (5) other natural or
manmade factors affecting its continued
existence. NMFS has previously
reviewed and evaluated these listing
factors for west coast Chinook salmon,
including those populations that
comprise the UKTR Chinook salmon
ESU (63 FR 11482, March 9, 1998; and
NMFS 1998). These reviews have
identified a wide range of factors that
have adversely impacted Chinook
salmon and their habitat on the west
coast as well as in the UKTR ESU. The
following discussion is based on those
reviews and other more recent sources
of information.

Present or Threatened Destruction,
Modification, or Curtailment of the
Species’ Habitat or Range

Previous reviews as cited above have
identified a range of historical and
ongoing land management activities and
practices that adversely impact
freshwater habitat used by Chinook
salmon in the UKTR ESU, including
construction of dams and other barriers
that block access to historical habitat,
water diversions, agriculture, timber
harvest, road construction, grazing, and
mining. The impacts associated with
these activities have altered or in some
cases eliminated habitat for Chinook
salmon. A more detailed discussion of
the impacts associated with these
activities can be found in Nehlsen et al.
(1991), Moyle (2002), and NRC (2004).

Within the freshwater range of the
UKTR ESU there are two important
migration barriers that block access to
historical spawning and rearing habitat:
Iron Gate Dam on the Klamath River
(DOI and CDFG 2011) and Lewiston
Dam on the Trinity River (DOI 2000).
Many of the streams blocked by these
dams were high quality snowmelt-
driven tributaries or groundwater
dominated streams that supported adult
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon
(Moyle 2002). The presence of these
dams has impacted the production of
both spring-run and fall-run Chinook
salmon in the UKTR ESU, but they have
had a greater impact on the distribution
and abundance of spring-run Chinook
salmon (63 FR 11482; March 9, 1998).

Water diversion and agricultural
activities in the Klamath River and
Trinity River basins have altered the
timing and volume of flows in streams,
reduced habitat availability, reduced
water quality, and contributed to the
reduced productivity of natural-origin
Chinook salmon (NMFS 2010; DOI
2000). Stream water is diverted for
consumptive use in the Upper Klamath
Basin, in the Shasta and Scott River
valleys, and from the Trinity River into
other river basins (e.g., Rogue River,
Sacramento River). Substantial water
diversions, particularly during dry
water years, can nearly dewater sections
of rivers, creating barriers to Chinook
salmon migration (e.g., Scott River),
reducing the amount of available
juvenile rearing habitat, and
contributing to poor water quality. The
Klamath River is impaired by a variety
of water quality problems, including
temperature, dissolved oxygen,
nutrients, organic matter, and
microcystin (NCRWQCB 2010), all of
which can adversely impact Chinook
salmon.

Historical and ongoing timber harvest
activities in the UKTR ESU have
reduced habitat quality for Chinook
salmon (Moyle 2002). Timber harvest
can result in the loss of riparian
vegetation, increased stream
sedimentation, warmer water
temperatures, reduced availability of
large woody debris, increased peak
runoff events, and simplified stream
habitat, including filling of pools
(Chamberlain et al., 1991). Road systems
used to access timber areas cause high
rates of erosion, landslides and in some
cases block access to habitat when
poorly designed culverts are used in
road-stream crossings (Chamberlain et
al., 1991). While mining in the UKTR
ESU has been significantly curtailed in
the past several decades, some lingering
effects from tailings piles and other
disturbances remain. Currently, there is
a moratorium on suction dredge gold
mining in California, which limits the
impact of this activity on UKTR
Chinook salmon habitat. The impacts to
UKTR Chinook salmon from land
management activities that were
identified in Myers et al. (1998) and
NMFS’ 1998 listing determination for
this ESU (63 FR 11482; March 9, 1998)
continue today, with a few exceptions
as noted above. Chinook salmon in the
UKTR ESU have persisted for several
decades at relatively stable levels of
abundance, despite the existence of
these threats to freshwater habitat, and,
therefore, it is unlikely that destruction
or modification of habitat or curtailment
of the species’ range will threaten its
continued existence now or in the
foreseeable future.

Overutilization for Commercial,
Recreational, Scientific, or Educational
Purposes

UKTR Chinook salmon are harvested
in commercial and recreational fisheries
in the ocean as well as Tribal and
recreational fisheries in the Klamath
Basin. Ocean harvest of Klamath Basin
fall-run Chinook salmon is coordinated
by the Pacific Fishery Management
Council (PFMC), Tribal harvest is
managed by the individual tribes in the
Klamath Basin, and in-river recreational
fisheries are managed by the California
Fish and Game Commission. From the
mid-1980s through 2011, the PFMC
managed the Klamath Basin fall-run
Chinook salmon fishery with twin
conservation objectives aimed at not
surpassing a maximum total
exploitation rate of 67 percent of
projected returning natural adult
spawners and achieving a minimum of
at least 35,000 natural area adult
spawners, with occasional allowances
for smaller harvests when projected
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returns were less than 35,000 adults
(i.e., de minimis fisheries; PFMC 2011).
The PFMC Salmon Fishery Management
Plan was amended in 2011 and,
beginning in 2012, the maximum
allowable exploitation rate will be 68
percent of projected natural area adult
spawners, subject to a minimum
escapement of 40,700 natural area adult
spawners, with allowances for de
minimis fisheries when the stock is at
low abundance (PFMC and NMFS
2011). The minimum natural area
spawner escapement of 40,700 adults is
the best estimate of an escapement level
that will produce maximum sustainable
yield (Salmon Technical Team 2005).
Fisheries have very rarely resulted in
exploitation rates meeting or exceeding
the maximum allowable level of 67
percent and the observed total
exploitation rate on Klamath Basin fall-
run Chinook salmon has varied between
approximately 20 and 65 percent since
the late 1990s (Williams et al., 2011).
Ocean exploitation rates for Klamath
Basin spring-run Chinook salmon are
not available (Williams et al., 2011).
However, restrictions on ocean fisheries
that have been implemented as a result
of the status of Klamath Basin fall-run
Chinook salmon, Sacramento River fall-
run Chinook salmon, and ESA listed
salmon stocks also protect UKTR spring-
run Chinook salmon, given the general
overlap in the ocean distribution of
these other stocks and UKTR spring-run
Chinook salmon (Williams et al., 2011).
In their final year of life, fall-run
Chinook salmon leave the ocean and
return to the river for spawning later in
the year than do spring-run Chinook
salmon. As a consequence, fall-run fish
are exposed to the summer ocean
fishery in their final year of life,
whereas spring-run are not. Thus, the
ocean exploitation rate on Klamath
Basin spring-run Chinook salmon is
considered to be lower than on Klamath
Basin fall-run Chinook salmon, because
of their lack of exposure to the summer
ocean fishery in their final year of life.
In-river recreational fishery
exploitation rates in the Klamath Basin
for spring-run Chinook salmon are
unknown. Williams et al. (2011)
indicated that in-river Tribal
exploitation rates in recent years have
generally been comparable to or slightly
greater than those reported by Myers et
al. (1998), particularly for spring-run
Chinook salmon. To reduce impacts on
spring-run adult escapement, the Yurok
Tribe has enacted voluntary
conservation measures since the early
1990s. The most recent example is the
closure of the gillnet fishery three days
per week and the prohibition of
commercial fishing during the 2011

spring-run Chinook salmon migration
period. Overall, impacts from
commercial, recreational, and Tribal
harvest do not appear to have changed
significantly since they were last
reviewed in 1998 (Myers et al., 1998).

Because of the relatively robust
regulatory controls on the harvest and
other uses of Chinook salmon in the
UKTR ESU and the reductions in overall
harvest from historic levels,
overutilization of Chinook salmon in
this ESU for commercial, recreational or
scientific purposes is unlikely to
threaten the ESU’s continued existence
now or in the foreseeable future.

Disease or Predation

Diseases that cause mortality to UKTR
Chinook salmon adults and juveniles
are prevalent in the Klamath Basin,
particularly in the mainstem Klamath
River. In the fall of 2002, over 30,000
fall-run Chinook salmon died in the
Klamath River as a result of low water
discharge, large run size, high water
temperatures, and an epizootic outbreak
of the bacterium Flavobacterium
columnare (columnaris) and the parasite
Ichthyopthirius multifilis (ich) (CDFG
2004). Since that event, there have been
substantial efforts to reduce the
likelihood that such events will occur in
the future or to minimize the impacts of
any future event (CDFG 2011). An
interagency task force has been
organized to provide early warning and
response to a potential fish kill that
would entail requesting water releases
from either Iron Gate or Lewiston dams
if Klamath River flows fall below a
specified minimum threshold during
the adult fall-run Chinook salmon
migration period.

An area of high parasite infections
exists in the upper Klamath River from
its confluence with the Shasta River
downstream to the Seiad Valley (Foote
et al., 2011). Infection by Ceratomyxa
shasta can be a significant mortality
factor for juvenile Chinook salmon; the
average infection rate for fish in the
Klamath River upstream from its
confluence with the Trinity River was
30 percent from 2004-2008, and 54
percent in 2009 (True et al., 2011).
Because high water temperature is one
of the primary drivers for disease
infection rates (Foote et al., 2011),
increased water temperatures associated
with drought, climate change, and
human activities (e.g., water diversions)
are predicted to increase disease rates in
the future (Woodson et al., 2011).

Naturally-produced Chinook salmon
fry are preyed upon by hatchery
steelhead in the upper Trinity River
(Naman and Sharpe 2011). There is
limited information on pinniped

predation of Chinook salmon in the
UKTR ESU, but one study from the
Klamath River estuary in 1997 estimated
that over 8 percent of the fall-run
Chinook salmon escapement was
consumed by pinnipeds (Hillemeier
1999).

Diseases are unlikely to threaten the
ESU’s continued existence now or in the
foreseeable future, unless climate
change in the basin causes a substantial
increase in disease related mortality.
However, the magnitude of any such
effects is difficult to predict with any
degree of certainty. Predation is unlikely
to threaten the ESU’s continued
existence now or in the foreseeable
future.

Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory
Mechanisms

Forest practices, managed by the State
and the Federal Government, have
generally improved since 1998,
although some practices do not
adequately protect Chinook salmon or
other salmonids. About 68 percent of
the land within the UKTR ESU is
managed by the U.S. Forest Service
(USFS) and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) under the
Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP). The
NWFP and its associated Aquatic
Conservation Strategy (ACS), which was
designed to protect salmon and
steelhead habitat by maintaining and
restoring ecosystem health at watershed
and landscape scales, has improved the
landscape through changes in timber
harvesting and road maintenance and
construction. A recent report assessing
the overall effectiveness of the NWFP
indicates that there have been positive
changes in watershed condition scores
throughout the range of the NWFP, with
trends indicating small increases in
vegetation scores (Lanigan et al., 2011).
While overall road density changed only
slightly across the area of the NWFP,
road densities remain high in some
portions of the UKTR Chinook salmon
ESU (e.g., South Fork Trinity River).

Since 1998, NMFS has actively
engaged with the State Board of Forestry
to facilitate improvements in
California’s state forest practice rules to
improve aquatic habitat protection. The
Board of Forestry has made some
improvements to the rules. However,
the current forest practice rules will
continue to be considered inadequate
for anadromous salmonids until the full
suite of needed protections outlined by
NMFS in public hearings and the
Northern California steelhead listing (65
FR 36074; June 7, 2000) are adopted.

Enforcement of State fishery
regulations and Tribal trust fishing
rights is a challenge within the UKTR
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ESU. The Yurok Tribe and Hoopa Valley
Tribe have Federally reserved fishing
rights, but the Federally reserved
salmon and steelhead fishing rights of
other Tribes have not been established.
Under their Federally reserved rights,
the Yurok Tribe and Hoopa Valley Tribe
are entitled to a moderate living
standard or 50 percent of the harvest of
Klamath-Trinity Basin salmon.
However, members of the Karuk Tribe
are authorized to fish with traditional
hand-held dip nets at their indigenous
fishing site at Ishi Pishi Falls under
State fishing regulations. Thus, the
management of in-river harvest of
salmonids is shared between Federal,
Tribal, and State agencies and depends
upon whether the Tribe has a Federally
reserved fishing right or is harvesting
salmon under State fishing regulations.
Monitoring and enforcement of in-river
harvest is hampered by the complexity
of the regulations governing the in-river
fishery. Although the extent to which
illegal harvest is a problem is unclear,
illegal harvest of UKTR Chinook salmon
has been documented. For example,
State law enforcement officers have
confiscated gill nets and fishing rods in
the New River watershed, even during
periods when the river is closed to
fishing (Leach 2012).

While some water diversions in the
UKTR Chinook salmon ESU are well
monitored, consumptive water use is
often poorly or, in some cases, entirely
undocumented. Groundwater
withdrawals are not monitored or
quantified and water master service is
lacking in much of the UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU. The effects of water
utilization on UKTR Chinook salmon
are not well understood, and few
studies have been developed to quantify
the effects.

Current regulatory mechanisms are
not quantifying or addressing
consumptive water use, land clearing,
chemical spills, and fertilizer and
pesticide use associated with outdoor
cannabis cultivation in the UKTR ESU.

There is no comprehensive drought
plan for the Klamath Basin (including
the Trinity River) or coordinated
strategy that directs actions of resource
management agencies to reduce the
effects of drought or climate change on
Chinook salmon. However, parties to
the Klamath Basin Restoration
Agreement have drafted a Drought Plan
which, if finalized and implemented, is
expected to reduce the effects of drought
on UKTR Chinook salmon in the
mainstem Klamath River. Without
appropriate mechanisms in place to
reduce the effects of drought or climate
change throughout the UKTR ESU, both
remain threats to the ESU.

Though there are examples of existing
regulatory mechanisms not adequately
protecting Chinook salmon in the UKTR
ESU, Chinook salmon populations in
the ESU have persisted at current levels
for several decades despite these
limitations. Overall, we conclude that it
is unlikely that inadequacies in these
regulatory mechanisms threaten the
continued existence of the ESU.

Other Natural or Man-made Factors
Affecting Its Continued Existence

Natural events like prolonged drought
or catastrophic flooding could pose
significant threats to UKTR Chinook
salmon. Prolonged drought (more than
two years) would magnify already
challenging water quality, disease, and
freshwater habitat conditions for UKTR
Chinook salmon. A decadal scale
drought, such as the one that lasted
from the late 1920s until the late 1930s
(McCabe et al., 2004), would adversely
affect several generations of Chinook
salmon and increase the population’s
extinction risk. Although many shorter
term droughts (two to three years) have
occurred in the recent past, a decadal
scale drought has occurred once in
approximately the past 100 years.

Catastrophic flooding events like
those in 1955, 1964 and 1997 in the
Klamath Basin destroyed a large area of
salmonid habitat, the effects of which
are still presently evident (Cover et al.,
2010). In addition to adverse impacts to
the spawning and rearing of Chinook
salmon during flood events, such events
also degrade habitat conditions by
filling in holding pools, changing
channel hydraulics, reducing the
amount of large woody debris, and
increasing summer stream temperatures
through loss of riparian vegetation (Lisle
1982). While improvements to
watershed conditions have been made
which could help reduce the intensity
of debris flows and sedimentation,
catastrophic flooding poses a risk to
UKTR Chinook salmon, though the
timing and frequency of such events are
difficult to predict.

Climate change projections for the
Klamath Basin predict greater relative
warming in the summer than in other
seasons, drier summers, less snowpack,
lower stream flow, and changes in
predominant vegetation types such that
wildfires are projected to increase in
frequency and area (Woodson et al.,
2011). These predicted changes would
impact UKTR Chinook salmon by
altering fish migration and timing,
decreasing the availability of side
channel and floodplain habitats, the loss
of cool-water refuge areas, higher rates
of disease incidence, lower dissolved
oxygen levels, and potentially earlier,

longer, and more intense algae blooms
(Woodson et al., 2011). Climate change
will likely exacerbate existing stressors
as well as create new stressors for
salmonids in the Klamath River
(Quifiones 2011). A transition to a
warmer climate state and sea surface
warming may be accompanied by
reductions in ocean productivity, which
affects Chinook salmon survival
(Behrenfeld et al., 2006).

Iron Gate Hatchery and Trinity River
Hatchery release roughly 14.2 million
hatchery salmonids into the UKTR basin
annually, of which 10.3 million are
Chinook salmon that we have
determined are part of this ESU.
Releases of hatchery fish can create a
host of ecological (Kostow 2009) and
genetic (Reisenbichler and Rubin, 1999;
Araki et al., 2009) problems that can
result in lower productivity of natural-
origin salmonids (Buhle et al., 2009;
Chilcote et al., 2011). Genetic
information and escapement estimates
indicate straying of hatchery Chinook
salmon adults into tributaries is more
acute for those streams or areas located
closest to the two hatcheries in the
Klamath Basin (Williams et al., 2011).
The extent to which hatchery-origin fish
affect the productivity of UKTR Chinook
salmon is unknown, but given research
on the effect of hatchery fish on the
productivity of natural-origin fish in
other systems (Buhle et al., 2009;
Chilcote et al., 2011), it is likely that
productivity of UKTR Chinook salmon
is impacted at least in those areas near
hatcheries where hatchery-origin fish
are most abundant.

Floods and droughts are natural
phenomena that have affected UKTR
Chinook salmon for millennia. Although
these natural phenomena temporarily
reduce the ability of freshwater habitat
to support UKTR Chinook salmon, they
are unlikely to threaten the continued
existence of the species. Climate change
has the potential to threaten the ESU’s
continued existence, particularly if
precipitation and snowpack markedly
decrease and temperatures substantially
increase. However, the magnitude of
climate driven changes in precipitation
and snowpack in the foreseeable future
and the response of Chinook salmon
populations in the ESU to any such
changes is unknown. Efforts to reform
hatchery practices at Trinity River and
Iron Gate hatcheries are increasing, in
part driven by the recent scientific
review of hatchery operations by the
California Hatchery Scientific Review
Group. If changes in hatchery operations
resulting from this process are
implemented in the future, they are
expected to reduce the potential adverse
effects of hatchery releases on the



Federal Register/Vol. 77, No. 63/Monday, April 2, 2012/Proposed Rules

19605

productivity of naturally spawning
Chinook salmon in this ESU.

Conservation Efforts

When considering the listing of a
species, section 4(b)(1)(A) of the ESA
(16 U.S.C. 1533(b)(1)(A)) requires
consideration of efforts by any State,
foreign nation, or political subdivision
of a State or foreign nation to protect the
species. On March 28, 2003, NMFS and
the USFWS published the final Policy
for Evaluating Conservation Efforts
When Making Listing Decisions (68 FR
15100), that provides guidance on
evaluating current protective efforts
identified in conservation agreements,
conservation plans, management plans,
or similar documents (developed by
Federal agencies, State and local
governments, Tribal governments,
businesses, organizations, and
individuals) that have not yet been
implemented, or that have been
implemented but have not yet
demonstrated effectiveness.

There is a wide range of conservation
efforts focused on salmonids, including
Chinook salmon, in the UKTR ESU. One
important effort is the Trinity River
Restoration Program. This ongoing
program established restoration goals for
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon,
identified actions that must be taken to
restore Trinity River Chinook salmon
populations, established quantifiable
performance measures, and
incorporated the principles of adaptive
management (TRRP 2012). Removing
Iron Gate Dam and three other dams
upstream of Iron Gate Dam on the
Klamath River (if the Secretary of the
Interior makes an affirmative
determination under the Klamath
Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement) or
adding fish passage facilities around
these and other upper basin dams on the
Klamath River (if the Secretary of the
Interior does not make an affirmative
determination under the Klamath
Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement)
and associated restoration efforts will
likely improve the viability of UKTR
Chinook salmon (CDFG and DOI 2011),
but there are uncertainties regarding
which of these efforts will be
implemented. Several other efforts are
ongoing in the Klamath Basin; in
particular, improved forest practices,
land management, and purchase of
private land for conservation. Ongoing
research on diseases that afflict UKTR
Chinook salmon is expected to provide
greater understanding of the factors that
contribute to disease infection and
management efforts that can ameliorate
disease impacts in the UKTR ESU.

12-Month Finding

We have reviewed the status of the
UKTR Chinook salmon ESU and
considered the best scientific and
commercial data available, and we
conclude that the petitioned action is
not warranted. In reaching this
conclusion, we conclude that spring-run
and fall-run Chinook salmon in the
UKTR Basin constitute a single ESU. We
have considered the conservation efforts
for the ESU. In addition, we have
considered the ESA section 4(a)(1) (16
U.S.C. 1533(a)(1)) factors in the context
of the biological status of the species,
the assessment of the risks posed by
those threats, the possible cumulative
impacts, and the associated
uncertainties. Despite the issues
discussed under those factors,
consistent with the 1998 status review
and listing determination for the UKTR
Chinook salmon ESU, and based on a
comprehensive review of the best
scientific and commercial data currently
available, NMFS concludes the overall
extinction risk of the ESU is considered
to be low over the next 100 years.

Based on these considerations and
others described in this notice, we
conclude that the UKTR Chinook
salmon ESU is not in danger of
extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range, nor is it likely to
become so in the foreseeable future.
Therefore, the UKTR Chinook salmon
ESU does not meet the ESA definition
of an endangered or threatened species,
and listing the UKTR Chinook salmon
ESU under the ESA is not warranted at
this time.
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The authority for this action is the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).
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Acting Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Regulatory Programs, National Marine
Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 2012-7879 Filed 3—-30-12; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 679
RIN 0648-BB77

Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Salmon

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of availability of fishery
management plan amendments; request
for comments.

SUMMARY: The North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Council)
submitted Amendments 10, 11, and 12
to the Fishery Management Plan for the
Salmon Fisheries in the EEZ off the
Coast of Alaska (FMP) to NMFS for
review. If approved, Amendment 10
would provide authority for NMFS to
recover the administrative costs of
processing applications for any future
permits that may be required under this
FMP, except for exempted fishing
permits and prohibited species donation
permits. If approved, Amendment 11
would revise the timeline associated
with the Council’s process to identify
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern so
that the process coincides with the
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 5-year
review, revise habitat research priority
objectives, and update EFH
conservation recommendations for, and
the analysis of the impacts of, non-
fishing activities. If approved,
Amendment 12 would comprehensively
revise and update the FMP to reflect the
Council’s salmon management policy
and Federal law. Amendments 10, 11,
and 12 are intended to promote the
goals and objectives of the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act, the FMP, and other
applicable laws.

DATES: Written comments on the
amendment must be received on or
before 5 p.m., Alaska local time, on June
1, 2012.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by FDMS Docket Number
NOAA-NMFS-2011-0295, by any one
of the following methods:

e Electronic Submissions: Submit all
electronic public comments via the
Federal eRulemaking Portal http://
www.regulations.gov. To submit
comments via the e-Rulemaking Portal,
first click the ‘“submit a comment” icon,
then enter NOAA-NMFS-2011-0295 in
the keyword search. Locate the
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NOAA FISHERIES / FISHERIES AND OCEANS CANADA (DFO) WORKSHOPS TO
EXAMINE THE EFFECTS OF SALMON FISHERIES
ON SOUTHERN RESIDENT KILLER WHALES

As previously reported, NOAA Fisheries and DFO are jointly sponsoring a series of three
scientific workshops overseen by an independent panel of scientists to examine the effects of
salmon fisheries on Southern Resident Killer Whales. These whales are listed as endangered
under both the U.S. Endangered Species Act and Canada’s Species at Risk Act. The focus of the
workshop process is on the whales’ feeding habits and preference for Chinook salmon for prey.

The second of the three workshops occurred March 13-15, 2012 in Vancouver, B.C., Canada. It
was attended by approximately 80 scientists and other interested participants, nearly all of whom
also had attended the first workshop held last September in Seattle. Scientific analyses were
presented by NOAA, DFO and other scientists in response to the information presented at the
first workshop. Several of the presentations were in direct response to requests from the science
panel for additional or refined analysis. The presentations included analyses of correlations
between various indices of Chinook salmon abundance and Kkiller whale demographics,
additional information on the feeding ecology of the whales, and consideration of other predators
on Chinook salmon, such as harbor seals and sea lions.

The independent science panel will now begin working on the first draft of its report, which is
due April 30. The draft report will be posted for public review on NOAA'’s web site, along with
instructions on how to offer comments. Public comments will be accepted until June 15, 2012,
and considered by the panel and participants in the third and final workshop next September.

NOAA Fisheries encourages the Council and its affected community to monitor closely the
products of the workshop process and the developing science on this topic. This can be done by
accessing the NOAA Fisheries website at: http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Marine-Mammals/Whales-
Dolphins-Porpoise/Killer-Whales/ESA-Status/KW-Chnk.cfm.



http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Marine-Mammals/Whales-Dolphins-Porpoise/Killer-Whales/ESA-Status/KW-Chnk.cfm
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Marine-Mammals/Whales-Dolphins-Porpoise/Killer-Whales/ESA-Status/KW-Chnk.cfm
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Mzr. Dan Wolford, Chair

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

Dear Mr. Wolford:

You may recall that at the March 2011 Council meeting, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) informed the Council that we were exploring the possibility of discontinuing
publication of annual salmon management regulation booklets as a cost saving measure because
of reduced demand and inaccuracy due to numerous inseason actions. NMFS discussed the
possibility with the Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) at the March 2011 Council meeting, and
several members of the SAS expressed to the Council concern about the proposal to discontinue
the booklets. For the 2011 fishing season we continued to produce printed booklets, but also
implemented electronic tools for distributing salmon fishery information. Those new tools
include publishing online the booklets and inseason actions, and establishing an email list to
announce inseason actions and other salmon management news.

While NMFS acknowledges that some members of the fishing community find the booklets
convenient, we simply can no longer justify the printing and distribution expense when far
cheaper and more accurate electronic information is readily available. We also must be mindful
of initiatives taken by the Department of Commerce to reduce costs, and specific direction for
federal agencies to reduce printing costs and increase reliance on electronic dissemination of
documents. While we will not print or distribute the booklet in 2012 and beyond, NMFS will
continue to explore alternative methods of distributing salmon management information and will
look for the Council’s suggestions about further improvements that may be needed. For
example, an online version of the regulations will be formatted for printing for those who choose
to do so.

We regret any inconvenience this will cause the Council and the fishing community.

Sincerely,

Bob Turner
Assistant Regional Administrator

ce: FINWRI1 — P. Mundy
F/NWR2 — R. Schumacher
F/GCNW —S. Lynch
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TENTATIVE ADOPTION OF 2012
OCEAN SALMON MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR ANALYSIS

The Council adopted three salmon management Alternatives, and two rebuilding plan
alternatives for Sacramento River fall Chinook (SRFC) in March, which were published in
Preseason Report Il and sent out for public review. Summaries of the testimony presented at
public hearings will be provided at the meeting in supplemental reports (Agenda Item E.2.c).

In action under this agenda item, the Council must narrow the March management alternatives 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.

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 prior to
adoption of the tentative options. Procedure also stipulates any new alternatives or analyses
must be reviewed by the STT and public prior to the Council’s final adoption.

Management measures considered for adoption that deviate from Salmon Fishery Management
Plan (FMP) objectives will require implementation by emergency rule. If an emergency rule
appears to be necessary, the Council must clearly identify and justify the need for such an action
consistent with emergency criteria established by the Council (Agenda Item E.2.a, Attachment 1)
and National Marine Fisheries Service (Agenda Item E.2.a, Attachment 2).

Final action on a preferred rebuilding plan for SRFC will not occur until Agenda Item E.7, but
the two rebuilding plan alternatives adopted in March (Agenda Item E.2.a, Attachment 3) will be
analyzed in the materials presented under agenda items E.5 and E.7. Neither rebuilding plan
alternative is expected to affect regulations in 2012.

The STT will check back with the Council on Tuesday, April 3, 2012 (Agenda Item E.5) or at
other times to clarify any questions or obvious problems with the tentative measures.

Council Action:

Adopt tentative treaty Indian ocean and non-Indian commercial and recreational
management measures for STT collation and analysis.



Reference Materials:

no

6.

7.

Preseason Report I1: Proposed Alternatives and Environmental Assessment - Part 2 for 2012
Ocean Salmon Fishery Regulations. (mailed prior to the hearings and available at meeting).
Agenda Item E.2.a, Attachment 1: Emergency Changes to the Salmon FMP.

Agenda Item E.2.a, Attachment 2. FR 97-22094: Policy Guidelines for the Use of
Emergency Rules.

Agenda Item E.2.a, Attachment 3: Salmon Technical Team Proposed Rebuilding Plan for
Sacramento River Fall Chinook.

Agenda Item E.2.c, Supplemental Public Hearing Reports 1 through 3: Summary of Public
Hearings.

Agenda Item E.2.f, Supplemental SAS Report: Proposed 2012 Ocean Salmon Management
Measures For Tentative Adoption.

Agenda Item E.2.g, Public Comment.

Agenda Order:

a. Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy
b. Update of Estimated Impacts of March 2012 Alternatives Robert Kope
c. Summary of Public Hearings Hearings Officers
d. Recommendations of the U.S. Section of the

Pacific Salmon Commission Phil Anderson and Gordy Williams
e. Recommendations of the North of Cape Falcon Forum Oregon, Washington, and Tribes
f. Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities
g. Public Comment
h. Council Action: Adopt Tentative 2012 Ocean Salmon Management Measures for Analysis
PFMC
03/13/12
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EMERGENCY CHANGES TO THE SALMON FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN (FMP)
(Excerpt from Council Operating Procedure 10)

CRITERIA FOR REQUESTING EMERGENCY CHANGES TO THE SALMON FMP

Section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act allows the
U.S. Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) 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 (STT), Scientific and Statistical
Committee, and Council; a comprehensive review justifies a change.) They are fixed because of
their importance and because the Council wanted to require a rigorous analysis, including
extensive public review, to change them. Such an analysis and review were conducted when
these management measures were originally adopted. It is the Council's intent to incorporate any
desired flexibility of conservation objectives into the framework plan, making emergency
changes prior to the season unnecessary. The Oregon coastal natural coho conservation
objective is an example of a flexible objective, which is more conservative when stock
abundance is low.

The use of the emergency process essentially "short circuits” the plan amendment process and
reduces public participation, thus there needs to be sufficient rationale for using it. Moreover,
experience demonstrates that if there is disagreement or controversy over a council's request for
emergency regulations, the Secretary is unlikely to approve it. An exception would be an
extreme resource emergency.

To avoid protracted, last-minute debates each year over whether or not the Council should
request an emergency deviation from the Salmon FMP, criteria have been developed and adopted
by the Council to screen proposals for emergency changes. The intent is to limit requests to
those which are justified and have a reasonable chance of approval, so that the time spent in
developing the case is not wasted and expectations are not unnecessarily raised.



Criteria
The following criteria will be used to evaluate requests for emergency action by the Secretary:
1. The issue was not anticipated or addressed in the salmon plan, or an error was made.

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

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

4. The action is necessary to meet FMP objectives.
5. If the action is taken, long-term yield from the stock complex will not be decreased.
Process

The Council will consider proposals for emergency changes at the March meeting and decide
whether or not a specific issue appears to meet all the applicable criteria. 1f the Council decides
to pursue any proposal, it will direct the STT to prepare an impact assessment for review by the
Council at the April meeting, prior to final action. Any proposals for emergency change will be
presented at the public hearings between the March and April meetings. It is the clear intent of
the Council that any proposals for emergency change be considered no later than the March
meeting in order that appropriate attention be devoted at the April meeting to developing
management recommendations which maximize the social and economic benefits of the
harvestable portion of the stocks.

The Council may consider other proposals for emergency change at the April meeting if
suggested during the public review process, however, such proposals must clearly satisfy all of
the applicable criteria and are subject to the requirements for an impact assessment by the STT.

PFMC
03/15/12
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THEFT RATES OF MODEL YEAR 1995 PASSENGER MOTOR VEHICLES STOLEN IN CALENDAR YEAR 1995—Continued

1995 (per

Production 1,000 vehi-

Manufacturer Make/model (line) Thefts 1995 (mfgr's) cles pro-
1995 duced) theft

rate

205 ROLLS-ROYCE ....oovviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeiiieieee e SIL SPIRIT/SPUR/MULS .....cccoveeiieeeieee e 0 132 0.0000
206 ROLLS-ROYCE .... .... | TURBO R 0 19 0.0000
207 VOLKSWAGEN ....oooiiiiiiiiiiiieeceeiieeeee e EUROVAN L. 0 1,814 0.0000
208  VOLVO ..oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinns e LIMOUSINE ... 0 6 0.0000

Issued on: August 18, 1997.
L. Robert Shelton,

Associate Administrator for Safety
Performance Standards.

[FR Doc. 97-22263 Filed 8-20-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-59-P

Ll

SUMMARY: NMFS is issuing revised
guidelines for the Regional Fishery
Management Councils (Councils) in
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). The
guidelines were also developed to
provide the NMFS Regional
Administrators guidance in the
development and approval of
regulations to address events or

problems that require immediate action.

These revisions make the guidelines
consistent with the requirements of
section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act, as amended by the Sustainable
Fisheries Act.

DATES: Effective August 21, 1997.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Paula N. Evans, NMFS, 301/713-2341.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On February 5, 1992, NMFS issued
policy guidelines for the use of
emergency rules that were published in

the Federal Register on January 6, 1992
(57 FR 375). These guidelines were
consistent with the requirements of
section 305(c) of the Magnuson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act. On
October 11, 1996, President Clinton
signed into law the Sustainable
Fisheries Act (Public Law 104-297),
which made numerous amendments to
the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The
amendments significantly changed the
process under which fishery
management plans (FMPs), FMP
amendments, and most regulations are
reviewed and implemented. Because of
these changes, NMFS is revising the
policy guidelines for the preparation
and approval of emergency regulations.
Another change to section 305(c),
concerning interim measures to reduce
overfishing, will be addressed in
revisions to the national standards
guidelines.

Rationale for Emergency Action

Section 305(c) of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act provides for taking
emergency action with regard to any
fishery, but does not define the
circumstances that would justify such
emergency action. Section 305(c)
provides that:

1. The Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary) may promulgate emergency
regulations to address an emergency if
the Secretary finds that an emergency
exists, without regard to whether a
fishery management plan exists for that
fishery;

2. The Secretary shall promulgate
emergency regulations to address the
emergency if the Council, by a
unanimous vote of the voting members,
requests the Secretary to take such
action;

3. The Secretary may promulgate
emergency regulations to address the
emergency if the Council, by less than
a unanimous vote of its voting members,
requests the Secretary to take such
action; and

4. The Secretary may promulgate
emergency regulations that respond to a
public health emergency or an oil spill.
Such emergency regulations may remain
in effect until the circumstances that

created the emergency no longer exist,
provided that the public has had an
opportunity to comment on the
regulation after it has been published,
and in the case of a public health
emergency, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services concurs with the
Secretary’s action.

Policy

The NOAA Office of General Counsel
has defined the phrase “‘unanimous
vote,” in paragraphs 2 and 3 above, to
mean the unanimous vote of a quorum
of the voting members of the Council
only. An abstention has no effect on the
unanimity of the quorum vote. The only
legal prerequisite for use of the
Secretary’s emergency authority is that
an emergency must exist. Congress
intended that emergency authority be
available to address conservation,
biological, economic, social, and health
emergencies. In addition, emergency
regulations may make direct allocations
among user groups, if strong
justification and the administrative
record demonstrate that, absent
emergency regulations, substantial harm
will occur to one or more segments of
the fishing industry. Controversial
actions with serious economic effects,
except under extraordinary
circumstances, should be done through
normal notice-and-comment
rulemaking.

The preparation or approval of
management actions under the
emergency provisions of section 305(c)
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act should be
limited to extremely urgent, special
circumstances where substantial harm
to or disruption of the resource, fishery,
or community would be caused in the
time it would take to follow standard
rulemaking procedures. An emergency
action may not be based on
administrative inaction to solve a long-
recognized problem. In order to approve
an emergency rule, the Secretary must
have an administrative record justifying
emergency regulatory action and
demonstrating its compliance with the
national standards. In addition, the
preamble to the emergency rule should
indicate what measures could be taken
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or what alternative measures will be
considered to effect a permanent
solution to the problem addressed by
the emergency rule.

The process of implementing
emergency regulations limits
substantially the public participation in
rulemaking that Congress intended
under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and
the Administrative Procedure Act. The
Councils and the Secretary must,
whenever possible, afford the full scope
of public participation in rulemaking. In
addition, an emergency rule may delay
the review of non-emergency rules,
because the emergency rule takes
precedence. Clearly, an emergency
action should not be a routine event.

Guidelines

NMPFS provides the following
guidelines for the Councils to use in
determining whether an emergency
exists:

Emergency Criteria

For the purpose of section 305(c) of
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the phrase
‘““an emergency exists involving any
fishery” is defined as a situation that:

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

(2) Presents serious conservation or
management problems 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.

Emergency Justification

If the time it would take to complete
notice-and-comment rulemaking would
result in substantial damage or loss to a
living marine resource, habitat, fishery,
industry participants or communities, or
substantial adverse effect to the public
health, emergency action might 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 habitat; or

(2) Economic—to prevent significant
direct economic loss or to preserve a
significant economic opportunity that
otherwise might be foregone; or

(3) Social—to prevent significant
community impacts or conflict between
user groups; or

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

Dated: August 14, 1997.

Gary C. Matlock,

Acting Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 97-22094 Filed 8-20-97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-F

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 285

[Docket No. 970702161-7197-02; 1.D.
041097C]

RIN 0648—-AJ93

Atlantic Highly Migratory Species
Fisheries; Import Restrictions

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: NMFS amends the regulations
governing the Atlantic highly migratory
species fisheries to prohibit importation
of Atlantic bluefin tuna (ABT) and its
products in any form harvested by
vessels of Panama, Honduras, and
Belize. The amendments are necessary
to implement International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
(ICCAT) recommendations designed to
help achieve the conservation and
management objectives for ABT
fisheries.

DATES: Effective August 20, 1997.
Restrictions on Honduras and Belize are
applicable August 20, 1997; restrictions
on Panama are applicable January 1,
1998.

ADDRESSES: Copies of the supporting
documentation are available from
Rebecca Lent, Chief, Highly Migratory
Species Management Division, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries (F/SF1), NMFS,
1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring,
MD 20910-3282.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Chris Rogers or Jill Stevenson, 301-713—
2347.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Atlantic tuna fisheries are managed
under the authority of the Atlantic
Tunas Convention Act (ATCA). Section
971d(c)(1) of the ATCA authorizes the
Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) to
issue regulations as may be necessary to
carry out the recommendations of the

ICCAT. The authority to issue
regulations has been delegated from the
Secretary to the Assistant Administrator
for Fisheries, NOAA (AA).

Background information about the
need to implement trade restrictions
and the related ICCAT recommendation
was provided in the preamble to the
proposed rule (62 FR 38246, July 17,
1997) and is not repeated here. These
regulatory changes will further NMFS’
management objectives for the Atlantic
tuna fisheries.

Proposed Import Restrictions

In order to conserve and manage
North Atlantic bluefin tuna, ICCAT
adopted two recommendations at its
1996 meeting requiring its Contracting
Parties to take the appropriate measures
to prohibit the import of ABT and its
products in any form from Belize,
Honduras, and Panama. The first
recommendation was that its
Contracting Parties take appropriate
steps to prohibit the import of ABT and
its products in any form harvested by
vessels of Belize and Honduras as soon
as possible following the entry into
force of the ICCAT recommendation.
Accordingly, the prohibition with
respect to these countries is effective
August 20, 1997. The second
recommendation was that the
Contracting Parties take appropriate
steps to prohibit such imports harvested
by vessels of Panama effective January
1, 1998. This would allow Panama an
opportunity to present documentary
evidence to ICCAT, at its 1997 meeting
or before, that Panama has brought its
fishing practices for ABT into
consistency with ICCAT conservation
and management measures.
Accordingly, the prohibition with
respect to Panama will become effective
January 1, 1998.

Under current regulations, all ABT
shipments imported into the United
States are required to be accompanied
by a Bluefin Statistical Document (BSD).
Under this final rule, United States
Customs officials, using the BSD, will
deny entry into the customs territory of
the United States of shipments of ABT
harvested by vessels of Panama,
Honduras, and Belize and exported after
the effective dates of the trade
restrictions. Entry will not be denied for
any shipment in transit prior to the
effective date of trade restrictions.

Upon determination by ICCAT that
Panama, Honduras, and/or Belize has
brought its fishing practices into
consistency with ICCAT conservation
and management measures, NMFS will
publish a final rule in the Federal
Register that will remove import
restrictions for the relevant party. In
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SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM PROPOSED REBUILDING PLAN
FOR SACRAMENTO RIVER FALL CHINOOK

Sacramento River fall Chinook (SRFC) became overfished in 2010 when the stock failed to meet
its conservation objective for three consecutive years (2007-2009). In June of 2011 the Council
adopted Amendment 16 to the Salmon Fishery Management Plan (FMP) which established new
status determination criteria. Under the new criteria, SRFC are determined to be overfished
when the 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement falls below the minimum stock size
threshold (MSST) of 91,500 adult natural and hatchery spawners, and the stock is determined to
be subject to overfishing if the fishing mortality rate exceeds the maximum fishing mortality
threshold (MFMT) of 78 percent. In the amended FMP, the default criterion for rebuilt status is
when the 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement exceeds maximum sustainable yield
spawning escapement (Susy). For SRFC, Susy is defined as 122,000 adult natural and hatchery
spawners. Relevant escapement estimates and the 3-year geometric means are displayed below
(Table 1).

Table 1. Sacramento River fall Chinook adult spawning escapement. Escapement is hatchery and natural
combined, and the 3-year geometric mean is for run year and the two prior years. Because escapement
occurs after the fishing season, when the MSST was not met for the third consecutive year in 2009, the
stock triggered an overfishing concern in 2010. That same year, it met the current FMP criterion for
being classified as overfished.

year escapement 3-yr geometric mean
2007 91,374 215,097
2008 65,364 117,991
2009 40,873 62,498
2010 124,270 69,244
2011 114,741 83,530

The Salmon Technical Team (STT) proposed rebuilding plan is required to include the following
components:
(1) an evaluation of the roles of fishing, marine and freshwater survival in the overfished
determination,
(2) consideration of any modifications to the rebuilt criterion,
(3) recommendations for actions the Council could take to rebuild the stock to Susy
including modifications to the control rule if any, and
(4) specification of a rebuilding period.
Each of these components is addressed below.

Roles of Fishing, Marine, and Freshwater Survival

The status of SRFC was reviewed when SRFC failed to meet the conservation objective of
122,000 to 180,000 adult natural and hatchery spawners in 2007 and 2008 (Lindley et al. 2009).
That report identified ocean conditions as the proximate cause of the collapse of SRFC, and that
while freshwater habitat conditions and harvest both reduced the survival of SRFC, they were
not directly responsible for the collapse. The review was updated by the STT when SRFC



triggered an overfishing concern by failing to meet the conservation objective again in 2009
(STT 2011). That report confirmed the conclusions of Lindley et al. (2009). While sufficient
reductions in fishery impacts could have resulted in meeting the conservation objective in 2007,
they could not have prevented the stock from falling below the MSST in 2008 and 2009
(Table 1).

Rebuilt Criterion

Because the default rebuilt criterion is based on Sysy, which is the escapement level intended to
maximize yield on a continuing basis, the STT does not believe that any modifications to the
default rebuilt criterion are warranted. The STT recommends the Council adopt the default
criteria of a 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement exceeding the Sysy estimate of
122,000 adult natural and hatchery spawners.

Recommended Rebuilding Alternatives

The control rule in the FMP for managing fishery impacts constitutes a default rebuilding plan
(status quo). Under this control rule, the stock is to be managed for an exploitation rate not to
exceed 70 percent, while providing at least 122,000 natural and hatchery adult spawners. The
control rule further defines allowable levels of de minimis fishing mortality when spawning
escapement is projected to be below 122,000.

The STT considered two alternatives to the status quo: Alternative 1 is to set a minimum
escapement target of the upper end of the conservation objective goal range (180,000) adult
natural and hatchery spawners, while retaining the maximum allowable exploitation rate (FacL)
at 70 percent. Alternative 2 is to retain the current minimum escapement of Sysy, but limit the
allowable total exploitation rate to 65 percent.

Given the high abundance forecast for SRFC in 2012, the alternative minimum escapement
targets of Alternatives 1 and status quo would not constrain fisheries. The Sacramento Index
forecast of 819,400 reduced by the FacL of 70 percent would be expected to result in 245,820
adult natural and hatchery spawners. Given the spawning escapements in 2010 and 2011, this
would produce a 3-year geometric mean of 151,903. The reduced maximum harvest rate of
Alternative 2 would result in an expected spawning escapement of 286,790, which would
produce a 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement of 159,913.

Because differences between the alternatives are relatively minor given this year’s
circumstances, the STT recommends the status quo as the preferred alternative.

Rebuilding Period

Because the 2012 Sacramento Index forecast, fished at the highest allowable target exploitation
rate (FacL), would result in a 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement well above the
rebuilding criterion, each of the alternatives would be expected to have a greater than 50 percent
probability of achieving the rebuilding criterion within one year. Status determinations are made
annually when escapement estimates for the prior year first become available. One year is
therefore the minimum time possible to achieve rebuilding. The STT specifies the rebuilding
period to be one year, and concludes that this is the minimum.

PFMC
03/15/12
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Date:
Location:

March 26, 2012

Chateau Westport
Westport, WA

Attendance: 25

Testifying:

9

Hearing Officer:

Other Council
Members:

NMFS:
Coast Guard:

Salmon Team
Member:

Council Staff:

Mr. Phil Anderson

Mr. Dale Myer
Mr. Rich Lincoln
Mr. Bob Turner
CWO Jerry Farmer
Mr. Brian Corrigan

Mr. Doug Milward
Mr. Mike Burner

Organizations Represented: City of Westport, Washington Trollers Association, Westport

Charterboat Association, Ilwaco Charter Association

Of the 9 people testifying:

e 5 commented primarily on the commercial troll fishery.

Synopsis of Testimony

e 3 commented primarily on the recreational (charterboat) fishery
e 1 commented primarily on community impacts to Westport.

Special Opening Remarks

Mr. Doug Milward reviewed alternatives for the commercial and sport salmon seasons, and
options for halibut retention in the salmon troll fishery.

Commercial Troll Comments

o All those testifying supported Alternative | for the area north of Cape Falcon.

e One requested implementation of a five day per week fishery for the start of the spring
Chinook directed fishery as well as for the summer all species fishery, but requested that
the summer fishery begin on a Friday (Friday-Tuesday) rather than on Saturday as is
currently reflected in all of the alternatives.

e Washington Trollers” Association (WTA) supports Alternative | with some changes (see

attached written comments).

alternate landing limits as reflected in the attached written testimony:
0 When three-quarters of the spring Chinook quota has been attained limit the
fishery to 5 days per week (Friday — Tuesday) and implement a landing restriction

of no more that 40 Chinook per open period.

WTA members from Illwaco (5 out of 38) supported

Inseason conference calls could

then assess the size of the active fleet and adjust the landing limits with the goal
of remaining open through June.

rgs.an.hr



0 Adjust open dates so that open periods begin on a Friday rather than a Saturday
with a landing limit of 75 Chinook and 40 coho until three-quarters of either the
Chinook or coho quota is attained. Landing limits could then be adjusted via
inseason conference call to extend the season through the third week in August
with a goal of fully utilizing Chinook and coho quotas.

o |If it appears that the summer period Chinook quota will be attained and inseason
action is necessary, as a first priority, trade for additional Chinook with the
recreational fishery and secondarily consider a non-selective coho fishery.

0 Require that salmon landed off the Washington coast are landing in Washington
ports.

e Regarding incidental halibut harvest in the salmon troll fishery, one expressed support for
Alternative | - Status Quo with a trip limit of 35 halibut per trip and requested a
compromise of no less than 25. The majority of the WTA membership support
Alternative Il (incidental landing ratio of one Pacific halibut per four Chinook, plus one
additional halibut and an incidental trip limit of 20 halibut) with a minority preferring an
incidental trip limit of 25.

e One person expressed concerned about mark-selective fisheries and recommended
reallocating existing funds in support of mark-selective fisheries to hatch box programs.

Recreational Comments

e Three supported Alternative | for north of Cape Falcon with the understanding that
further negotiations are required to achieve management objectives.
e Requested modifications to Alternative 1 included:

o0 A shorter Chinook mark-selective fishery and an earlier start of the all species
season, but with coho quotas likely to be low this would not be prudent.

o Consider July 1 through September 23, open 5 days per week (Sunday through
Thursday) for the all species fishery.

o During all-species portion of the season, if liberalizing regulations while meeting
management objectives is possible, first consider expanding the days per week
from 5 to 7 and second, consider liberalizing the Chinook bag limit. Exercise
caution with inseason management and liberalizing regulations if and when it
becomes clear that there wouldn’t be a closure prior to Labor Day.

0 There does not appear to be a good reason to close the Grays Harbor Control
Zone on August 1 as shown in all three alternatives.

e In general, there is a need to maximize the ocean coho quota, particularly in Area 1 and
to enhance Chinook fisheries inside the Columbia River including fair share of Lower
Columbia River tule impacts.

Other Comments

e The City of Westport supports both the recreational fishermen’s recommendations to
extend the season and the commercial fishermen’s desire to maximize the catch on the
most abundant fish. Long and stable seasons are good for the city, particularly if fishing
days are added inseason rather than removed (would prefer to start with 5 days open per
week and move to 7 days per week, if possible, rather than start with 7 days per week and
reduce inseason).

rgs.an.hr



Written Statements (Attached)

e Mr. Doug Fricke

PFMC
03/29/12
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Westport Chapter
Washington Trollers Association
Douglas Fricke, Port Chairman
March 26, 2012
Donald Mclsaac, Executive Director
Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Portland, Oregon 97220
Subject: Testimony To Weétport Hearing On 2012 Commercial Troll Salmon Season

On the evening of March 23 in Westport, WA, 22 members from the Westport Chapter of the
Washington Trollers Association met to review the proposed salmon troll seasons for North of Cape
Falcon. There was discussion among the trollers of the fairness of having more chinook opportunity in
the summer or more chinook opportunity in the spring. There were arguments presented on both sides
of the issue, but the clear compromise from both sides that was unanimously agreed to was to split the
chinook harvest at 2/3 in the May/June period and 1/3 in the July thru August period.

Following is the unanimously agreed 2012 season request:

May/June (Spring) allocation 2/3 of chinook Troll 2012 quota — July/Aug/Sept (Summer) allocation 1/3
chinook Troll 2012 quota

Start May 1 and proceed until % of Spring quota is caught and then proceed with Friday through
Tuesday openings of maximum allowed weekly landing limits for the size of the fleet in participation.
When allowed weekly limits are lower than@ghinook per week, then adjust chinook landing limits per
week so the season will extend through the en%f\wm.‘\fl waeo — 50

Start the Summer season on July 1 thru July 4, closed July 5, and then openings would be Friday through
Tues starting on July 6. The openings would have a 7 jchinook and 40 coho per opening landing limit
until % of either the chinook or coho is achieved and then the weekly landing limits will be adjusted to
make the season last until the end of the third week in August. If conservative management creates a
lack of using all the quotas at the end of the third week ofAugust, the season should be extended to

utilize the entire ocean quotas for chinook and coho. Tilwews =50

If it appears that the summer chinook quota will be attained before the coho quota, the Westport
Trollers first request is to trade for additional chinook and second is to have a non-select coho fishery if
a trade is not available for chinook.

Concerning another management issue, the Westport trollers request that our State Managers work to
get a regulation that salmon commercially caught off of WA State Coast are delivered into WA State
ports as is required by the States of Oregon and California. When this regulation is in place, the need for
the management regulation preventing moving commercially troll caught salmon across the Leadbetter
line would be eliminated.

Halibut: Concerning halibut, the Westport Trollers support changing the allowed halibut incidental
landing ratio to 1 halibut per 4 salmon plus 1 additional halibut with a cap of20%halibut per landing.

\"‘I:f Wil e = 2;5



Agenda Item E.2.c
Supplemental Public Hearing Report 2
April 2012

SALMON MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES HEARING SUMMARY

Date: March 26, 2012 Hearing Officer: Mr. Jeff Feldner
Location: ~ Coos Bay Red Lion
Coos Bay OR
NMFS: Ms. Peggy Mundy
Attendance: 29 Coast Guard: LCDR Clint Prindle
Testifying: 11 Salmon Team Member: Mr. Craig Foster
Council Staff: Mr. Chuck Tracy
Organizations Represented:
Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition

Mr. Craig Foster reviewed Alternatives for the commercial and sport salmon seasons, and Options

Special Opening Remarks

for Halibut retention the salmon troll fishery.

Of the 11 people testifying:

Synopsis of Testimony

Six commented primarily on the commercial troll fishery.
Five commented primarily on the recreational fishery.

Commercial Troll Comments

e Four supported supported Alternative | for the Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. fishery

Two supported Alternative | for the Oregon KMZ fishery and requested increased quotas of
2,500 in June and 2,000 in July, and a September 1-15 non-quota fishery.

Three supported a 27 inch minimum size limit prior to September 1 for the Cape Falcon to
Humbug Mt. fishery.

Two supported a September landing limit of 100 fish per week for the Cape Falcon to
Humbug Mt. fishery.

One supported Oregon state-waters fisheries in the Coos and Coquille areas if there were no
September fishery and requested Oregon allow coho retention at a ratio of 5 Chinook per
coho.

Three requested a federal disaster for 2011 be declared.

rgs.an.hr



Recreational Comments

Three supported Alternative | for the Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. fishery.

One requested the September non-mark-selective fishery should be opened all three days of
the Labor Day weekend.

One requested available Oregon Coast Natural coho impacts up to the 15 percent limit be
used, if possible, by moving the July mark-selective impacts into the September non-mark-
selective fishery, and to extend the September coho fishery through the end of September
incase weather prevents access.

Two supported Alternative | for the Oregon KMZ fishery.

One supported the 24 inch minimum size limit in the Oregon KMZ fishery.

Other Comments

Four supported halibut retention Option 3
One supported halibut retention Option 1

Written Statements (Attached)

Paul Merz
Craig Praus

PFMC
03/29/12
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Agenda Item E.2.c
Supplemental Public Hearing Report 3

April 2012
SALMON MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES HEARING SUMMARY
Date: March 27, 2012 Hearing Officer: Mr. David Crabbe
Location: Red Lion Hotel Other Council Members:
Eureka, CA
NMFS: Ms. Heidi Taylor
Attendance: 42 Coast Guard: LT Robert Starr
Testifying: 17 Salmon Technical Team: Ms. Jennifer Simon
Council Staff: Mr. Chuck Tracy
Organizations Represented: Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition; Humboldt Area
Saltwater Anglers; Trinity River Guides Association; Salmon Trollers Marketing Association;
Humboldt Fishermen Marketing Association Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and
Conservation District, Del Norte County Board of Supervisors, Crescent City Board of Harbor
Commissioners, and Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

Special Opening Remarks
Ms. Jennifer Simon provided a summary of the recreational and commercial Alternatives.
Synopsis of Testimony
Of the 17 people testifying:

Seven commented primarily on the commercial troll fishery.
Five commented primarily on the recreational fishery.
Five commented on both recreational and commercial fisheries

Commercial Troll Comments

e Six supported Alternative Il for the California KMZ

e Four supported Alternative Il for the Fort Bragg fishery, and requested that sufficient
impacts from south of Point Arena be transferred to the Fort Bragg area to allow a
consistent opening date in late June or early July for Fort Bragg and San Francisco areas
to minimize effort shift and provide equability.

e Two recommended a four day open, three day closed (or similar) season for the entire
month of June in the San Francisco area to keep markets supplied and prevent price drop.



Recreational Comments

e Ten supported Alternative I in the California KMZ, with one requesting an April 7
opening date and one requesting a September 30 closing date.

e One supported Alternative | for the recreational river fishery allocation in the Klamath
Basin.

Other Comments

e Two recommended the Council support the Genetic Stock Identification study, including
non-retention sampling during closed time/area.

Two recommended the Council support release of the water allocation for Humboldt
County from the Trinity River impoundment.

Written Statements (Attached)

Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreation, and Conservation District

Dave Bitts

Tim Machado

Del Norte County Board of Supervisors

Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition

Humboldt Area Saltwater Anglers

Crescent City Board of Harbor Commissioners

Hoopa Valley Tribal Council and Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

PFMC
03/29/12
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COMMISSIONERS : HUMBOLDT BAY

1st Division HARBOR, RECREATION, AND CONSERVATION
Aaron Newman DISTRICT
2nd Division (707) 443-0801
Greg Dale P.0. Box 1030
3rd Division Eureka, California 95502-1030
Mike Wilson
4th Division
Richard Marks
5th Division
Patrick Higgins

March 20, 2012

Dan Wolford, Chair

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 N.E. Ambassador Place, Ste. 101
Portland, OR 97220-1384

Dear Chairman Wolford,

Humboldt Bay was traditionally a primary recreational and commercial salmon fishing
port. Fishery management decisions in recent years have made this no longer the
case. Although we realize that there are many reasons for this, and that sheer
abundance of fish will most likely not return our bay to its former place in the salmon
industry, we feel that every effort should be made to improve our position.

2012 abundance forecasts for both the Klamath and Sacramento Rivers' Fall chinook
river runs are excellent. Our smaller north-coast rivers have reported robust salmon
runs with over 1200 fall Chinook jacks being recorded by the California Department of
Fish and Game at the upper Eel River Van Arsdale fish trap. Ocean and river
conditions that promoted these high abundances of salmon have existed since 2009.

Recreational salmon fishing should begin in the California Klamath Management Zone
at the earliest possible date in May and continue through September. Our summer
economy is bolstered by our sportsmen having a long season to maximize the number
of calm days over our hazardous entry bar.

Commercial salmon trolling should begin in the Fort Bragg Management Zone as close
as possible to July 1st and run through September. This area south of Horse

Mountain is fished by Humboldt Bay commercial vessels that travel south to that area
and return back to Humboldt Bay. This provides them with viable commercial fishing
opportunities and salmon for Humboldt markets. Our smaller commercial vessels that
cannot easily travel would benefit greatly from non-retention Genetic Stock Assessment
Survey fishing opportunities, and the late September quota fishery proposed in the
season options.

To minimize effort-shift of the fleet the California fishing cells south of Horse Mountain
should open at the same time. This will also most efficiently use our allowed impacts on



Letter to Pacific Fishery Management Council
March 20, 2012
Page 2

Age Four Klamath fish in July and August. Furthermore, super-abundance in 2012
returns should make any fish caught in September insignificant relative to next year's
season structuring. September Fall fishing on 2013 impacts, we feel, has never been
more appropriate as each fishing group, recreational and commercial, will be
responsible for their respective share of impacts on next year's season.

For decades, management decisions have benefited areas to the south with more
fishing opportunities while severely restricting those of Humboldt Bay. We feel that
2012 Klamath abundance warrants that the Pacific Fishery Management Council make
decisions that favor the North Coast. We ask that PFMC please endorse a more
balanced approach for the 2012 Salmon Season.

Sincerely,

£ e P

Aaron Newman
Board of Commissioners



Comments for PFMC public hearing, Eureka, March 27, 2012

1. 50,000 acre/feet: Does DFG support the request from Humboldt County and others for
an additional 50,000 acre/feet of Trinity River water to help prevent a fish kill on the
Klamath this fall? Will your STT members support the Habitat Committee letter to that
effect?

2. Options: a) As presented, troll option 1 does the best job of distributing the additional
fishing time available this year between south of Pt. Arena, and the Fort Bragg area. This
is a good thing; we should share the gain, which amounts to about three cell/weeks
compared to last year.

b) Inthe September KMZ quota fishery, the bag limit, quota, and fishing time available
don’t match up. It’s reasonable to expect about 300 boat days of effort in that fishery.
That would mean a bag limit of 20 fish per day if the quota is 6000 as in option 3. (The
only time there’s been much more effort than that was in ’07, when everyone was
starving. If the abundance forecasts are so far off that that happens again, we should
make it worth people’s while to come up and fish in the KMZ.)

¢) The closures below Pt. Sur inserted into option 3 at the last minute are hard to
understand. They do nothing to save Klamath fish, and that option met Klamath and
winter run criteria without these closures. If there’s a good reason for them, let’s hear it;
otherwise let’s forget about them. Availability of fish checkers is not a good reason.

3. The Newman option makes sense for two reasons: a) it minimizes effort shift, and thus
should maximize the total number of days available; 2) it accommodates the northern
shift of fish we’ve observed beginning in *05 — last year, for example, there wasn’t much
below Pt. Arena, except at Fish Rocks, when the season reopened the last week of June.
But it’s hard to ask fishermen below Arena to take a reduction in time available from last
year’s season when there’s more opportunity this year.

Dave Bitts,
F/V Elmarue
President, PCFFA



March 27. 2012
Tim Machado
111 Pleasant Court
Crescent City CA
My name is Tim Machado and | am a sport fisherman based in Crescent City.

Last vear | participated in a volunteer Genetic Stock Index sampling program for ocean
caught saimon. | was the only sampler for the far northern part of the California KMZ. Az
such, | found that all of my samples were collected during the first few weeks of the
season in May and early June. After that, legal Chinook became virtually non-existent in
our area. Similar results were said to be experienced by neighboring salmon fishermen
in Brookings, Oregon. Therefore, | would favor the adoption of Alternative 1 with the
May 1® opening date. With this earlier opener, my expectations would be that saimon
fishermen in the Crescent Citv and Brookings area would have a better chance of a
successful season for Chinook.

Thank vou.




(707) 464-7204

Michael Sullivan
Chair
Supervisor, District 3

Leslie McNamer
Vice-Chair
Supervisor, District 1

Martha McClure
Supervisor, District 2

Gerry Hemmingsen
Supervisor, District 4

David Finigan
Supervisor, District 5

Jay Sarina
County Administrative
Officer

COUNTY OF DEL NORTE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

981 “H” Street, Suite 200
Crescent City, California 95531

Fax
(707) 464-1165

March 21, 2012

Pacific Fisheries Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

RE: Commercial Salmon Season Issues in Del Norte County.
Dear PFMC members,

The Del Norte County Board of Supervisors is requesting the Pacific Fisheries
Management Council re-evaluate the PFMC’s decisions regarding commercial
salmon fishing restrictions as they apply to the North Coast. The small fleet of
commercial salmon trawlers that make their home in Crescent City do not feel
the restrictions have been applied in a manner that allows the commercial
trawlers in Crescent City the ability to sustain. The primary issue is providing a
real commercial season in the KMZ. Based on documented returns, the KMZ is
being denied an equitable number of fish when compared with other areas. A
significant commercial salmon season is vital to our local economy, and with
the information before you this Board requests you determine that the current
proposed allocation is inadequate and increase the allocation.

This Board would further request that the PFMC review the issues stated
above and establish directives that assist commercial salmon fishermen in Del
Norte County and allow for an equitable solution that allows our commercial
fishermen and harbor to compete for the limited product and survive.




MZFEC
Klamath
Management
Zone Fisheries
Coalition

(707) 476-2391

Chairman:
Jimmy Smith

Vice-Chairman:
Ben Doane

Treasurer:
Jim Relaford

Secretary:
Tony Hobbs

Board Members:
Tim Kiassen
dim Welter

March 27, 2012

PFMC Public Comment Meeting
Red Lion Inn, Eureka, CA

Good evening. My name is Ben Doane and | am a sports
fisherman from Eureka. | am here tonight to represent the
Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coalition (KMZFC). The
KMZFC is a bi-state organization representing sports fishermen,
fishing dependent businesses, port and harbor districts and
county supervisors in the area from Humbug Mountain Oregon to
Horse Mountain California. The mission of the KMZFC is to work
with the California Department of Fish and Game, the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Pacific Fisheries
Management Council to develop an ocean salmon season in the
Klamath Management Zone that begins no later Memorial Day
and ends no earlier than Labor Day. Our goals are to provide the
fishing community with the maximum fishing opportunity and to
maximize the economic benefit to the businesses from Port
Orford to Shelter Cove.

The KMZFC recommends the adoption of the dates and bag limit
outlined in the Recreational Management Alternative | for the
California KMZ, as list on page 36 of PFMC Preseason Report Il
March 2012. The KMZFC will withhold making recommendation
on the minimum size limit at this time and | will address that in a
moment. The KMZFC recommends the adoption of the
Commercial Troll Alternative Il for the California KMZ, as list on
page 30 of the PFMC Preseason Report Il, March 2012.

| would like to provide a little background on the development of
the three recreational alternatives that we are here to comment on
tonight. During the March PFMC meeting in Sacramento it
became apparent that the 2011 salmon returns to the Klamath
and Sacramento rivers promised an opportunity for the best
salmon season in recent years. The massive return of two year
old Chinook, jacks, indicated an exceptional potential for a
tremendous abundance of three year old Chinook in the KMZ.

In previous years there has been a concerted effort to maintain
parity in season date, bag limits and minimum fish size between
the OR KMZ and the CA KMZ. This year the dates and bag limits




remain consistent, but the minimum fish size may vary for the first time in a
decade. At the March 2012 PFMC meeting, a PFMC Salmon Technical Team
staff member approached both the KMZFC and Humboldt Area Saltwater
Anglers, Inc. salmon representatives and asked us to consider a shorter
minimum Chinook size. The reasons given were to take advantage of the
exceptional number of fish available and to reduce the hooking mortality rate of
undersized fish being caught and released. One charter boat captain told me he
had to sort through and release as many as seventy (70) fish per trip to limit his
customers. The mortality of the released fish is estimated to be between 10%
and 15%. That means approximately ten (10) fish were killed due to seventy fish
being caught and released. Later in the same meeting two representatives from
the California Department of Fish and Game contacted me. Both requested that
the KMZFC consider a minimum Chinook size limit of twenty (20) inches in the
CA KMZ. Their reasons were to take advantage of the large number of fish
available and to provide consistency in the minimum length for enforcement
purposes between the CA KMZ and the zone immediately south of Horse
Mountain. The Horse Mountain to Point Arena zone has a twenty (20) inch
minimum Chinook size in all three alternatives for that zone.

In an attempt to accurately represent to CA KMZ fishing community at the PFMC
meeting in Seattle, WA this April, | need information. It would help me if those
commenting tonight would express their preference not only for the season dates
and bag limit, but also indicate which minimum size they prefer. The three
alternatives contain 20, 22 and 24 inch minimum size considerations. Since
those sizes are available for public comment, they can be considered with any of
the three alternatives. Please let me know your preference.

| will be representing the KMZFC and the Humboldt Area Saltwater Anglers, Inc.,
HASA, at the April PFMC meeting in Seattle. My intent is to bring back a 2012
salmon season that meets the desires of the local fishing community.

Thank you.



March 27, 2012
Dear Council Members and Staff,

Humboldt Area Saltwater Anglers (HASA) encourages the Pacific Fisheries
Management Council (PFMC) to support Alternative | for the recreational fishery
within the CA Klamath Management Zone (KMZ). Additionally, HASA supports
Alternative Il for the commercial fishery within the CA KMZ.

These alternatives have been successfully modeled and meet the minimum
spawning escapement levels for both the Klamath and Sacramento Rivers. The
models, while not always as accurate as desired, represent the best available
science. This year the Sacramento River model was adjusted more
conservatively to ensure adequate escapement. Both river systems as well as
California coastal streams experienced adequate to near record returns. All
indicators and personal observations of ocean conditions suggest very healthy
salmon stocks. Furthermore, California watersheds have received significant
precipitation since the conclusion of the March PFMC meetings.

Recreational Alternative | and Commercial Alternative Il will provide the most
fishing opportunities for commercial and recreational anglers within the CA KMZ
and will provide valuable genetic information through the Genetic Stock
Identification program. These alternatives will translate into the maximum
possible financial benefits to the local coastal communities within the CA KMZ
and serve to help maintain the infrastructure necessary for both commercial and
recreational fisheries.

HASA believes that, given the current forecasts, Recreational Alternative | and
Commercial Alternative Ill represent the wisest choice for the CA KMZ and urges
the PFMC to select these alternatives.

Thank you,

7
HASA Sglmon Representative

| P.0. BOX 6191
| EUREKA, CA. 95502
|

E-MALL  hasa6191@gmail.com

WEB SITE www.humboldttuna.com
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March 27, 2012

Pacific Fishefy Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384

Dear Council Members,

We are writing to express our concern over the options proposed for this year’s
commercial salmon season in the California portion of the Klamath Management
Zone. As you know, Crescent City is at the center of the KMZ. We have included
two graphs showing total salmon landings (total number of Chinook plus Coho) by
recreational fishermen and commercial fishermen in Crescent City from 1981
through 2010. You can see that our recreational fishery has been nearly zero since
about 1996, and our commercial fishery near zero since 1990. These graphs also
show that during the same years when Crescent City landings were nearly zero,
other areas in California had substantial recreational and commercial landings.
We understand that landings in the KMZ were restricted due to concerns about
overfishing Klamath River Fall Run Chinook. We share those concerns, and
accepted the restrictions as necessary to preserve this important run of fish.

This year, however, 1.65 million Fall Run Chinook are forecast to return to the
Klamath River. This is larger than the peak return in 1986, and is twice the largest
historical forecast. But still, there is virtually no commercial season in our area.
We understand that, this year, restrictions are necessary to protect Eel River and
Mattole River Salmon. Yet there is a 29 to 50 day ocean commercial Salmon season
proposed for the Fort Bragg area (with potentially another 30 days of fishing in
state waters) —just a few miles South of the Mattole River. If we can fish in Fort
Bragg, why can we not fish in Crescent City?

We respectfully request that the State of California and the Council reconsider this
decision and allow a targeted commercial fishery near the mouth of the Klamath
River to take advantage of the remarkable run of fish expected this year. We are

A Commercial Harbor Producing Quality Seafood
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just 15 miles from the mouth of the Klamath River —no other harbor on the West
Coast is as affected by the Klamath River as Crescent City. We have suffered
through the bad times, now we hope to have a fishing season during the better
times.

Sincerely,
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Ronald A. Phillips, President

Copy: California Department of Fish and Game
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Leonaid E. Masten Jr.
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By Facsimile: (202) 219-2100
(916) 445-4633
 March 13, 2012
The Honorable Ken Salazar - The Honorable Jerry Brown
Secretary : Governor
U.S. Department of the Interior State Capitol
1849 C Street, NW 1st Floor
Washington, D.C, 2})240 Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Prompt Action Requested to Protect Klamath River from Catastrophic Fish Kill

Dear Secretary Salazar and Governor Brown:

Federal and State agencies report two critical facts that could lead to a crisis for Klamath/Trinity
River fisheries in 2012. First, current forecasts indicate the Klamath/Trinity basin’s water supply
will be at dry or critically dry levels. Second, population estimates of fall Chinook returning to

" the Klamath River this year are expected to bé far greater than at any time since comprehensive
monitoring began for Klamath fall Chinook in 1978. The combination of low water levels and
high fish populations could produce conditions similar to those that led to the devastating fish
kill in the Lower Klamath River that occurred in October 2002. We urge you to take immediate
action to prevent that kind of outcome in the fall of 2012.

Current electronic snow surveys indicate that water content of the California snowpack is 30
percent of normal for the end of February and 61 percent of normal for the Upper Klamath
Basin. However, because of wet conditions in 2011, overall reservoir storage levels north of the

. Delta average 100 percent of the 15 year average. Storage in Trinity Reservoir is at 111 percent
of the 15-year average. The Klamath Basin Area Office reported that December 2011 had the
lowest net inflow to Upper Klamath Lake (UKL) on record (since December 1960). Precipitation
and snowpack in the upper Klamath Basin, and inflows to UKL, have been well below average
for the first several months of the water year, and substantial additional precipitation and
snowpack are still needed to ensure an adequate supply of water for the 2012 season.

With respect to anticipated returns of salmon to the Klamath River in 2012, the Fish and Wildlife
Service has analyzed data in the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s 2012 Preseason Report I
and Stock Abundance Analysis and Environmental Assessment Part 1 for 2012 Ocean Salmon
Fishery Regulations. The Service estimates that 350,000 adult fall run Chinook will enter the
Klamath River in September and October. _




To understand the magnitude of the risk to the fishery that these forecasts represent, the water

and in-river fish estimates for 2012 may be compared with the conditions in 2002 when the water

year was also constrained by limited water supply in the Klamath/Trinity basin and the returning

fish numbered 161,000 adult fall Chinook. Also, in 2004, fisheries scientists developed criteria |
for release of water from the Trinity Division for the benefit of fish migration in the Lower
Klamath River. One criterion was a forecast fish run in excess of the historic average run size of

110,000 adult fall Chinook (1981-2003). The 2012 forecast is three times that threshold. The

Trinity release criteria were further refined by memorandum of the Executive Director of the

Trinity River Restoration Program in 2010. We urge the Department to convene scientists

immediately to review the 2010 criteria and revise as appropriate for 2012 supplemental flow

releases from the Trinity Division for Lower Klamath fish migration.

The communities of the Trinity River basin are legally entitled to water for this purpose. The Act
of August 12, 1955, 69 Stat. 719, 1959 State Water Rights Permits and a June 19, 1959 contract
between Humboldt County and the Bureau of Reclamation establish a right annually to not less i
than 50,000 acre-feet of Trinity Division water. We have made repeated requests for the Bureau |
of Reclamation to fulfill this entitlement. See Letter from Humboldt County to Secretary Norton
(March 25, 2003); Letter from Humboldt County to Solicitor Myers (May 21, 2003); History of
the 50,000 acre-feet proviso in Section 2 of the Act of August 12, 1955 Prepared by the Hoopa
Valley Tribe for the Department of the Interior (REVISED) August, 2010.

By letter of January 28, 2011, we wrote to you expressing our concerns about the need for the
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan planning process to account for federal and state law limitations on
diversions of water from the Trinity River basin through the Central Valley Project’s Trinity
Division facilities. More than a year has passed, but we have not received a reply. From the little _
information we have been able to obtain on our own, neither state nor federal representatives ' |
tasked with the planning have addressed our concerns. 2

We have just learned from press reports that draft environmental planning documents for the
BDCP will be published in early March. To our knowledge the Bureau has not provided in the
plan for the 50,000 acre-feet to be available for release at Lewiston. This is unacceptable. The
failure to honor our rights under federal and state law is creating conditions for immediate and
long-term impacts to our rights and resources.

Underscoring the importance of the issues we have raised, Assembly Member Wesley Chesbro
and Congressman Mike Thompson also wrote of their concerns in correspondence dated June 20,
2011 and August 25, 2011, respectively. Copies of their letters are enclosed for your convenient
reference. They, as we, insist that rights under state and federal law to Trinity Division water be
protected and that the obligations of Central Valley contractors who benefit from the Trinity
Division pay the environmental costs of its construction and operation, especially the costs of the
Trinity River Restoration Program whose goals include the restoration and resumption of tribal,

commercial and sport harvest.
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Please act now to ensure that neither the Bay Delta Conservation Plan nor any other program for
water management in California will include or otherwise rely on the volumes of Trinity
Division water: (1) provided under the Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration Record of
Decision (December 2000) or (2) the additional 50,000 acre-feet mandated by the Act of August
12, 1955 for annual release for the benefit of Humboldt County and downstream users. Your
prompt attention to this request is needed to avoid the unlawful interference with the rights and
economies of California’s North Coast communities and Indian tribes, as well as the fisheries on

which they depend.

Sincerely,

V%;_QM

Leonard E. Masten, Jr. Chairman -
Hoopa Valley Tribe

Enclosures

ce: Honorable Dianne Feinstein
Honorable Mike Thompson
Senate Indian Affairs Committee
Honorable Wes Chesbro
Don Glaser

Virginia Bass, Chairperson
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

*-/UWO‘; 5@@,
Honorable Barbara Boxer '

House Natural Resources Committee
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee

Director, Mid-Pacific Region, USBOR
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CHINOOK King!
Oncorhynchus rshat s

PSC Chinook Technical Committee

TO: Pacific Salmon Commission
FROM: John Carlile, Chuck Parken and Robert Kope
DATE: March 29, 2012

SUBJECT: Preseason AABM Fishery Abundance Indices for 2012 and Post-Season Abundance
Indices for 2011

The Chinook Technical Committee (CTC) has completed a final calibration (#1209) of the
Chinook Model for the upcoming (2012) fishing season. The completed calibration provides the
Abundance Indices (Al) that are required for determining the preseason estimated allowable
catches for the three Aggregate Abundance Based Management (AABM) fisheries: Southeast
Alaska all gear (SEAK), Northern British Columbia troll and Queen Charlotte Island sport
(NBC), and West Coast Vancouver Island troll and outside sport (WCVI). The Als and the
associated allowable catches are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Abundance indices and associated allowable catches for the 2012 AABM Fisheries.

SEAK NBC WCVI
Abundance Index 1.52 1.32 0.89
Allowable Catch 266,800 173,600 133,300

The 2011 Preseason and Post-Season Als, associated allowable catches and the observed catches
for the AABM fisheries are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Preseason and Post-Season Abundance indices, associated allowable catches and the
observed catches for the 2011 AABM fisheries.

Preseason

SEAK NBC WCVI
Abundance Index 1.69 1.38 1.15
Allowable Catch 294,800 182,400 196,800

Actual
Observed Catch | 289,980 | 122,660 | 204,232
Post-Season

Abundance Index 1.62 1.41 0.90
Allowable Catch 283,300 186,800 134,800




The CTC is currently preparing a PSC document that will contain the Chinook salmon catches
and escapements through 2011, which the CTC plans to finalize by May, 2012. The CTC will
also prepare a PSC document containing the results of the exploitation rate analysis and model
calibration for 2012. This report will also contain the Post-Season Als for the AABM fisheries
and non-ceiling indices for the Individual Stock Based Management (ISBM) fisheries. The CTC
is scheduled to finalize this report by July, 2012.

cc Don Kowal
Cheryl Ryder
Heather Wood
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ENFORCEMENT CONSULTANTS REPORT ON TENTATIVE ADOPTION OF 2012
OCEAN SALMON MANAGEMENT MEASURES FOR ANALYSIS

When Genetic Stock ldentification (GSI) samples are being collected in an area closed to
commercial salmon fishing, the vessel collecting the samples shall notify the NOAA OLE 24
hours prior to sampling with the vessel name, date, location and time collection activities will be
done. Any vessel collecting GSI samples in a closed area shall not be in possession of any
salmon other than the possession of GSI salmon being processed and immediately released after
collection of biological samples.

PFMC
04/02/12
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HOOPA VALLEY TRIBAL COMMENTS ON
E.2 Tentative Adoption of 2012 Ocean Salmon Management Measures for Analysis

The Hoopa Valley Tribe had provided recommendations for 2012 fisheries in March. We
reiterate our concern with the persistence of fall commercial fisheries within the KMZ as
presently being proposed in the SAS supplemental report today. As the Council is aware,
impacts occurring in these so called “credit card” fisheries have led to significant
constraints to management in the subsequent year’s fisheries.

With regard to focusing the management of Klamath River fall Chinook, we note that in
years past the Klamath Fishery Management Council (KFMC) offered a comprehensive
forum for discussing regional interests and concerns among co-managers and
stakeholders. With the sunset of the Klamath River Act authorization, the KFMC ceased
to exist in 2006. We speak in favor of reestablishing a similar form which would serve
the PFMC by pre-consolidating Klamath management issues. Irrespective of the
expiration of the prior Klamath Act authority, the need for informed decision making in
today’s setting of habitat and fishery management would be well served by formation of
an advisory body focusing on Klamath River within the PFMC structure.
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SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL

PROPOSED 2012
OCEAN SALMON MANAGEMENT MEASURES
FOR TENTATIVE ADOPTION

Monday
April 2, 2012



TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures proposed by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 1 of 5) 4/2/2012 8:43 AM

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

North of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Overall non-Indian TAC: 99,000 (non-mark-selective equivalent of 95,000) Chinook and 85,000 coho marked with a healed
adipose fin clip (marked).
2. Non-Indian commercial troll TAC: 47,500 Chinook and 13,600 marked coho.

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Falcon

e May 1 through earlier of June 30 or 31,700 Chinook quota.

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Cape Flattery, Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area, and
Columbia Control Zones closed (C.5). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). An inseason conference call will occur when
it is projected that 24,975 Chinook have been landed to consider modifying the open period to five days per week and adding
landing and possession limits to ensure the guideline is not exceeded. Cape Flattery, Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation
Area, and Columbia Control Zones closed (C.5). 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 or in possession of salmon
while fishing north of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the area and north of Leadbetter Point. Vessels fishing
or in possession of salmon while 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 either calling 541-867-0300 Ext.
271 or sending notification via e-mail to nfalcon.trollreport@state.or.us. 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.

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Falcon

e July 1 through earlier of September 18 or 15,800 preseason Chinook guideline (C.8) or a 13,600 marked coho quota (C.8.d)

July 1-4 then Friday through Tuesday July 6-August 21 with a landing and possession limit of 40 Chinook and 35 coho per vessel
per open period; Friday through Monday August 24-September 17, with a landing and possession limit of 20 Chinook and 40 coho
per vessel per open period (C.1). No earlier than September 1, if at least 5,000 marked coho remain on the quota, inseason action
may be considered to allow non-selective coho retention (C.8). All Salmon except no chum retention north of Cape Alava,
Washington in August and September (C.7). All coho must be marked except as noted above (C.8.d). See gear restrictions and
definitions (C.2, C.3). Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area, Cape Flattery and Columbia Control Zones, and beginning
August 1, Grays Harbor Control Zone Closed (C.5). Vessels must land and deliver their fish within 24 hours of any closure of this
fishery. Vessels fishing or in possession of salmon while fishing north of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the
area and north of Leadbetter Point. Vessels fishing or in possession of salmon while 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. Under state law, vessels must report their catch on a state fish receiving ticket. 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 either calling 541-867-0300 Ext.
271 or sending notification via e-mail to nfalcon.trollreport@state.or.us. Notification shall include vessel name and nhumber, 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.




TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures proposed by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 2 of 5) 4/2/2012 8:43 AM

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

South of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Sacramento River fall Chinook spawning escapement of adults.

2. Sacramento Index exploitation rate of %

3. Sacramento River fall Chinook projected 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement of adults.
4. Klamath River recreational fishery allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

5. Klamath tribal allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt.

o April 1-August 29

e September 5-October 31 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Landing and possession limit of 100 Chinook per vessel per calendar
week in September and October. Chinook minimum size limit of 28 inches total length (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 2013 the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho with a 28 inch minimum Chinook size limit and the same gear
restrictions as in 2012. This opening could be modified following Council review at its March 2013 meeting.

Humbug Mt. to OR/CA Border (Oregon KMZ)

o April 1-May 31,

e June 1 through earlier of June 30, or a 2,000 Chinook quota;

e July 1 through earlier of July 31, or a 1,500 Chinook quota;

e Aug. 1 through earlier of Aug. 29, or a 1,000 Chinook quota (C.9).

e Sept. 5 through earlier of Sept. 30, or a 1,000 Chinook quota (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 28 inches total length (B). June 1
through September 30, landing and possession limit of 30 Chinook per vessel per day. Any remaining portion of the June and/or
July Chinook quotas may be transferred inseason on an impact neutral basis to the next open quota period (no transfer to
September quota allowed) (C.8). Prior to June 1, all fish caught in this area must be landed and delivered in the State of Oregon.
Beginning June 1, all vessels fishing in this area must land and deliver all fish within this area or Port Orford, within 24 hours of any
closure in this fishery, and prior to fishing outside of this area (C.1, C.6). Oregon State regulations require all fishers landing salmon
from any quota managed season within this area to notify Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) within 1 hour of delivery or
prior to transport away from the port of landing by either calling (541) 867-0300 ext. 252 or sending notification via e-mail to
KMZOR.trollreport@state.or.us. Notification shall include vessel name and number, number of salmon by species, port of landing
and location of delivery, and estimated time of delivery. See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

e June 1-September 30
When otherwise closed to Chinook retention, collection of 200 genetic stock identification samples per month will be permitted. All
salmon must be released in good condition after collection of biological samples.

In 2013, the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, with a 28 inch Chinook minimum size limit. This opening could
be modified following Council review at its March 2013 meeting.

OR/CA Border to Humboldt South Jetty (California KMZ)

e May 1-August 29

Closed except for sufficient impacts to collect 200 genetic stock identification samples per month. All salmon must be released in
good condition after collection of biological samples.

e September 15 through earlier of September 30, or 6,000 Chinook quota (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 27 inches total length (B). Landing and
possession limit of 25 Chinook per vessel per day. All fish caught in this area must be landed within the area. See compliance
requirements (C.1) and gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Klamath Control Zone closed (C.5.e). See California State
regulations for additional closures adjacent to the Smith and Klamath rivers. When the fishery is closed between the OR/CA border
and Humbug Mt. and open to the south, vessels with fish on board caught in the open area off California may seek temporary
mooring in Brookings, Oregon prior to landing in California only if such vessels first notify the Chetco River Coast Guard Station via
VHF channel 22A between the hours of 0500 and 2200 and provide the vessel name, number of fish on board, and estimated time
of arrival (C.6).

Humboldt South Jetty to Horse Mt.

e May 1-September 30

Closed except for collection of the genetic stock identification samples noted above. All salmon must be released in good condition
after collection of biological samples.




TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures proposed by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 3 of 5) 4/2/2012 8:43 AM

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

Horse Mt. to Point Arena (Fort BragQ)

e May 1-July 11

Closed except for sufficient impacts to collect 200 genetic stock identification samples per month. All salmon must be released in
good condition after collection of biological samples.

e July 12 through Aug. 29;

e Sept. 1-30 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook 27 inch total length minimum size limit (B). All fish must be
landed in California and offloaded within 24 hours of the August 29 closure. During September, all fish caught in the area must be
landed north of Point Arena (C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, the season will open April 16-30 for all salmon except coho, with a 27 inch Chinook minimum size limit. All fish caught in
the area must be landed in the area. This opening could be modified following Council review at its March 2013 meeting.

Pt. Arena to Pigeon Pt. (San Francisco)

e May 1-June 4,

e June 27 through August 29;

e September 1-30 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 27 inches total length prior to September
1, 26 inches thereafter (B). All fish must be landed in California and offloaded within 24 hours of the August 29 closure. During
September, all fish caught in the area must be landed south of Point Arena. See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

e June 5-26

Closed except for sufficient impacts to collect 200 genetic stock identification samples. All salmon must be released in good
condition after collection of biological samples.

Pt. Reyes to Pt. San Pedro (Fall Area Target Zone)

e October 1-12
Monday through Friday. All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit 26 inches total length (B). All vessels fishing in
this area must land and deliver all fish between Point Arena and Pigeon Point (C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

Pigeon Pt. to Point Sur (Monterey)
Same as Pt. Arena to Pigeon Pt.

Pt. Sur to U.S./Mexico Border (South of Monterey)

e May 1 through August 29

e September 1-30 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 27 inches total length prior to September
1, 26 inches thereafter (B). All fish must be landed in California and offloaded within 24 hours of the August 29 closure. During
September, all fish caught in the area must be landed south of Point Arena. See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

California State regulations require all salmon be made available to a CDFG representative for sampling immediately at port of
landing. Any person in possession of a salmon with a missing adipose fin, upon request by an authorized agent or employee of the
CDFG, shall immediately relinquish the head of the salmon to the state. (California Fish and Game Code §8226)

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

Chinook Coho
Total Total

Area (when open) Length Head-off 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 - - None
OR/CA Border to Humboldt South 27.0 20.5 - - None
Horse Mt. to Pt. Arena 27.0 20.5 - - None
Pt. Arena to U.S./Mexico Border

Prior to Sept. 1 27.0 20.5 - - None

Sept. 1 to October 12 26.0 19.5 - - None




TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures proposed by the SAS for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
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C..L

C.2.

C.3.

C.4.

C5.

C.6.

C. REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS

Compliance with Minimum Size or Other Special Restrictions: All salmon on board a vessel must meet the minimum size,
landing/possession limit, or other special requirements for the area being fished and the area in which they are landed if the
area is open. Salmon may be landed in an area that has been closed more than 96 hours only if they meet the minimum size,
landing/possession limit, or other special requirements for the area in which they were caught. Salmon may be landed in an
area that has been closed less than 96 hours only if they meet the minimum size, landing/possession limit, or other special
requirements for the areas in which they were caught and landed.

States may require fish landing/receiving tickets be kept on board the vessel for 90 days after landing to account for all
previous salmon landings.

Gear Restrictions:

a. Salmon may be taken only by hook and line using single point, single shank, barbless hooks.

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.

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 and/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
90° angle.

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.

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. Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area — The area in Washington Marine Catch Area 3 from 48°00.00' N. lat.;
125°14.00' W. long. to 48°02.00" N. lat.; 125°14.00' W. long. to 48°02.00" N. lat.; 125°16.50' W. long. to 48°00.00' N. lat.;
125°16.50' W. long. and connecting back to 48°00.00" N. lat.; 125°14.00' W. long.

c. 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.).

d. 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.

e. 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).

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, the estimated time of arrival,
and the specific reason the vessel is not able to meet special management area landing restrictions.

In addition to contacting the U.S. Coast Guard, vessels fishing south of the Oregon/California border must notify CDFG within
one hour of leaving the management area by calling 800-889-8346 and providing the same information as reported to the U.S.
Coast Guard. All salmon must be offloaded within 24 hours of reaching port.
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C. REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS (continued)

C.7.

C.8.

C.9.

C.10.

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 30,568 pound preseason allocation or the total Area 2A non-Indian
commercial halibut allocation, NMFS will take inseason action to prohibit retention of halibut in the non-Indian salmon troll
fishery.

Beginning May 1, license holders may land no more than one Pacific halibut per each 3 Chinook, except one Pacific halibut
may be landed without meeting the ratio requirement, and no more than 15 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 voluntarily 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.

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.  Chinook remaining from the June and/or July non-Indian commercial troll quotas in the Oregon KMZ may be transferred to
the Chinook quota for the next open period on a fishery impact equivalent basis.

c. NMFS may transfer fish between the recreational and commercial fisheries north of Cape Falcon on a fishery impact
neutral, fishery equivalent basis if there is agreement among the areas’ representatives on the Salmon Advisory Subpanel
(SAS).

d. At the March 2013 meeting, the Council will consider inseason recommendations for special regulations for any
experimental fisheries (proposals must meet Council protocol and be received in November 2012).

d. If retention of unmarked coho is permitted by inseason action, the allowable coho quota will be adjusted to ensure
preseason projected mortality of critical stocks is not exceeded.

e. Landing limits may be modified inseason to sustain season length and keep harvest within overall quotas.

State Waters Fisheries: Consistent with Council management objectives:

a. The State of Oregon may establish additional late-season fisheries in state waters.
b.  The State of California may establish limited fisheries in selected state waters.
Check state regulations for details.

For the purposes of California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Code, Section 8232.5, the definition of the Klamath
Management Zone (KMZ) for the ocean salmon season shall be that area from Humbug Mt., Oregon, to Horse Mt., California.
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A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

North of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Overall non-Indian TAC: 99,000 (non-mark-selective equivalent of 95,000) Chinook and 85,000 coho marked with a healed
adipose fin clip (marked).

2. Recreational TAC: 51,500 (non-mark selective equivalent of 47,500) Chinook and 71,400 marked coho.

3. No Area 4B add-on fishery.

4. Buoy 10 fishery opens Aug. 1 with an expected landed catch of marked coho in August and September.

U.S./Canada Border to Leadbetter Point

e June 16 through earlier of June 30 or a coastwide marked Chinook quota of 8,000 (C.5).

Seven days per week. Two fish per day, all salmon except coho, all Chinook must be marked with a healed adipose fin clip
(C.1). Chinook 24-inch total length minimum size limit (B). 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.5).

Leadbetter Point to Cape Falcon

e June 16 through earlier of June 22 or a coastwide marked Chinook quota of 8,000 (C.5).

Seven days per week. Two fish per day, all salmon except coho, all Chinook must be marked with a healed adipose fin clip
(C.1). Chinook 24-inch total length minimum size limit (B). 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.5).

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Alava (Neah Bay)

e July 1 through earlier of September 23 or 7,430 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 4,700 Chinook. (C.5).
Seven days per week. All salmon except no chum beginning August 1; two fish per day. All coho must be marked (C.1).
Beginning August 1, Chinook non-retention east of the Bonilla-Tatoosh line (C.4.a) during Council managed ocean fishery. See
gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and keep harvest within
the overall Chinook and coho recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).

Cape Alava to Queets River (La Push Subarea)

e July 1 through earlier of September 23 or 1,810 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 2,050 Chinook. (C.5).

e September 29 through earlier of October 14 or 50 marked coho quota or 50 Chinook quota (C.5) in the area north of 47°50'00 N.
lat. and south of 48°00'00" N. lat.

Seven days per week. All salmon; two fish per day. All coho must be marked (C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2,

C.3). Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and keep harvest within the overall Chinook and coho

recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).

Queets River to Leadbetter Point (Westport Subarea)

e July 1 through earlier of September 23 or 26,410 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 25,600 Chinook (C.5).
Sunday through Thursday. All salmon; two fish per day, no more than one of which can be a Chinook. All coho must be marked
(C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and keep
harvest within the overall Chinook and coho recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).

Leadbetter Point to Cape Falcon (Columbia River Subarea)

e June 23 through earlier of September 30 or 35,700 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 11,100 Chinook
(C.5).

Seven days per week. All salmon; two fish per day, no more than one of which can be a Chinook. All coho must be marked (C.1).

See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Columbia Control Zone closed (C.4). Inseason management may be used to

sustain season length and keep harvest within the overall Chinook and coho recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).
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A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

South of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Sacramento River fall Chinook spawning escapement of adults.

2. Sacramento Index exploitation rate of %

3. Sacramento River fall Chinook projected 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement of adults.
4. Klamath River recreational fishery allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

5. Klamath tribal allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

6. Overall recreational TAC: 8,000 marked coho and 10,000 unmarked coho.

Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt.

o Except as provided below during the all-salmon mark-selective and non-mark-selective coho fisheries, 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).

e Cape Falcon to OR/CA border all-salmon mark-selective coho fishery: July 1 through earlier of July 31 or a landed catch of
8,000 marked coho.

Seven days per week. All salmon, two fish per day. All retained coho must be marked (C.1). Any remainder of the mark selective

coho quota will be transferred on an impact neutral basis to the September non-selective coho quota listed below. The all salmon

except coho season reopens the earlier of August 1 or attainment of the coho quota, through August 31.

e Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. non-mark-selective coho fishery: September 1 through the earlier of September 22 or a landed
catch of 10,000 non-mark-selective coho quota (C.5).

Sept. 1-3, then Thursday through Saturday thereafter; all salmon, two fish per day;

Sept, 4-5, then Sunday through Wednesday thereafter; all salmon except coho, two fish per day. The all salmon except coho

season reopens the earlier of September 16 or attainment of the coho quota (C.5). Open days may be adjusted inseason to utilize

the available coho quota (C.5).

Fishing in the Stonewall Bank yelloweye rockfish conservation area restricted to trolling only on days the all depth recreational
halibut fishery is open (call the halibut fishing hotline 1-800-662-9825 for specific dates) (C.3.b, C.4.d).

In 2013, the season between Cape Falcon and Humbug Mt. will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, two fish per day (B,
C.1,C.2, C.3).

Humbug Mt. to OR/CA Border. (Oregon KMZ)

o Except as provided above during the all-salmon mark-selective coho fishery, the season will be May 1 through September 9
(C.6).

All salmon except coho, except as noted above in the all-salmon mark-selective coho fishery. Seven days per week, two fish per

day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 24 inches total length (B). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

OR/CA Border to Horse Mt. (California KMZ2)

e May 1 through September 9 (C.6).

All salmon except coho. Seven days per week, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total length (B).
See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Klamath Control Zone closed in August (C.4.e). See California State regulations
for additional closures adjacent to the Smith, Eel, and Klamath rivers.

Horse Mt. to Point Arena (Fort Bragg)

o April 7 through November 11.

Seven days per week. All salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total length (B). See
gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, season opens April 6 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 2012 (C.2, C.3).
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A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

Point Arena to Pigeon Point (San Francisco)

o April 7 through November 11.

Seven days per week. All salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 24 inches total length through
July 5; 20 inches thereafter (B). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, season opens April 6 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 2012 (C.2, C.3).

Pigeon Point to U.S./Mexico Border (Monterey)

o April 7 through October 7.

Seven days per week. All salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 24 inches total length through
July 5; 20 inches thereafter (B). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, season opens April 6 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 2012 (C.2, C.3).

California State regulations require all salmon be made available to a CDFG representative for sampling immediately at port of
landing. Any person in possession of a salmon with a missing adipose fin, upon request by an authorized agent or employee of the
CDFG, shall immediately relinquish the head of the salmon to the state. (California Fish and Game Code §8226)

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

Area (when open) Chinook Coho Pink
North of Cape Falcon 24.0 16.0 None
Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 24.0 16.0 None
Humbug Mt. to OR/CA Border 24.0 16.0 None
OR/CA Border to Horse Mountain 20.0 - 20.0
Horse Mt. to Pt. Arena 20.0 - 20.0
Pt. Arena. to U.S./Mexico Border: Apr. 7toJuly 5 24.0 - 24.0

July 6 to Nov. 11 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: Salmon may be taken only by hook and line using barbless hooks. 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 no more than
two 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. Horse Mt., California, to Point Conception, California: Single point, single shank, barbless circle hooks (see gear
definitions below) are required when fishing 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.
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C. REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS

C.3. Gear Definitions:

a.

Recreational fishing gear defined: Angling tackle consisting of a line with no more than one artificial lure and/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.

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.

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.

C.4. Control Zone Definitions:

C5.

a.

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.
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.).
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.
Stonewall Bank Yelloweye Rockfish 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.
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).

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.

b.

Actions could include modifications to bag limits, or days open to fishing, and extensions or reductions in areas open to
fishing.

Coho may be transferred inseason among recreational subareas north of Cape Falcon on a fishery impact equivalent
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.

Chinook and coho may be transferred between the recreational and commercial fisheries north of Cape Falcon on a
fishery impact equivalent basis if there is agreement among the representatives of the Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS).
Fishery managers may consider inseason action permitting the retention of unmarked coho. Such a consideration may
also include a change in bag limit of two salmon, no more than one of which may be a coho. If retention of unmarked
coho is permitted by inseason action, the allowable coho quota will be adjusted to ensure preseason projected mortality of
critical stocks is not exceeded.

Marked coho remaining from the July Cape Falcon to OR/CA border recreational coho quota may be transferred inseason
to the September Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. non-mark-selective recreational fishery on a fishery impact equivalent
basis.

C.6. Additional Seasons in State Territorial Waters: Consistent with Council management objectives, the States of Washington,
Oregon, and California may establish limited seasons in state waters. Check state regulations for details.
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TESTIMONY OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY TRIBES
BEFORE PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
April 2, 2012
Seattle, WA

Good day Mr. Chairman and members of the Council. My name is Herb Jackson. | am a member
of the fish and wildlife committee of the Nez Perce Tribe. 1am here with Bruce Jim, Wilbur
Slockish Jr., and Chris Williams to provide testimony on behalf of the four Columbia River treaty
tribes: the Yakama, Warm Springs, Umatilla, and Nez Perce tribes.

Our four tribes would like to show these photos of some of the habitat restoration work the tribes
are involved in. These projects represent just a tiny portion of the restoration activities the tribes are
involved in. We have hundreds of other habitat projects that we are involved in. There are too
many to show today. We wanted to give the Council and its ocean fishing constituents a chance to
see some of the work we do. Some of these projects are work our tribes are doing on our own and
many are joint projects done with our co-managers. While these projects along with the research,
monitoring, and evaluation programs that go with them are expensive and difficult, we are strongly
committed to carrying this work out.

In many areas, these types of restoration activities have already shown considerable benefit in
increasing survival and opening up previously blocked and unusable habitat.

We have a series of photos, we wanted to share with you today. We believe these types of
activities are the types of things that increase fish abundance and productivity and help us all be
able to fish into the future.

These habitat restoration projects work in conjunction the hatchery production that releases millions
of juvenile fish in the Columbia. Many of the fish returning from this production are allowed to
spawn naturally in these areas with restored habitat. This has helped increase the numbers of fish
in the Columbia River.

This concludes our statement. Thank You.

C:\Users\JJ.DISCO\Documents\I1SJK_PFMC_MTGS\April_2012\CRITFCApril0212Testimony.doc
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Habitat Restoration Activities of
The Columbia River Tribes
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Tribal Habitat Restoration Work

All four Columbia River Tribes actively
engaged in numerous habitat restoration
projects, throughout their ceded area

Habitat restoration is a key part of salmon
recovery efforts

Many projects carried out with co-managers

The following slides show a few of the
numerous habitat restoration activities the
tribes are involved in



Photos from Umatilla Tribe

Umatilla Project: Wood
Placement in Dark
Canyon Creek, Grande
Ronde Basin, North East
Oregon




Umatilla Project: Wood
Placement in Dark
Canyon Creek, Grande
Ronde Basin, Northeast

Photos from Umatilla Tribe




60,000 cubic yards of mine
tailings from the floodplain
followed by planting willows
and dogwoods and seeding
with a native riparian mix of
grasses.

Photos from Umatilla Tribe

Umatilla Project: Mine
Tailing Removal

Upper Grande Ronde River,
Oregon

(cooperative project with
USFS)




Meacham Creek, Umatilla River

e Stream Channel had been straightened and
diked by Railroad

e Umatilla/USFS project restored one mile of
stream to previous sinuous channel while
protecting railroad right of way.

Straightened channel



Warm Springs Tribal Project
Fencing Tieman Creek,
Oregon

Photos from Warms Springs Tribes




Warm Springs Tribal
Project

Placing large wood in
McGee Creek , Oregon

Photos from Warm Springs Tribes




Yakama Nation Project
Replanting Native

Riparian Vegetation
along Klickitat River

Above: June 2006 (2
months after planting)

Side: July 1,
2008, two years
later

Photo from Yakama Nation



Yakama Nation Project
Improving Fish Passage
at Culverts, Klickitat
Basin, Washington

Photo from Yakama Nation




Yakama Nation
Project

Repair incised
streambed, Klickitat
Basin, Washington

Photo from
Yakama Nation



Yakama Nation Project
Repairing Stream
Incision
Klickitat Basin

Photo from Yakama Nation



Nez Perce Project Road Decommissioning

Cow/Calf/Maverick
Creek Watersheds

* Partnership with
Payette NF

* Roads uncovered
due to fires
*Complete Re-contour




Nez Perce Project Lower South Fork Clearwater
River/ Lolo Creek

=105 Acres treated for noxious weeds

=15 reaches monitored

=43 culvert sites monitored

=22 road decommissioning sites monitored




Nez Perce Projects in
Clearwater Basin

T
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Culvert Replacement




Since 1996 — Nez Perce Tribe has worked to
accomplish the following projects on Forest
System L;mds
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Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

3/13/12 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd: Recreational Salmon Management Alterna...

Fwd: Recreational Sailmon Management Alternatives

1 message

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 12, 2012 at 9:45 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy @noaa.gov>

-—-—-—- Forwarded message ----------

From: Michael <seacap26@yahoo.com>

Date: Sat, Mar 10, 2012 at 1:21 PM

Subject: Recreational Salmon Management Alternatives

To: "pfmc.comments@noaa.goV' <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

Dear Council Members,

[ am writing to express my recommendation for the Recreational Management Alternative I for all areas
south of Horse Mountain. I believe this alternative strikes the best balance between protecting the Winter
Run Salmon fishery and allowing recreational anglers as much time on the water as possible. The 24”
minimum through July 5, 2012 adequately assists the conservation goals of the Winter Run. Moreover, the
use of the new projection model sets the conservation floor lower for the Fall Run fishery. Allm all, I believe
this alternative establishes the optimal balance between the two salmon runs while providing adequate
protections for both. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,

Michael Caporale
Member, Coastside Fishing Club
seacap26(@yahoo.com

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13607ccfc9457178
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3/13/12 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd: ocean options

== Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

Fwd: ocean options

1 message

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 12, 2012 at 9:39 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy @noaa.gov>

-—-—-—- Forwarded message ----------

From: Bob Reudink <bob.reudink@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 8, 2012 at 9:42 AM

Subject: ocean options

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

I would prefer option one..this works the best for my family's limited opportunities to get to the coast
Thanks bob Reudink

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13607c7f5fc3087c
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3/13/12 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd: Salmon season alternatives

s e Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

Fwd: Salmon season alternatives

1 message

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 12, 2012 at 9:43 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy @noaa.gov>

-—-—-—- Forwarded message ----------
From: <ehlaine@aol.com>

Date: Fri, Mar 9, 2012 at 2:06 PM
Subject: Salmon season alternatives
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Hello, | am writing in support of any option that is placed on the table that gives us the longest season as
possible. The PFMC knows much more then | care to explore about the ramifications of adjusting the length
limits at certain dates during the season, but | would always be in favor of fishing for as many weeks as possible.
| would rather catch more fish and fish more days then worry about the size of fish we are out catching. Thanks
for the support.

Sincerely,

Sean Laine

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13607cb9d725b490
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g" == = Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

CO Salmon Season Alternatives modification request

1 message

Ron Mason <ronlmason@comcast.net> Mon, Mar 12, 2012 at 9:53 PM
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov, Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

Re: Alternatives for the salmon seasons, please consider the following input and requests for
changes to the alternatives for the Central Oregon coast.

Thank you,
The Council received four comments that were
Ron Mason Substantively identical to this comment.

825 Meadowview
Corvallis, OR
97330

Requests:
Include Oct in the Central Oregon (CO) salmon season, strongly request with 2 fish/day bag
limit.

Modify the coho season to

1) maintain some opportunity in July, but because of the low mark rate this year, with a smaller
quota (maybe 8,0007?) to reduce unwanted impacts on OCN and especially on LCN in July.
Doing this will leave more impact on LCN for Sept when the impact rate is smaller on the LCN.
2) have a Sept non-mark-selective coho season of at least 15 days, with a goal of 22 days in
Sept with the season to go till the end of Sept or the quota is reached.(maybe a quota of
22,000)

Justification:

From the OSIG meeting and from the briefing documents on the PFMC site, the constraints for
the CO chinook season are determined largely by LC Tules and the age 4 Klamath fall chinook
with some consideration given to LCN impacts.

For coho, the constraints seem to be from the impacts/quota on LCN and OCN as well as coho
fishery impacts on LC Tules.

So for the Central Oregon (CO) salmon season, the constraints are determined by LC tules, KR
age 4, OCNs, and LCNs.

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1360a67ae4deb158 1/2
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The maximum allowable total ocean impact on LCN is 10% with an additional 5% allocated for
the Buoy 10 and in-river fishery for a total maximum impact of 15% on LCN. Reviewing table 7,
Exploitation Rates, the total ocean max of 10% on LCNs is exceeded in Alt 1 at 11.1%.

The impacts on LCN south of Cape Falcon are 1.6%, 1.3%, and 0.8# respectively for
recreational Alt 1, 2 and 3. For commercial, the impacts are 0.7%, 0.7%, and 0.6%
respectively. The combined recreational and commercial LCN totals south of Falcon are
2.3%,2.0%, and 1.4%, a small part of the total allowable 10% . Looking north of Cape
Falcon, the Treaty Indian Ocean Troll impacts exceed the total combined impact south of Cape
Falcon for each alternative. The combined recreational and Non-Indian Troll north of
Cape Falcon are at least 3 times as large as the combined South of Falcon fisheries for
all alternatives.

For OCN, the total Exploitation Rates are 11.9%, 10.9%, and 11.5%, all well below the max of
15%, thus unnecessarily limiting recreational fishing opportunity for OCNs by leaving more than
3% of the allowable 15% impact unused. It seems clear that the high exploitation rates on LCN
and LC tules north of Falcon are significantly reducing the opportunity for marked coho, OCN,
and chinook south of Falcon. Adding the unused OCN exploitation to the CO Sept fishery is the
justification for the increase in quota suggested above.

Reviewing Table A-2, Harvest of age 4 Klamath fall chinook, the CO recreational fishery
impacts are lower in Aug than in July and no impacts are given for September 2011 when we
had an ocean salmon fishery for both coho and chinook, thus indicating no impact on KR age 4
chinook in Sept from the CO recreational fishery. Also, ODFW staff says that there is little or no
impact on Klamath River fish during Oct in the central OR recreational salmon fishery. The CO
season total impact on KR age 4 fish is only 42 fish or less in all 3 alternatives with no impact
indicated in Sept and little or none likely in Oct . Hence Klamath River age 4 fall chinook are not
a reason to limit recreational salmon fishing in Oct.

From the information above, no apparent reason exists for limiting the Central Oregon
recreational chinook fishery in Oct.

The projections for this year indicate improving and relatively healthy OCN stocks and
leaving more than one-fifth of the allowable exploitation unused will unnecessarily
limit recreational opportunity in the Central Oregon recreational coho fishery. Some
minor changes in the aternatives for the North of Falcon fisheries as well as a small reductionin
the July quota for CO will allow major increases in opportunity on the Central Oregon
recreational fishery.
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Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

Fwd: commercial salmon limit??7?7?7?7???????9???7

1 message

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Tue, Mar 13, 2012 at 9:49 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy @noaa.gov>

-—-—--—- Forwarded message ----------
From: Gary Miller <gmiller30@att.net>
Date: Tue, Mar 13, 2012 at 8:04 AM

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Cc: carlo boncore <cboncore@sbcglobal.net>

My name is Gary Miller a recreational fisherman out of shelter cove ca.l do not understand the no limit, no
poundage regulation on the north coast.Last year early in the season we had a good salmon bite. When the
commercial salmon season started I counted 65 long liners within eye sight, they pounded the water for
weeks til all fish in the area were gone.One guy bragged about making $16,000 in 3 day.You regulate the
sporties to 2 a day why not the traulers?? Oregon at least sets a limit.

thank you for your time

gary e. miller

6901 pocket rd.

sacramento, calif.

95831

916-8015703

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil
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Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

(no subject)

1 message

hull <hull@wbcable.net> Tue, Mar 13, 2012 at 10:58 AM
To: chuck.tracy@noaa.gov

Dear Mr. Tracy,

I am a sport fisherman who launches almost exclusively out of Newport. | work during the week so my
opportunities are limited to weekends, vacations and, of course, when weather permits.

I support the following proposed change to the upcoming season:

Modify the coho season to

1) maintain some opportunity in July, but because of the low mark rate this year, with a smaller quota to reduce
unwanted impacts on OCN and especially on LCN in July. Doing this will leave more impact on LCN for Sept
when the impact rate is smaller on the LCN.

2) have a Sept non-mark-selective coho season of at least 15 days, with a goal of 22 days in Sept with the
season to go till the end of Sept or the quota is reached.

Thank you for your time.

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1360d384be1506d9
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Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

Fwd: Salmon Options

1 message

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Thu, Mar 15, 2012 at 2:26 PM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy @noaa.gov>

-—-—-—- Forwarded message ----------
From: <FVSUNSET@aol.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 15, 2012 at 1:33 PM
Subject: Salmon Options

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

PFMC members;

My name is Rick Shepherd, | am a commercial Salmon troller out of Crescent City, CA., | have trolled for salmon
for over 30 years. | am also the President of the Del-Norte Fisherman's Marketing Assoc. and represent the small
troll fleet of Crescent City, CA. This Association has very limited funding due to the lack of salmon fishing in our
area, therefore cannot afford to send representation to the PFMC meetings.

We feel totally forgotten in this years troll options, although | was told that Maria and some others did a lot of
number crunching and tried to allow us some fishing time. The problem being the salmon in the Matole and Eel
Rivers are listed on the ESA and 16% of 4 year old Klamath River fish is the model used for the 2012 troll season
in CA. | also understand the catch of the 4 year olds is caught at an excelled rate in the KMZ; so fishing time is
shifted from our area to the South to allow more fishing opportunity. However, in my fishing experience more
Matole & Eel River fish are caught in the Fort Bragg-Shelter Cove area than off of Crescent City.

My concerns: The length of the sport season in the KMZ with no punch card to even count the number of fish
caught. The length of unrestricted fishing in the Fort Bragg area with so little (zero as far as I'm concerned) in the
Eureka-Crescent City, area. The amount of fish allotted to the Brookings, OR area and not allowing any of these
fish to be delivered in Crescent City. The port of Eureka receives salmon caught from the Fort Bragg area helping
their community grow. No fish are allowed to be delivered in Crescent City from any fish caught in Oregon. We
the fisherman of Crescent City have traded fish from our zone to the south and north for years and when the
salmon disaster money was divided up the fishermen to the south and north who made money catching those
fish got paid and the Crescent City fishermen got almost nothing. Where is the real disaster?

Solutions: Restrict sport in the KMZ and troll in the Fort Bragg area to allow fishing time in the Crescent City
area. Adjust line at the OR-CA border (approximately 20 miles) to allow fish to be landed in Crescent City. A
season in the Klamath Control Zone, it was dewveloped to protect Klamath fish, let's use it to allow access to

Klamath River fish.

I understand the problem the members of the Management Council have in allowing any fishing time in the KMZ
and would not be writing this letter if we felt the fish had been divided more fairly. Six thousand fish the last two
weeks of September is not acceptable. Most years there are no fish in our area the last two weeks of September.
In talking with fellow fisherman and community members we feel the need to allow fish to be delivered in our area.
We do not want to trade fish to other areas and receive nothing for the trade.

Sincerely,

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=136184133da4a4 36 1/2
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Rick Shepherd
F/V Sunset
DN Fisherman's Marketing Assoc.

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil
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3/19/12 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd: Upcoming Salmon Season 3
Supplemental Public Comment 2
. April 2012
N Fwd: Upcoming Salmon Season
PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 10:40 AM

To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

------—-- Forwarded message --—--—-—-

From: Rick Heniges <rick@henigesconstruction.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 9:45 AM

Subject: Upcoming Salmon Season

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

I would like to comment on the upcoming Central Coast salmon Season. | would really like to see a longer ocean
season for both Sport Coho and Chinook salmon. This will allow more opportunity for sport fishers and charters to
have more chances to actually fish the ocean as many sport boats can not go in to the ocean becayse of the
conditions. By allowing the charters a better season the coastal economy will undoubtedly improve.

Please consider the sport fisherman and the impact YOU can have on the local economies.

Thank You,

Richard Heniges

Heniges Construction//HC Rooter & Plumbing

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1362c0bf11c0ad27 11



3/19/12 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Mail - Fwd:

M Fwd:

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 10:40 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

------—-- Forwarded message --—--—-—-

From: Carol Nelson <cnelspar3@hotmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 9:16 AM

Subject:

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

I am writing in regards to the 2012 coho salmon season & daily catch limits, I strongly
recommend doing away with the rule for clipped coho only and go to keeping the first two
salmon that are caught providing they meet the min. length. Last year on one trip with 3 on the
boat we released 20 none clipped coho and we kept one clipped, we did catch 3 kings that day,
it is my belief we would have healthier stock if we were allowed to retain the first 2 fish, not to
mention the savings on fuel . just my 2cents for what it is worth. by the way it is not always
evident that a fish has been clipped b4 netting and that adds to the mortality rate.

Darwin W. Nelson
3140 Ridgeway drive
Reedsport Or.97467
Ph. 541 271 1550
A life without God is like a pencil without a point

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1362c0c621425c46
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N Fwd: Salmon fishing 2012

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 10:41 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

------—-- Forwarded message --—--—-—-

From: Bob Fry <BobF@bhsequip.com>

Date: Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 8:40 AM

Subject: Salmon fishing 2012

To: "pfmc.comments@noaa.goV' <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov>

To whom it may concern.

I am woicing my opinion regarding salmon fishing for the year 2012. | would like to have more opportunity to retain
unclipped fish and also more opportunity to fish. It is senseless to me to have to throw away a hooked and “to the
boat” fish only to watch it in its exhaustion die just feet from the boat after being let go. That fish then becomes
seal, shark, crab food. It does NOT help ensure larger numbers of fish.

The opportunity to fish more days would be very beneficial as well as | work a very demanding job and am
required to travel. It is frustrating to come home after a trip to hear stories about how good the fishing was.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.
Sincerely,

Bob Fry

Project Manager

Bulk Handling Systems (BHS)
3592 West 5th Avenue
Eugene, OR 97402
bobf@bhsequip.com

www.bulkhandlingsystems.com

541.485.0999 tel

541.485.6341 fax

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1362c0cd38f30c3a 1/2
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541.979.1967 mobile

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil
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™M Fwd: Coho Salmon Seasons

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 10:45 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

------—-- Forwarded message --—--—-—-
From: Sally Pex <sapex@charter.net>
Date: Sun, Mar 18, 2012 at 8:04 PM
Subject: Coho Salmon Seasons

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

| fish out of Coos Bay. In the last few years many anglers have stopped ocean coho fishing because the catch
rate for clipped coho is too low. The number of non clipped is so high, it takes catching 15-20 fish to keep one or
two. Catch and release for this number of fish cannot be good for the fishery. | know how to release a fish, but |
cannot sawe a fish with a hook in the gills.

Please change the rules to the first two fish. Stop fin clipping of coho altogether and the survival rate of all Coho
is sure to go up. The theory of keeping only hatchery fish is good. But it does not prove itself in the actual
fishing environment. | don’t care if the season is shorter, it is the right thing to do for the fishery.

Jim pex

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1362c10658d45785
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[N Fwd: Central Oregon Coast Salmon Fishery

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 10:50 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

------—-- Forwarded message --—--—-—-

From: <gatthehelm@comcast.net>

Date: Sun, Mar 18, 2012 at 11:23 AM

Subject: Central Oregon Coast Salmon Fishery
To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear Board Members,

| am a charter boat captain out of Florence. The fisheries that | participate in are the all depth
halibut, tuna, and salmon. Rockfish and inshore halibut are not available in the sand flats that run
from Seal Rock to Coos Bay. The salmon fishery is by far the most utilized season out of the Port of
Siuslaw. The quota for the central Oregon coast effects the merchants, businesses and jobs in the
port.

The discussion about coho season and how fin clipped and unmarked seasons affect utilization of
the resource. Last year | had two days that made me cringe at the waste. We culled nine unmarked
for each fin clipped we took on the first day and eight to one the next day. When we started
catching unmarked fish we would move to get away from the school, but those ratios were not good
for anybody, the clients the fish or my business. | would support the first two fish rule.

Thank you for your consideration,

Gregory Helmer, Capt.
Fish Tales Guide & Charter Service

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1362c156042b8f45
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[N} Noyo Harbor fishermen supporting a full salmon season for 2012

Marilee Cannia <tcannia@comcast.net> Fri, Mar 23, 2012 at 8:47 PM
To: Chuck.Tracy@noaa.gov

Hi Chuck,

The following letters and comments in support of a full length salmon season for 2012 are from commercial
salmon fishermen who work out of Noyo Harbor, Fort Bragg, CA. We ask you to forward them and make them
available to all interested parties...

California Pacific Salmon Fishermen are a rare breed. Once their numbers were in the thousands, today
only 1,167 permits remain. Out of those permits only 417 salmon fishermen made deliveries in California during
the last salmon season. And out of those, 50% of the deliveries were made by 58 vessels. Out of these 58,
about 20 vessels moor in Fort Bragg and are actively trying to earn a living salmon fishing. So why should Fish
and Game concern themselves with a fishing season out of Fort Bragg for so few boats?

According to Fish and Game records as stated in a recent meeting to determine the salmon season for
commercial fisherman, the “abundance forecast is large”. In fact the Pacific Salmon is no longer endangered on
the Klamath or the Sacramento Rivers. Many fishermen that attended the meeting believe that from the number of
returning fish to the California fish hatcheries in 2011, the 2012 season could be the largest salmon return in 20
years. A full season would allow each boat to earn enough income to support itself for another year. Going to
other ports to fish costs a great deal of money in fuel and supplies, which does not allow the fisherman to send
money home or save it. With today’s cost in fuel and food this is a pretty compelling reason.

Back in the 1980’s when Crescent City had a Commercial Salmon Season; local businessmen
estimated 300 to 500 commercial boats would come to their shores off the Klamath and fish. Each boat spent
approximately $500 or more per day when they came in. This supported numerous businesses. Anyone has only
to stroll the streets of Ft. Bragg today to see evidence of what the closure has done to them. Where once there
were 4 or 5 fish buyers there are now only two. If a fisherman wants fuel for a fishing trip he must send for it for
there is no longer a fuel dock in Ft. Bragg. Vacant storefronts with either for sale signs or lease signs can be
seen all across town. One rough estimate states that for each $1 earned by a salmon fisherman $5 more is
produced in the community. If a good season was to happen in Ft. Bragg, more vessels might come to its harbor
and give a much needed boost to Ft. Bragg’s economy.

But the fisherman is even more important than his boosting a flagging economy. In a recent meeting
held by Fish and Game, the Klamath Indian Tribes banded together to support Commercial Salmon fisherman in
the hopes they would receive a full fishing season from Fish and Game. If the predictions are true about a
bumper year the returning salmon will literally kill the delicate balance of the Klamath and Sacramento Rivers
with an on slot of salmon. Too many fish spawning in the river sours eggs and will not provide enough food for
suniving baby fish. Never in the last 20 years have the tribes of the Klamath River come out to support the
Pacific Salmon Fisherman his bid to gain a fishing season.

So why not grant a full Salmon season to these last few 417 boats spread out across California the
Oregon border to the Mexican border? They just might help an economy or two, and may support a family here
and there.

Sincerely,
Michael Rosecrans
F/V Empress

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13642d0f0aee4286 1/8
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Facts suppporting a salmon season north of Point Arena

e Last season only 15,000 fish were caught from Point Arena south.

e The extreme weather from Point Arena south means the smaller salmon boats cannot fish due to
dangerous conditions.

e The impact on any salmon school would be minimal due to the reduced number of boats fishing.

e The sport and charter fishermen has a full season from April 10 and they take as much salmon as a
commercial fleet would take. We don't understand the obvious preferential treatment of sport fishermen.

e Additionally, it will take three times the fuel for a salmon boat to just get to the fishing grounds - resulting
in added operating costs and pollution as well.

Darryl Beauchamp, F/V Mae

The Maxey's

23031 N. Highway 1

Fort Bragg, CA 95437

To Whom It May Concern:

It is imperative that the Salmon fisherman of Noyo Harbor, Fort Bragg, CA receive a substantial window of time for
a Local 2012 Commercial Salmon Season. This season will greatly impact the livelihood of our family and many
other local families, who solely rely on the income earned thru this season. With the increasing cost of fuel, we
must be able to harvest salmon close to our home port, meaning from Point Arena to Cape Mendocino. If there is
no local commercial salmon season, our growing family will suffer greatly from this loss! Not only will we suffer
but other local families, the community and the entire economy of the Mendocino coast will be punished for bad
decision making. Remember, the fate of us all lies in your hands, so choose wisely and support a 2012 Local
commercial Salmon Season!

Sincerely,

Brent and Kaileigh Maxey
on F/V Blue Northern

California commercial salmon fishermen should be given a full fishing season this year.

Based on the government's records of salmon returns from rivers on the Pacific Coast there can be no basis for
closure; the salmon returns are more than adequate.

Historically, salmon fishermen could start fishing as early as April and continue through the summer. In recent
years, closures and 'micro seasons' have created uncertainty and hardships among the relatively few remaining
commercial salmon fishermen. Keep in mind rough sea conditions can greatly reduce the actual time at sea.

Northern California commercial salmon fishermen provide one of the healthiest, tastiest foods on the market. We
are all fortunate to have such a valuable resource.

Our industry plays an important role in creating much needed jobs both locally and nationwide. A full salmon
season will enable commercial salmon fishermen to help boost California's lagging economy.
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Anthony Cannia
F/V Marilee

To Whom This Concerns:
Dear Sirs at National Fisheries,

After hearing the options for our 2012 trawl season, I’'m afraid of losing my livelihood.

Due to these limitations, we hardly have access to catch salmon. The limitations and the high cost of
fuel put greater limitations.

I have been supporting families and businesses for forty two years as a commercial salmon
fisherman.

Keith Olson
F/V Blue Northern

F/V Blue Pacific
Brian Jourdain
32196 Pudding Creek Road
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

March 19, 2012

To Pacific Fishing Management Council:

| am writing this letter to have the Council consider opening the Northern
Salmon Season (Horse Mountain — Point Arena) on May 1, 2012,

The data and fish counts show that our salmon returns for 2012 are healthy
and ready for commercial harvest. If the numbers are correct, it is very
important to reduce the number of fish returning to the rivers. An excess of
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salmon in the rivers can create an over spawn. When too many spawning
salmon return to the river, a negative effect occurs. The salmon will over
crowd the spawning beds and damage or dig up the eggs. Many times our
smaller returns will have a much higher success in producing healthier returns
in the future.

Please consider a May 1st opener for our Northern Salmon Season in 2012.

Sincerely,

Brian Jourdain
Owner-Operator

To: National Marine Fisheries Service Salmon Council, etc!

Regarding this year’s salmon season | would like to start by stating that it
seems we are in the same cycle of political B.S. as the last thirty years.

At a time when Oregon and California really need jobs we the salmon
fishermen are getting the same story again; record runs but still severely cut
seasons.

When California had 4,000 trollers we could fish from the Oregon border to
Mexico. Now with less than 400 boats actually trying to make a living, we get
two months from Horse Mountain to Point Arena. This is not a full season as
all the press loves to print. Below Point Arena we get May, July, August,
September - no June, or very little of it. If you are from Eureka or Crescent
City or Fort Bragg you can’t make a living fishing salmon without traveling
south for three or four months.

A few years ago at a meeting in Santa Rosa | asked Alan Grover (biologist for
Fish and Game) what it would take to get a full season in Fort Bragg. His
response was “that’s not going to happen”.

Same story - different year.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13642d0f0aee4286 4/8
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Last year on our first trip into San Francisco the ice plant there was out of
service. We now have no fuel dock in Fort Bragg; the ice plant is questionable
for the future. Slowly the infrastructure surrounding the salmon fisheries is in
rapid decline. Being fishermen we all try to be optimistic about the future. It's
getting harder every year to keep that attitude.

These regulations that we thought would help the fisheries remain sustainable
have taken the fishermen'’s jobs and given them to a marine biologist, botanist,
council member, secretary, etc, etc, etc.

We need real seasons to make a living!

Thanks,

Wally Shattuck
F/V Sharon

Fort Bragg Troller

MARCH 21 2012
My name Christopher M. Matson

Third generation salmon fishermen out of Ft. Bragg CA.: and I mean out of Ft. Bragg.

I'm44 yrs. old and have been fishing for salmon for 35 yrs. starting at the age of 9 with my father. That has been
longer than you have been making season regulations.

You haven’t been able to make any positive changes in the # of fish +/- in the rivers in all those years. The Troll
fishery is not the problem. You have, through trying to make regulations proved that. But you have not the power to fixthe
problem, but the authority to make season regulations, in hope of doing so. Something needs to change.  don’t know how
to help you make that change, but it needs to happen.

I do not feel the commercial troll fishery is the problem. How do “we” make a change?? Start over, until we can
find something different.

We, the commercial troll salmon fishing industry need a full season to work. I don’t see any reason why not.
Weather has always been our biggest problem to work in or around. 20 to 25 kt of wind is not something you would like to
experience for your self. We have at times, worked in because of regulations in the past, not by choice. How about travel
time and fuel. And many other reasons not in our power.

My grandfather had good and bad years without your help. My uncles and father had hard times since your
help! And are now out of fishing because of your help.

Thank you for trying, and reading my letter.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13642d0f0aee4286 5/8
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This industry needs to get back to work, to help put money back into the economy.

I'masking you for a full season until something better can be worked out.

Christopher M. Matson
707 972 4142
F/VMay

March 10, 2012

Sirs,

This letter is a request for more Commercial Fishing time offthe coast of Fort Bragg, California.
With the continuing rise in fuel prices, poor economy, and restrictive fishing seasons the ability to make a
living through Commercial Fishing is slowly coming to an end. The hardships created by the nability to fish
out of our Home Port due to such restricted seasons make it almost impossible to conduct our business.

We sell all our fish off our boat in Fort Bragg. The huge rise m fuel prices and being forced to fish
Fifty to Seventy miles from our home port will probably end our ability to bring fresh fish to our local
community until half way through the summer. Our local community is in full support of our fishing fleet and
our commitment to bringing them the best product possible.

Any amount of increased fishing time in the Fort Bragg area would be a help to the fisherman living
here as well as the businesses connected to the salmon industry. The ability for the public to come to the
harbor and purchase a fish that was actually caught that day is a treasured experience. Sad to say, this may
be coming to an end.

We are just one of many boats struggling to survive. Thank you for your time and consideration. Any
additional fishing time out of Noyo Harbor would be of help in these difficult times.

Richard Holmes

Richard Homes

Laura Miller

F/V Animal Fair

Noyo Harbor, Fort Bragg, CA
707-972-1471

March 20, 2012

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13642d0f0aee4286
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To Whom It May Concern:

The commercial salmon fisherman of Fort Bragg are asking that we have a full 2012 salmon season out of our
Fort Bragg coastal waters. This would be the highest important to not just the community, but to my family as
well. | am a fourth generation commercial fisherman in my family and fishing is all | have and know how to do.
Without a salmon season, it would be detrimental to my entire family because this is what we as fisherman
depend on to support our families. Salmon has long been an integral part of the culture, future, and economic
stability to the people of the coast. It solely brings money into the community and at a point where the country
and our local state and cities need all the necessary revenues it can get, fishing can be one of the standing
factors that would help our communities in need. As anyone can see, the commercial salmon fisheries in
California have been either closed completely or severely reduced in the last few years. This has caused millions
of dollars in losses to the commercial salmon fisherman off our coast. The PFMC recommends closures based
on the “Jack” counts of the salmon. This type of prediction is not a clear indicator of when and who should have a
commercial salmon season. There are various other factors that need to be taken into account. BUT, if we do
suppose that we go off of these “counts,” the Fort Bragg commercial salmon fisherman should be able to have a
full successful season. The PFMC are calling for a 1.5 million Klamath fish in the ocean and over 80,000
Sacramento fish. This is a huge jump from the previous years.

Without a season out of Fort Bragg, it would mean we would have to travel down south past Point Arena. This
means we have to expend a lot more fuel and with the price almost 5 dollars per gallon, it would really bring
financial hardship to the entire fishing fleet. With such drastic reductions in our quotas, we would not make a
profit by having to travel so far to hunt for the salmon. With a declining fishing industry and such a small amount
of fisherman left, it makes no sense to restrict us at all. We were completely closed in ‘08 and ‘09 and we barely
fished in ‘10 and “11. The licensed salmon fishing fleet that has been producing landings over the past years has
been reduced by three-fourths. This is due to the fact that these fisherman had to sell their boats or find other
jobs to make ends meet. Do you really think that this many boats can over-fish and with a full fleet of boats, did
we ever over-fish? And with the propaganda term of over-fishing, this is an escape goat for the real destruction as
to what is really going on. An owerriding factor that transcends us all is the large number of sport boats that have
a longer season and take advantage of their two fish a day rule. They are making multiple trips per day and there
are no fish counts or tags to enforce and get an accurate count on how many these people take. Without this
valuable information to throw into the statistical model, how can you justify our short season? We have been
restricted more and more every year without clear scientific justification. Where are the facts about why we
should not have our season? How come we as fisherman do not get to see the data and statistics about how this
fishery is run and how it is regulated? It is not right for my fishing career to be put into the hands of criminals. It is
about time that we get a little piece of the season that we desire and deserve after being put through the agony of
being defeated every year by some type of inadequate statistical science that is only there to put us out of
business. This is a phony department and cover up of the real destruction that only benefits the people who sit
behind a desk and get there joys from hurting and restricting fishing families.

Sincerely,

Cyrus Maahs
F/V Krimoli

March 21. 2012
From: Estanislao Cruz Hernandez
To Whom It May Concern:

Once upon a time our town of Fort Bragg had good salmon seasons, mill and fisheries.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13642d0f0aee4286 7/8
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Now there are no mills, and hardly any salmon seasons and only one fishery company and 2
urchin processors. What happened to our town? You can travel through the town and see many
empty spaces all over. Someone up there has made poor decisions for our town and for all the
towns that are in the same boat.

California Pacific Salmon Fishermen have decreased and become a rare breed. In the
past their number was by the thousands and now there are only 1167 permits that remain. Out
of those permits only 417 salmon fishermen made deliveries in California during the last
salmon season. And out of those 50% of the deliveries were made by 58 vessels. Out of these
58, about 20 vessels moor in Fort Bragg and are actively try to earn a living salmon fishing. My
guestion is why Fish and Game should concern themselves with a salmon fishing season out of
Fort Bragg for so few boats.

According to Fish and Game records as stated in a recent meeting to determine the
salmon season, they stated that “abundance forecast is large”. It seems that we do not have
any longer an endangered species on our rivers, the Klamath or the Sacrament River. By the
looks of the 2011 we can have a very successful salmon season and have enough income to
support our families.

These closures have caused a chain reaction in our economy. Businesses related to
Salmon season are closed, like fuel docks and mom and pop grocery stores and many other
businesses. Now in order to fuel we have to go out of our way to re-fuel our boats. A good
salmon season on our coast will boost the economy in fort Bragg.

A fisherman stated: “We fishermen are even more important than this boosting a flagging
economy. In recent meeting held by Fish & Game, the Klamath Indian tribes banded together to
support Commercial Salmon Fisherman in the hopes they would receive a full fishing season
from Fish and Game. [f predictions are true about a bumper year the returning salmon will
literally kill the delicate balance of the Klamath and Sacramento Rivers with an on slot of
salmon. Too many fish spawning in the river sours eggs and will not provide enough food for
surviving baby fish. Never in the last 20 years have the tribes of the Klamath River come out to
support the Pacific Salmon Fisherman his bid to gain a fishing season.”

| see no reason why you cannot grant a full Salmon season to the last few 417 boats that
are spread out across California, the Oregon border to the Mexican border. If you give us a
salmon season it might help this wretched economy that is like a canker sore and may help
support our families and boost our economy. Please give us a reasonable salmon season so
we can support our families.

Thank You

Estanislao Cruz Hernandez
F/VV Lawrence

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13642d0f0aee4286 8/8



COMMISSIONERS HUMBOLDT BAY

1st Division HARBOR, RECREATION, AND CONSERVATION
Aaron Newman DISTRICT
2nd Division (707) 443-0801
Greg Dale P.0. Box 1030
3rd Division Eureka, California 95502-1030
Mike Wilson
4th Division
Richard Marks
5th Division
Patrick Higgins

March 20, 2012

Dan Wolford, Chair

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 N.E. Ambassador Place, Ste. 101
Portland, OR 97220-1384

Dear Chairman Wolford,

Humboldt Bay was traditionally a primary recreational and commercial salmon fishing
port. Fishery management decisions in recent years have made this no longer the
case. Although we realize that there are many reasons for this, and that sheer
abundance of fish will most likely not return our bay to its former place in the salmon
industry, we feel that every effort should be made to improve our position.

2012 abundance forecasts for both the Klamath and Sacramento Rivers' Fall chinook
river runs are excellent. Our smaller north-coast rivers have reported robust salmon
runs with over 1200 fall Chinook jacks being recorded by the California Department of
Fish and Game at the upper Eel River Van Arsdale fish trap. Ocean and river
conditions that promoted these high abundances of salmon have existed since 2009.

Recreational salmon fishing should begin in the California Klamath Management Zone
at the earliest possible date in May and continue through September. Our summer
economy is bolstered by our sportsmen having a long season to maximize the number
of calm days over our hazardous entry bar.

Commercial salmon trolling should begin in the Fort Bragg Management Zone as close
as possible to July 1st and run through September. This area south of Horse

Mountain is fished by Humboldt Bay commercial vessels that travel south to that area
and return back to Humboldt Bay. This provides them with viable commercial fishing
opportunities and salmon for Humboldt markets. Our smaller commercial vessels that
cannot easily travel would benefit greatly from non-retention Genetic Stock Assessment
Survey fishing opportunities, and the late September quota fishery proposed in the
season options.

To minimize effort-shift of the fleet the California fishing cells south of Horse Mountain
should open at the same time. This will also most efficiently use our allowed impacts on
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Age Four Klamath fish in July and August. Furthermore, super-abundance in 2012
returns should make any fish caught in September insignificant relative to next year's
season structuring. September Fall fishing on 2013 impacts, we feel, has never been
more appropriate as each fishing group, recreational and commercial, will be
responsible for their respective share of impacts on next year's season.

For decades, management decisions have benefited areas to the south with more
fishing opportunities while severely restricting those of Humboldt Bay. We feel that
2012 Klamath abundance warrants that the Pacific Fishery Management Council make
decisions that favor the North Coast. We ask that PFMC please endorse a more
balanced approach for the 2012 Salmon Season.

Sincerely,
Signature on File

Mike Wilson
President, Board of Commissioners
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™M Fwd: 2012 Recreational Salmon Season Options

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 12:12 PM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

------—-- Forwarded message --—--—-—-

From: Gary & Christine Sellers <gncsellers@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 11:55 AM

Subject: 2012 Recreational Salmon Season Options

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Dear PFMC Staff and panel members,

After careful review of the proposed Ocean Salmon Season Options for the 2012 recreational season |
feel very confident that Option 1 for South of Falcon to Humbug Mt. is one that would be very
acceptable in terms of our mandated wild fish policies. | also feel it fits well and in line with the
Ocean Recreational fishery of 2011 and it's impacts of mortalities, Oregon Dept of Fish and Wildlife
management policies and is compliance and fits well with our Oregon State Police and Federal
Fisheries Law Enforcement principles.

It is obvious the ocean has made great improvements in it's enrichment and rearing habitats for all of
our salmon fisheries to meet escapements and future fisheries from the Sacramento River as well as
the Klamath Rivers in California. Our OCN numbers are thriving the last few years and show good
returns as well along the entire coast of Oregon north to south. Also the ocean is showing good
upwelling this spring which is a good factor in shaping our 2012 seasons.

Please consider Option 1 as the best for the sport fishermen and the local economies in 2012.
Thank you very much.
Respectfully,

Gary Sellers
50 year Oregonian, former Charter captain, and recreational fishing business owner.

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1362c60a535a4174 11
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™M Fwd: Salmon Alottment

PFMC Comments <pfmc.comments@noaa.gov> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 10:51 AM
To: Chuck Tracy <chuck.tracy@noaa.gov>

------—-- Forwarded message --—--—-—-
From: jeff easton <jeff-1970@live.com>
Date: Sun, Mar 18, 2012 at 9:42 AM
Subject: Salmon Alottment

To: pfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Greetings,

| am writing in regards to the upcoming salmon season and the utilization of the quota. | believe that we should
be able to harvest much more of the OCN Coho that are going to be available. | live in Lincoln City, as well as
own a small restaurant here. | see first hand the positive impact that the salmon season has on the community in
regards to much needed revenue for businesses such as mine. With a greater number of fish available, many
more fishermen will be inclined to continue to visit our communities...and more apt to spend in our communities. |
think that a more liberal quota is an option, and will demonstrate that the Coho salmon is indeed on the rebound
by the numbers that we have seen in the past years.If there is sufficient fish available, | think they should be used
to the greatest benefit to all aspects fishing. | appreciate the opportunity to express my concerns.

Regards, Jeff Easton

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220

Phone: 503-820-2280

Toll Free: 1-866-806-7204

Fax: 503-820-2299

Twitter: http://Twitter.com/PacificCouncil

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=55f003d2f9&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1362c15cec7fe114
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O’Laughlin & Paris LLP Attorneys at Law

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

March 26, 2012

Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, Oregon 97220-1384
pfmc.comments@noaa.qov

Re: Supplemental Public Comment for Salmon Management Alternatives

Dear Council:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the San Joaquin Tributaries Authority (“SJITA™)" for
comment on the proposed salmon management alternatives for the 2012 ocean fisheries for
Sacramento River fall-run Chinook salmon (“SRFC”).

The alternatives for ocean salmon fisheries all rely on the Sacramento Index (“SI”) forecast of 819,400
adult and natural SRFC. If the forecast is correct, the conservation objective will be met and the stock
will be rebuilt, but the operative word is “if.” Last year, the PFMC accepted the forecast as accurate,
despite the acknowledged potential for bias, and assumed it had more than enough room for error in its
alternatives. Since the adopted alternative allowed for an escapement of 377,000 SRFC, even if the
forecast was off by 50 percent, the conservation objective would still be met. Unfortunately, the
forecast was off by over 200 percent and the conservation objective was not met.

The Salmon Technical Team (“STT”) has attempted to improve the forecast by using only data from
the last three years. Even assuming the more recent data may be more representative of the current
proportion of jack returns, the degree of uncertainty is great because the data remains very limited and
the SST is extrapolating to predict a value well outside the range of data. The attempted improvements

! The SJTA is a joint power authority consisting of Oakdale Irrigation District, South San Joaquin Irrigation District,
Merced Irrigation District, Turlock Irrigation District, Modesto Irrigation District, and the City and County of San
Francisco. SJITA members hold some of the most senior water rights in the San Joaquin River Basin. They own and operate
dams and reservoirs, generate hydropower, and supply water to customers throughout Northern California for irrigation,
municipal, and domestic supply.

2617 K Street, Suite 100 117 Meyers Street, Suite 110
Sacramento, California 95816 Chico, California 95928
(916) 993-3962 (530) 899-9755
(916) 993-3688-fax (530) 899-1367-fax

Mailing Address:
Post Office Box 9259
Chico, California 95927
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are admirable, but it presently cannot be said whether the forecast is likely high, low, or on-target.
There is knowing assessment and assumption of risk and then there is recklessness. Absent any
indication of how accurate or inaccurate the forecast may be, the Council is managing the salmon
fishery in a manner that is reckless at best.

The alternatives were also developed without consideration for federal and California state laws
mandating the doubling of the natural production of salmon in the Central Valley. Federal law has
established a goal of doubling the natural production of salmon through the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act (“CVPIA”) (Pub. Law 102-575, tit. 34, 83406 (b)(1)), while California has
established a similar goal through the Salmon, Steelhead Trout, and Anadromous Fisheries Program
Act (Cal. Fish & Game Code 86902(a).) The CVPIA defines natural production as "... fish produced to
adulthood without direct human intervention in the spawning, rearing, or migration processes," and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”’) measures natural production based upon estimates
of in-river and hatchery escapement, ocean and in-stream harvest, and the proportion of adults that is
“natural.”® To achieve the doubling goal, the Department of the Interior (“DOI”), through the
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (“AFRP”), the federal program established to implement the
CVPIA, has developed specific doubling goals for specific streams in the Central Valley. The goal for
the tributaries on the east side of the San Joaquin River, and the Stanislaus, Tuolumne and Merced
Rivers, is 78,000 naturally produced adult fall-run Chinook salmon. The AFRP strategy is premised
upon improving the survival rate at different life stages in order to increase the number of returning
adults per spawner (i.e., cohort replacement rate).® Its “best” and most ambitious scenario would
produce 3.53 adults per spawner, with an estimated cohort replacement rate of 1.77 adults. Meeting the
doubling goal for the San Joaquin River system would therefore initially require 22,096 natural
spawners under the optimal scenario of survival rates.* In developing Amendment 16, the PFMC noted
that San Joaquin River fall-run escapement has historically averaged about 4 percent of SRFC
escapement.® Consequently, meeting the doubling goal for the San Joaquin River east side tributaries
would require, on average, an SRFC escapement of at least 550,000.° However, because the historical
percentage of San Joaquin River escapement relative to SRFC described in the Final Environmental
Assessment for Amendment 16 included natural and hatchery escapement and Mokelumne River
escapement, the minimum SRFC escapement required to double natural production for the Stanislaus,
Tuolumne and Merced Rivers would therefore be even greater than 550,000. Since the proposed
alternatives are expected to result in an SRFC escapement of no more than 465,300, all of the proposed
alternatives would hinder achieving the doubling goal.

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995. Working paper: Habitat Restoration Actions to Double Natural Production of
Anadromous Fish in the Central Valley of California. Volume 2. Prepared for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the
direction of the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program Core Group, Stockton, CA. May 9, 1995. Page 2-1X-6
www.fws.gov/stockton/afrp/documents/\WWorkingPaper_ v2.pdf

® Department of the Interior. 2011. Comments on the Review of and Potential Modifications to the San Joaquin River Flow
and Southern Delta Salinity Objectives Included in the 2006 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco
Bay/Sacramento-San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary. Pages 16-25
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/bay delta_plan/water_quality control_planni
ng/cmmnts020811/010811aaufdem.pdf

#22,096 x 3.53 = 77,999

> Pacific Fishery Management Council. 2011. Final Environmental Assessment and Regulatory Impact Review for Pacific
Coast Salmon Plan Amendment 16: Classifying Stocks, Revising Status Determination Criteria, Establishing Annual Catch
Limits and Accountability Measures, and De Minimis Fishing Provisions. p. 115. http://www.pcouncil.org/wp-
content/uploads/Salmon_FMP_A16_FINAL_EA_Dec2011forweb.pdf

®22,096/0.04 = 552,400
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The SJTA does not agree with many of the AFRP’s assumptions and conclusions, but irrespective of
the SITA’s positions, since the DOI’s recommendations are made on behalf of the USFWS, they carry
significant weight in other programs and processes. More than one billion dollars have been spent
through the CVPIA alone to implement the doubling goal, and the flows DOI considers necessary to
double the natural production of salmon would, in some years, appropriate nearly the entire San
Joaquin River Basin. Despite the importance of the doubling goal as a policy, the staggering resources
devoted to implementing it so far, and the staggering resources contemplated for implementing it in the
future, the doubling goal has thus far not been a consideration in fishery management. This is both
surprising and inexcusable, considering the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game
are the agencies responsible for implementing the doubling goals and both sit on the Council. If
Central Valley salmon are to be restored, consistent with the requirements of federal and California
state law, then the doubling goal and its role in fishery management must be openly evaluated. A
member of the PFMC’s staff, Mr. Chuck Tracy, has contacted us in order to evaluate how the doubling
goal can be incorporated into future fishery management processes. The SJTA welcomes and greatly
appreciates such efforts and hopes this will lead to better coordination in the future, to better inform the
public and other agencies, and, ultimately, improve the prospects for recovery of Central Valley
salmon. At present, however, available information suggests that all of alternatives for proposed
salmon management of SRFC for the 2012 ocean fisheries would hinder doubling natural production
of salmon.

The SJTA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this year’s salmon fishing regulations. Please
contact us if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

O’LAUGHLIN & PARIS LLP

Rasebic Kegpee s

KENNETH PETRUZZELLI

cc: San Joaquin Tributaries Authority
State Water Resources Control Board
Doug Demko, FISHBIO
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Agenda Item E.2.h
Supplemental Tribal Motion
April 2012

Tentative Adoption of 2012 Management Measures

For coho, there are specific conservation concerns for the Lower Columbia River wild stock.
We are also 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 complex task of meeting the exploitation rate objectives defined in
our Comprehensive Chinook Harvest Plan for Puget Sound Chinook, and meeting the
guidelines for Columbia Lower River Natural Tules.

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 reached agreement on specific 2012 management
measures and terminal area fisheries agreements. 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, | would like to offer the following Treaty troll
management measures for tentative adoption and for analysis by the Salmon Technical Team:

A Chinook quota of: 55,000
A coho quota of: 47,500

This would consist of a May/June chinook only fishery and a July/August/September all species
fishery. The chinook will be split 22,000 in May/June and 33,000 in July-September.

Any reminder of Chinook from the May/June fishery may be transferred on an impact neutral
basis to the July-September fishery.



Agenda Item E.3
Situation Summary
April 2012

SACRAMENTO WINTER RUN CHINOOK IMPACT SPECIFICATIONS

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will brief the Council on the relationships of
harvest and non-harvest related ESA consultation standards for Sacramento River Winter
Chinook (SRWC), and the rationale for a harvest control rule allowing no impacts in fisheries
south of Point Arena at certain stock levels.

At the March Council meeting, there were questions about the proposed harvest control rule
threshold of 500 spawners for SRWC, as depicted in the figure on page six of March, 2012
Council Meeting Agenda Item G.4.c, Supplemental NMFS Report 2, and discussed in the pages
prior to and after the figure. NMFS recommended questions be postponed until the April
Council meeting when additional appropriate personnel could be present

The first issue is equity with other human-induced impact allowances relative to fishing-related
impacts. The Council is interested in hearing what estimated mortality levels are allowed on
SRWC in current Biological Opinions for other regulated activities, such as water management,
allocation, and screening activities. It would also be of interest to provide information on
thresholds used in determining allowable impact rates for these regulated activities, with
particular attention to a zero-impact threshold.

The second issue deals with comparison of the proposed zero impact threshold for SRWC with
the allowable fishing related impact levels for other ESA listed salmonid stocks. The Council
expressed interest in confirming the perception that are no other zero impact thresholds in effect
for any other ESA listed salmonid ESU or population, and there are instances where population
levels have declined to less than 500 (and subsequently rebounded) and the allowable rate was
not zero.

The third issue is the basis for the 500 spawner threshold value for zero allowable impacts in
fisheries. The report speaks qualitatively about the genuine, elevated risk of extinction as a
population reaches small enough levels. However, the report indicates a critical level has yet to
be identified for SRWC and cites only one paper in selecting a value of 500. The Council
expressed interest in why other population viability threshold analyses were not used in
proposing a value of 500 spawners for a zero impact threshold.

Council Task:
Discuss relevant issues and make recommendations as appropriate.

Reference Materials:

1. None
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Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy
NMFS Report Will Stelle
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities

Public Comment

Council Discussion of Issues Concerning the Fishery Impact Specifications for Sacramento
Winter Run
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Agenda Item E.4
Situation Summary
April 2012

METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS AND
PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION FOR 2012

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; development of
analytical materials to be reviewed between April and September Council meetings; 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.

The SSC will receive input from the STT and the Model Evaluation Workgroup, and provide
recommendations for methodologies to be reviewed in 2012.

Council Task:

1. Provide guidance to the SSC regarding potential topics and priorities for methodologies
to be reviewed in 2012,

2. Request affected agencies develop and provide needed materials to the SSC, as
appropriate.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item E.4.b, Supplemental SSC Report: Scientific and Statistical Committee Report
on Methodology Reviews for 2012.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities

Public Comment

Council Guidance on Potential Methodologies to Review in 2012

cooe

PFMC
03/14/12
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Agenda Item E.4.b
Supplemental MEW Report
April 2012

MODEL EVALUATION WORKGROUP REPORT
ON SALMON METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS AND PRELIMINARY TOPIC
SELECTION FOR 2012

The Model Evaluation Workgroup’s (MEW) list of items for the October Methodology Review
Meeting, and potentially for use in 2013, is:

e Incorporate Mark Selective Fishery (MSF) bias correction algorithms, as presented at the
2011 Methodology Review Meeting, into program code for the coho Fishery Regulation
Assessment Model (FRAM) and confirm functionality.

e Review, and modify as needed, Chinook FRAM’s size limit-related algorithms affecting
estimates of legal and sub-legal size encounters.

e Produce a User’s Manual for the Visual Studio version of the FRAM model.

e Investigate the sensitivity on fishing year-based exploitation rates from the forecasted age
composition for Chinook stocks and develop alternative modeling measures that can
dampen this effect, if appropriate.

In addition, the MEW intends to explore the feasibility of incorporating coho MSF bias

correction methods into Chinook FRAM.

PFMC
04/02/12



Agenda Item E.4.b
Supplemental SAS Report
April 2012

SALMON ADVISORY SUBPANEL REPORT ON METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS
AND PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION FOR 2012

The Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS) requests the Council to begin a methodology review of
the California Coastal fall Chinook guideline including the possible use of an abundance-based
approach similar to that currently being used in several of the Council-managed fisheries.

The biological opinion on California coastal fall Chinook called for using the ocean harvest rate
on Klamath age-4 fall Chinook as a surrogate for the rate on coastal falls, given that a lot of
information was available on Klamath falls and virtually none on coastal falls. The BiOp capped
the harvest rate on Klamath age-4 falls at 16 percent. Absent this cap, the allowable rate on
Klamath falls would vary from 10 percent or less in lean years to around 27 percent in very
abundant years. The Klamath ocean harvest rate is frequently the primary constraint on ocean
Chinook salmon fisheries from Pt. Sur, CA to Cape Falcon, OR.

In three of the twelve years the coastal fall BiOp has been effect, the 16 percent cap has
constrained ocean fisheries that otherwise would have had a higher Klamath ocean harvest rate.
It will do so again in 2012, regardless of the predicted age-3 Klamath ocean abundance of
roughly 1.6 million fish. If salmon are anywhere near as abundant as predicted this year, the
direct cost to ocean fishermen of foregoing roughly one-third of the otherwise available Klamath
harvest rate will be several million dollars. The extremely high run size prediction, coupled with
what may still be a very dry year, also raises fears of a fish kill on the Klamath this fall such as
happened in 2002.

The SAS requests the Council form a work group to consider the appropriateness of using a
similar approach to the coastal fall issue.

PFMC
04/01/12



Agenda Item E.4.b
Supplemental SSC Report
April 2012

SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON METHODOLOGY REVIEW
PROCESS AND PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION FOR 2012

The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) met with the Salmon Technical Team (STT), the
Model Evaluation Workgroup (MEW), and Mr. Chuck Tracy (Council staff) to discuss possible
salmon methodology review topics for 2012. The following items were identified for potential
SSC review this fall. The lead entity for each topic is identified at the end of the item.

1) Implementation and assessment of proposed bias-corrections methods for mark-selective
fisheries into the Coho Fishery Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM). (MEW)

2) Review of modifications to Chinook FRAM size limit algorithms implemented to allow
evaluation of changes to size-limits. (MEW)

3) Review of alternative forecast methodologies for the Sacramento Fall Chinook index.
(STT)

4) A multi-year review and evaluation of preseason forecasts and postseason estimates for
mark-selective coho fisheries both north and south of Cape Falcon. (STT)

5) Preliminary assessment of the feasibility of abundance-based management for California
Coastal Chinook. (NMFS SWFSC)

6) A user’s manual for the Visual Studio version of FRAM. (MEW)

7) Investigate Chinook FRAM’s sensitivity to age composition forecasts. (MEW)

8) Evaluate the feasibility of incorporating bias-correction methods for mark-selective
fisheries into Chinook FRAM. (MEW)

The SSC considers items 1 through 3 in this list to be most important for consideration relative to
the 2013 salmon management process. The remaining items can be reviewed if they are
available.

The SSC requires proper documentation and ample review time to make efficient use of the SSC
Salmon Subcommittee’s time. Materials for review should be submitted at least two weeks prior
to the scheduled review meeting. Agencies should be responsible for ensuring that materials
submitted to the SSC are technically sound, comprehensive, clearly documented, and identified
by author.

PFMC
04/02/2012



Agenda Item E.4.b
Supplemental STT Report
April 2012

SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM REPORT ON METHODOLOGY REVIEW PROCESS AND
PRELIMINARY TOPIC SELECTION FOR 2012

The Salmon Technical Team (STT) met with the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), the
Model Evaluation Workgroup (MEW), and Mr. Chuck Tracy of the Council staff to discuss
potential topics for review in 2012. Following these discussions, the STT identified seven topics
as likely candidates for review by the STT and the Salmon Subcommittee of the SSC in October,
with the lead entity in parentheses:

1) Implementation of bias correction methods for mark-selective fisheries in the coho

Fishery Regulation Assessment Model (FRAM) (MEW).

2) Review of algorithms for modeling size limits in Chinook FRAM and modification of
FRAM if warranted (MEW).

3) A multi-year analysis of impacts on Washington coastal coho stocks in mark-selective
recreational fisheries (STT).

4) Feasibility of developing an abundance-based management strategy for California coastal
Chinook (NMFS).

5) Evaluation of alternative Sacramento Index forecast methodologies (STT).

6) Documentation of the Visual Studio implementation of FRAM (MEW).

7) Evaluation of the feasibility of extending FRAM coho mark-selective bias correction
algorithms to Chinook (MEW).

PFMC
04/02/12
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Agenda ltem E.4.b
Supplemental Tribal Comments
April 2012

Salmon Methodology Review

The tribes support the STT, SSC and MEW statements and their list of potential topics
for review in October.

The tribes do still have concerns about marked selective fisheries in the ocean. We do
have one question: does the 3™ item in the STT report assess the model inputs for the
coho mark selective fisheries or specifically why after 12 years is the 6% provisional
value for mark release rate still the best available science for coho?



Agendaltem E4.c
Supplemental Public Comment

April 2012

David Bites i — — : W.E. “Zeke” Grader, Jr.

President P ACIFIC L O A_ST FEDERATICN Executive Diructor
Larry Collins ; = iy Glen H. Spain

Vice-President of FISHERMEN"S ASSO CIATIONS Northwest Regianal Director
Duncan Maclean Vivian ITelliwell

Seorstary Watershed Conservatton Director
Mike Stiller In Memortiam:

Treasurer Wathaniel 8. Bingham

Harold C. Christensen
Please Respond to:

[0 Califomia Office. O Northwest Office
P.O.}Sox ?,9370‘ P.O. Box 11170
Sftﬂ Francisco, "C‘A.94129-037U Eugene, OR 97440-3370
Tel: (415} 561—308’0 Tel: (541) 689-2000
Fax: (415) 561-5404 werw.peffa.otg Fax: (541) 689-2500
30 March 2012

Dr. Rod Mcinnis, Regional Director

Southwest Region, National Marine Fisheries Service
501 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA 90802-4213

RE: California Coastal Fall Chinook
Dear Dr. McInnis:

This letter is to urge you to re-open consultation on listed California coastal fall Chinook,
with an eye toward the possibilities of 1) moving towards an abundance-based limit on ocean
take of coastal falls, such as is used for winter run, Oregon coastal natural Coho, Columbia River
tules, and several Puget Sound stocks, and 2) using Klamath fall Chinook as the surrogate for
coastal fall populations (until direct evidence is available) as well as for ocean fishery impacts on
coastal falls.

As I’m sure you know, we have an awkward situation this year, with a predicted hyper-
abundance of Klamath age-3 fall Chinook, near-critically dry conditions forecast for the Klamath
River, some statistical and much anecdotal evidence of relatively strong coastal fall runs, and the
16% cap on ocean take of Klamath fall run which would otherwise, under PFMC’s framework
plan, fall out at roughly 23% this year. The difference between 16% and 23% will amount to ----
several tens of thousands more extra fish in the river.

A quick look at the numbers; about 380,000 fish are predicted to enter the Klamath this fall.
While the tribal share of 160,000 and the river sports share of 70,000 on paper would reduce this
number substantially, the history of these fisheries suggests that together they might realistically
catch more like 80,000 fish, which would leave about 300,000 fish trying to get up the river to
spawn, either in gravel or on concrete. The inriver run in 2002 was more like 150,000 adults.

STEWARDS OF THE FISHERIES



Dr. Rod McGinnis
30 March 2012
Page Two

Fishermen briefly considered seeking a relaxation or waiver of the coastal fall cap, which
would have allowed us to reduce the numbers of fish entering the river somewhat, hence
somewhat lessening the risk of a fish kill. But we decided the potential short-term benefits of
such a course — which probably had little chance of success — were outweighed by the risk of
long-term damage to the protections ESA offers Central Valley and other salmon. For example,
while ESA constraints on ocean fisheries may increase the chance of a fish kill this year, ESA
flow requirements out of Iron Gate Dam to protect Coho salmon mean there should be about
50% more water in the river this fall than there was in the fall of 2002.

So we are left to wonder: What happens next year, when the survivors of this year’s age-3
class entering the river at age-4 should be about as numerous as this year’s maturing fish - not to
mention next year's age-3 maturing fish, which may well be very abundant also? Is the 16% cap
appropriate when Klamath fish are this abundant? And what about the abundance of coastal
falls? Is it appropriate to use Klamath falls as a surrogate for ocean impacts on coastal falls, but
not to use them as an surrogate for coastal fall abundance absent direct evidence?

There is some information on coastal falls: Pat Higgins’ group’s work the last two years,
which is mostly anecdotal; last year’s numbers from Van Arsdale (why no time series?);
DIDSON gauge data from the Smith and Redwood Creek; and downstream migrant surveys
from Redwood Creek, plus time series from three index streams on Mad River and the Eel.

Most dramatically, we now have three years of DNA sampling from ocean fisheries. The faint
impression from sampling in 2010 indicated that Klamath falls may in fact be a good surrogate
for the ocean distribution of coastal falls, while the far more robust 2011 sampling shows Rogue
River and coastal falls each outnumbering Klamath fall samples in many areas. I understand
there are about 8000 scales associated with the tissue samples, waiting to be read (CDFG wants
$100,000 to do the work); reading those scales could give us an idea of the age composition .
within the samples. We believe that the genetic stock identification work being done in ocean
fisheries constitutes new information on coastal fall populations which warrants re-opening
consultation.

Finally, we write to ask NMFS’ creation and sponsorship of a Multi-Discipline Task Force to
look at the issue of coastal fall chinook, including 1) what information exists currently on the
status of the population, 2) what additional data and research is needed, and 3) an appropriate
level of incidental take in the fishery until such time as these stocks are determined to be
recovered and de-listed.

We hope to work collaboratively with you, your staff, and your agency to resolve these questions
in a manner that strengthens the ESA rather than tearing it apart.

Sincerely,

/s/ Dave Bitts
Dave Bitts, F/V Elmarue
President, PCFFA

cc: Dr. Donald Mclsaac, PFMC
STEWARDS OF THE FISHERIES



Agenda Item E.5
Situation Summary
April 2012
CLARIFY COUNCIL DIRECTION ON 2012 MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The Salmon Technical Team (STT) will present a preliminary analysis of the tentative
management measures for additional Council guidance.

Council Task:

Provide any needed guidance to assist the STT in its analysis of the tentative management
measures.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item E.5.b, Supplemental STT Report: Preliminary Analysis of Tentative 2012
Ocean Salmon Fishery Management Measures.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities

Public Comment

Council Guidance and Direction

oo o

PFMC
03/12/12
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Agenda Item E.5.b
Supplemental STT Report
April 2012

SALMON TECHNICAL TEAM

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF TENTATIVE 2012
OCEAN SALMON FISHERY
MANAGEMENT MEASURES

April 13, 2012



TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 1 of 5) 4/3/2012 3:05 PM

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

North of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Overall non-Indian TAC: 99,000 (non-mark-selective equivalent of 95,000) Chinook and 83,000 coho marked with a healed
adipose fin clip (marked).
2. Non-Indian commercial troll TAC: 47,500 Chinook and 13,600 marked coho.

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Falcon

e May 1 through earlier of June 30 or 31,700 Chinook quota.

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Cape Flattery, Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area, and
Columbia Control Zones closed (C.5). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). An inseason conference call will occur when
it is projected that 24,975 Chinook have been landed to consider modifying the open period to five days per week and adding
landing and possession limits to ensure the guideline is not exceeded. Cape Flattery, Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation
Area, and Columbia Control Zones closed (C.5). 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 or in possession of salmon
while fishing north of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the area and north of Leadbetter Point. Vessels fishing
or in possession of salmon while 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 either calling 541-867-0300 Ext.
271 or sending notification via e-mail to nfalcon.trollreport@state.or.us. 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.

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Falcon

e July 1 through earlier of September 18 or 15,800 preseason Chinook guideline (C.8) or a 13,600 marked coho quota (C.8.d)

July 1-4 then Friday through Tuesday July 6-August 21 with a landing and possession limit of 40 Chinook and 35 coho per vessel
per open period; Friday through Monday August 24-September 17, with a landing and possession limit of 20 Chinook and 40 coho
per vessel per open period (C.1). No earlier than September 1, if at least 5,000 marked coho remain on the quota, inseason action
may be considered to allow non-selective coho retention (C.8). All Salmon except no chum retention north of Cape Alava,
Washington in August and September (C.7). All coho must be marked except as noted above (C.8.d). See gear restrictions and
definitions (C.2, C.3). Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area, Cape Flattery and Columbia Control Zones, and beginning
August 1, Grays Harbor Control Zone Closed (C.5). Vessels must land and deliver their fish within 24 hours of any closure of this
fishery. Vessels fishing or in possession of salmon while fishing north of Leadbetter Point must land and deliver their fish within the
area and north of Leadbetter Point. Vessels fishing or in possession of salmon while 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. Under state law, vessels must report their catch on a state fish receiving ticket. 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 either calling 541-867-0300 Ext.
271 or sending notification via e-mail to nfalcon.trollreport@state.or.us. Notification shall include vessel name and nhumber, 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.




TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 2 of 5) 4/3/2012 3:05 PM

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

South of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Sacramento River fall Chinook spawning escapement of adults.

2. Sacramento Index exploitation rate of %

3. Sacramento River fall Chinook projected 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement of adults.
4. Klamath River recreational fishery allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

5. Klamath tribal allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt.

o April 1-August 29

e September 5-October 31 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Landing and possession limit of 100 Chinook per vessel per calendar
week in September and October. Chinook minimum size limit of 28 inches total length (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 2013 the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho with a 28 inch minimum Chinook size limit and the same gear
restrictions as in 2012. This opening could be modified following Council review at its March 2013 meeting.

Humbug Mt. to OR/CA Border (Oregon KMZ)

o April 1-May 31,

e June 1 through earlier of June 30, or a 2,000 Chinook quota;

e July 1 through earlier of July 31, or a 1,500 Chinook quota;

e Aug. 1 through earlier of Aug. 29, or a 1,000 Chinook quota (C.9).

e Sept. 5 through earlier of Sept. 30, or a 1,000 Chinook quota (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 28 inches total length (B). June 1
through September 30, landing and possession limit of 30 Chinook per vessel per day. Any remaining portion of the June and/or
July Chinook quotas may be transferred inseason on an impact neutral basis to the next open quota period (no transfer to
September quota allowed) (C.8). Prior to June 1, all fish caught in this area must be landed and delivered in the State of Oregon.
Beginning June 1, all vessels fishing in this area must land and deliver all fish within this area or Port Orford, within 24 hours of any
closure in this fishery, and prior to fishing outside of this area (C.1, C.6). Oregon State regulations require all fishers landing salmon
from any quota managed season within this area to notify Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) within 1 hour of delivery or
prior to transport away from the port of landing by either calling (541) 867-0300 ext. 252 or sending notification via e-mail to
KMZOR.trollreport@state.or.us. Notification shall include vessel name and number, number of salmon by species, port of landing
and location of delivery, and estimated time of delivery. See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

e June 1-October 31
When otherwise closed to Chinook retention, collection of 200 genetic stock identification samples per week will be permitted (C.4).
All salmon must be released in good condition after collection of biological samples.

In 2013, the season will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, with a 28 inch Chinook minimum size limit. This opening could
be modified following Council review at its March 2013 meeting.

OR/CA Border to Humboldt South Jetty (California KMZ)

e May 1-August 29

Closed except for sufficient impacts to collect 200 genetic stock identification samples per month. All salmon must be released in
good condition after collection of biological samples.

e September 15 through earlier of September 30, or 6,000 Chinook quota (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 27 inches total length (B). Landing and
possession limit of 25 Chinook per vessel per day. All fish caught in this area must be landed within the area. See compliance
requirements (C.1) and gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Klamath Control Zone closed (C.5.e). See California State
regulations for additional closures adjacent to the Smith and Klamath rivers. When the fishery is closed between the OR/CA border
and Humbug Mt. and open to the south, vessels with fish on board caught in the open area off California may seek temporary
mooring in Brookings, Oregon prior to landing in California only if such vessels first notify the Chetco River Coast Guard Station via
VHF channel 22A between the hours of 0500 and 2200 and provide the vessel name, number of fish on board, and estimated time
of arrival (C.6).

Humboldt South Jetty to Horse Mt.

e May 1-September 30

Closed except for collection of the genetic stock identification samples noted above (C.4). All salmon must be released in good
condition after collection of biological samples.




TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 3 of 5) 4/3/2012 3:05 PM

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

Horse Mt. to Point Arena (Fort BragQ)

e May 1-July 11

Closed except for sufficient impacts to collect 200 genetic stock identification samples per month (C.4). All salmon must be
released in good condition after collection of biological samples.

e July 12 through Aug. 29;

e Sept. 1-30 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook 27 inch total length minimum size limit (B). All fish must be
landed in California and offloaded within 24 hours of the August 29 closure. During September, all fish caught in the area must be
landed north of Point Arena (C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, the season will open April 16-30 for all salmon except coho, with a 27 inch Chinook minimum size limit. All fish caught in
the area must be landed in the area. This opening could be modified following Council review at its March 2013 meeting.

Pt. Arena to Pigeon Pt. (San Francisco)

e May 1-June 4,

e June 27 through August 29;

e September 1-30 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 27 inches total length prior to September
1, 26 inches thereafter (B). All fish must be landed in California and offloaded within 24 hours of the August 29 closure. During
September, all fish caught in the area must be landed south of Point Arena. See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

e June 5-26

Closed except for sufficient impacts to collect 200 genetic stock identification samples. All salmon must be released in good
condition after collection of biological samples.

Pt. Reyes to Pt. San Pedro (Fall Area Target Zone)

e October 1-12
Monday through Friday. All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit 26 inches total length (B). All vessels fishing in
this area must land and deliver all fish between Point Arena and Pigeon Point (C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

Pigeon Pt. to Point Sur (Monterey)
Same as Pt. Arena to Pigeon Pt.

Pt. Sur to U.S./Mexico Border (South of Monterey)

e May 1 through August 29

e September 1-30 (C.9).

Seven days per week (C.1). All salmon except coho (C.7). Chinook minimum size limit of 27 inches total length prior to September
1, 26 inches thereafter (B). All fish must be landed in California and offloaded within 24 hours of the August 29 closure. During
September, all fish caught in the area must be landed south of Point Arena. See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

California State regulations require all salmon be made available to a CDFG representative for sampling immediately at port of
landing. Any person in possession of a salmon with a missing adipose fin, upon request by an authorized agent or employee of the
CDFG, shall immediately relinquish the head of the salmon to the state. (California Fish and Game Code §8226)

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

Chinook Coho
Total Total

Area (when open) Length Head-off Length  Head-off Pink
North of Cape Falcon 28.0 21.5 16.0 12.0 None
Cape Falcon to OR/CA Border 28.0 215 - - None
OR/CA Border to Humboldt South Jetty. 27.0 20.5 - - None
Horse Mt. to Pt. Arena 27.0 20.5 - - None
Pt. Arena to U.S./Mexico Border

Prior to Sept. 1 27.0 20.5 - - None

Sept. 1 to October 12 26.0 195 - - None




TABLE 1. Commercial troll management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 4 of 5) 4/3/2012 3:05 PM

C..L

C.2.

C.3.

C.4.

C.5.

C.6.

C. REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS

Compliance with Minimum Size or Other Special Restrictions: All salmon on board a vessel must meet the minimum size,
landing/possession limit, or other special requirements for the area being fished and the area in which they are landed if the
area is open. Salmon may be landed in an area that has been closed more than 96 hours only if they meet the minimum size,
landing/possession limit, or other special requirements for the area in which they were caught. Salmon may be landed in an
area that has been closed less than 96 hours only if they meet the minimum size, landing/possession limit, or other special
requirements for the areas in which they were caught and landed.

States may require fish landing/receiving tickets be kept on board the vessel for 90 days after landing to account for all
previous salmon landings.

Gear Restrictions:

a. Salmon may be taken only by hook and line using single point, single shank, barbless hooks.

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.

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 and/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
90° angle.

Fransit Through Vessel Operation in_Closed Areas with Salmon on Board:

a. Except as provided under C.4.b below, it is unlawful for a vessel to have troll or recreational gear in the water while
transiting in 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.

b.  When Genetic Stock Identification (GSI) samples are being collected in an area closed to commercial salmon fishing, the
scientific research permit holder shall notify appropriate enforcement agencies 24 hours prior to sampling with the vessel
name, date, location and time collection activities will be done. Any vessel collecting GSI samples in a closed area shall
not be in possession of any salmon other than the possession of GSI salmon being processed and immediately released
after collection of biological samples.

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. Mandatory Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area — The area in Washington Marine Catch Area 3 from 48°00.00' N. lat.;
125°14.00' W. long. to 48°02.00" N. lat.; 125°14.00' W. long. to 48°02.00' N. lat.; 125°16.50' W. long. to 48°00.00' N. lat.;
125°16.50' W. long. and connecting back to 48°00.00" N. lat.; 125°14.00' W. long.

c. 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.).

d. 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.

e. 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).

Notification When Unsafe Conditions Prevent Compliance with Requlations: 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
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C.7.

C.8.

C.9.

C.10.

vessel, port where delivery will be made, approximate amount of salmon (by species) on board, the estimated time of arrival,
and the specific reason the vessel is not able to meet special management area landing restrictions.

In addition to contacting the U.S. Coast Guard, vessels fishing south of the Oregon/California border must notify CDFG within
one hour of leaving the management area by calling 800-889-8346 and providing the same information as reported to the U.S.
Coast Guard. All salmon must be offloaded within 24 hours of reaching port.

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 30,568 pound preseason allocation or the total Area 2A non-Indian
commercial halibut allocation, NMFS will take inseason action to prohibit retention of halibut in the non-Indian salmon troll
fishery.

Beginning May 1, license holders may land no more than one Pacific halibut per each four Chinook, except one Pacific halibut
may be landed without meeting the ratio requirement, and no more than 20 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 voluntarily 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.

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 gwdelme if the transfer would not result in exceeding preseason impact
limitations on any stocks. i

b.  Chinook remaining from the June and/or July non-Indian commermal troll quotas in the Oregon KMZ may be transferred to
the Chinook quota for the next open period |f the transfer would not result in exceeding preseason impact limitations on
any stocks. i

c. NMFS may transfer fish between the recreatlonal and commercial fisheries north of Cape Falcon-en—afishery-impact

if there is agreement among the areas’ representatives on the Salmon Advisory Subpanel
(SAS), and if the transfer would not result in exceeding preseason impact limitations on any stocks..

d. At the March 2013 meeting, the Council will consider inseason recommendations for special regulations for any
experimental fisheries (proposals must meet Council protocol and be received in November 2012).

d. If retention of unmarked coho is permitted by inseason action, the allowable coho quota will be adjusted to ensure

preseason projected impacts on all-mertality-ef-eritical-stocks is not exceeded.
e. Landing limits may be modified inseason to sustain season length and keep harvest within overall quotas.

State Waters Fisheries: Consistent with Council management objectives:

a. The State of Oregon may establish additional late-season fisheries in state waters.
b. The State of California may establish limited fisheries in selected state waters.
Check state regulations for details.

For the purposes of California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Code, Section 8232.5, the definition of the Klamath
Management Zone (KMZ) for the ocean salmon season shall be that area from Humbug Mt., Oregon, to Horse Mt., California.



TABLE 2. Recreational management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012. 4/3/12 3:05 PM
(Page 1 of 4)

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

North of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Overall non-Indian TAC: 99,000 (non-mark-selective equivalent of 95,000) Chinook and 83,000 coho marked with a healed
adipose fin clip (marked).

2. Recreational TAC: 51,500 (non-mark selective equivalent of 47,500) Chinook and 71,400 marked coho.

3. No Area 4B add-on fishery.

4. Buoy 10 fishery opens Aug. 1 with an expected landed catch of marked coho in August and September.

U.S./Canada Border to Queets River

e June 16 through earlier of June 30 or a coastwide marked Chinook quota of 8,000 (C.5).

Seven days per week. Two fish per day, all salmon except coho, all Chinook must be marked with a healed adipose fin clip
(C.1). Chinook 24-inch total length minimum size limit (B). 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.5).

Queets River to Leadbetter Point

e June 9 through earlier of June 23 or a coastwide marked Chinook quota of 8,000 (C.5).

Seven days per week. Two fish per day, all salmon except coho, all Chinook must be marked with a healed adipose fin clip
(C.1). Chinook 24-inch total length minimum size limit (B). 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.5).

Leadbetter Point to Cape Falcon

e June 16 through earlier of June 22 or a coastwide marked Chinook quota of 8,000 (C.5).

Seven days per week. Two fish per day, all salmon except coho, all Chinook must be marked with a healed adipose fin clip
(C.1). Chinook 24-inch total length minimum size limit (B). 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.5).

U.S./Canada Border to Cape Alava (Neah Bay)

e July 1 through earlier of September 23 or 7,430 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 4,700 Chinook. (C.5).
Seven days per week. All salmon except no chum beginning August 1; two fish per day. All coho must be marked (C.1).
Beginning August 1, Chinook non-retention east of the Bonilla-Tatoosh line (C.4.a) during Council managed ocean fishery. See
gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and keep harvest within
the overall Chinook and coho recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).

Cape Alava to Queets River (La Push Subarea)

e July 1 through earlier of September 23 or 1,810 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 2,050 Chinook. (C.5).

o September 29 through earlier of October 14 or 50 marked coho quota or 50 Chinook quota (C.5) in the area north of 47°50'00 N.
lat. and south of 48°00'00" N. lat.

Seven days per week. All salmon; two fish per day. All coho must be marked (C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2,

C.3). Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and keep harvest within the overall Chinook and coho

recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).

Queets River to Leadbetter Point (Westport Subarea)

e June 24 through earlier of September 23 or 26,410 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 25,600 Chinook
(C.5).

Sunday through Thursday. All salmon; two fish per day, no more than one of which can be a Chinook. All coho must be marked

(C.1). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Inseason management may be used to sustain season length and keep

harvest within the overall Chinook and coho recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).

Leadbetter Point to Cape Falcon (Columbia River Subarea)

e June 23 through earlier of September 30 or 35,700 marked coho subarea quota with a subarea guideline of 11,100 Chinook
(C.5).

Seven days per week. All salmon; two fish per day, no more than one of which can be a Chinook. All coho must be marked (C.1).

See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Columbia Control Zone closed (C.4). Inseason management may be used to

sustain season length and keep harvest within the overall Chinook and coho recreational TACs for north of Cape Falcon (C.5).




TABLE 2. Recreational management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012. 4/3/12 3:05 PM
(Page 2 of 4)

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

South of Cape Falcon

Supplemental Management Information

1. Sacramento River fall Chinook spawning escapement of adults.

2. Sacramento Index exploitation rate of %

3. Sacramento River fall Chinook projected 3-year geometric mean spawning escapement of adults.
4. Klamath River recreational fishery allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

5. Klamath tribal allocation: adult Klamath River fall Chinook.

6. Overall recreational TAC: 8,000 marked coho and 10,000 unmarked coho.

Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt.

o Except as provided below during the all-salmon mark-selective and non-mark-selective coho fisheries, 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).

e Cape Falcon to OR/CA border all-salmon mark-selective coho fishery: July 1 through earlier of July 31 or a landed catch of
8,000 marked coho.

Seven days per week. All salmon, two fish per day. All retained coho must be marked (C.1). Any remainder of the mark selective

coho quota will be transferred on an impact neutral basis to the September non-selective coho quota listed below. The all salmon

except coho season reopens the earlier of August 1 or attainment of the coho quota, through August 31.

e Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. non-mark-selective coho fishery: September 1 through the earlier of September 22 or a landed
catch of 10,000 non-mark-selective coho quota (C.5).

Sept. 1-3, then Thursday through Saturday thereafter; all salmon, two fish per day;

Sept, 4-5, then Sunday through Wednesday thereafter; all salmon except coho, two fish per day. The all salmon except coho

season reopens the earlier of September 23 or attainment of the coho quota (C.5). Open days may be adjusted inseason to utilize

the available coho quota (C.5).

Fishing in the Stonewall Bank yelloweye rockfish conservation area restricted to trolling only on days the all depth recreational
halibut fishery is open (call the halibut fishing hotline 1-800-662-9825 for specific dates) (C.3.b, C.4.d).

In 2013, the season between Cape Falcon and Humbug Mt. will open March 15 for all salmon except coho, two fish per day (B,
C.1, C.2, C.3). This opening could be modified following Council review at its March 2013 meeting.

Humbug Mt. to OR/CA Border. (Oregon KMZ)

o Except as provided above during the all-salmon mark-selective coho fishery, the season will be May 1 through September 9
(C.6).

All salmon except coho, except as noted above in the all-salmon mark-selective coho fishery. Seven days per week, two fish per

day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 24 inches total length (B). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

OR/CA Border to Horse Mt. (California KM2)

e May 1 through September 9 (C.6).

All salmon except coho. Seven days per week, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total length (B).
See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3). Klamath Control Zone closed in August (C.4.e). See California State regulations
for additional closures adjacent to the Smith, Eel, and Klamath rivers.

Horse Mt. to Point Arena (Fort Bragg)

o April 7 through November 11.

Seven days per week. All salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 20 inches total length (B). See
gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, season opens April 6 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 2012 (C.2, C.3). This opening could be modified following Council review at its
March 2013 meeting.




TABLE 2. Recreational management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012. 4/3/12 3:05 PM
(Page 3 of 4)

A. SEASON ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

Point Arena to Pigeon Point (San Francisco)

o April 7 through November 11.

Seven days per week. All salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 24 inches total length through
July 5; 20 inches thereafter (B). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, season opens April 6 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 2012 (C.2, C.3). This opening could be madified following Council review at its
March 2013 meeting.

Pigeon Point to U.S./Mexico Border (Monterey)

o April 7 through October 7.

Seven days per week. All salmon except coho, two fish per day (C.1). Chinook minimum size limit of 24 inches total length through
July 5; 20 inches thereafter (B). See gear restrictions and definitions (C.2, C.3).

In 2013, season opens April 6 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 2012 (C.2, C.3). This opening could be madified following Council review at its
March 2013 meeting.

California State regulations require all salmon be made available to a CDFG representative for sampling immediately at port of
landing. Any person in possession of a salmon with a missing adipose fin, upon request by an authorized agent or employee of the
CDFG, shall immediately relinquish the head of the salmon to the state. (California Fish and Game Code §8226)

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

Area (when open) Chinook Coho Pink
North of Cape Falcon 24.0 16.0 None
Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 24.0 16.0 None
Humbug Mt. to OR/CA Border 24.0 16.0 None
OR/CA Border to Horse Mountain 20.0 . 20.0
Horse Mt. to Pt. Arena 20.0 - 20.0
Pt. Arena. to U.S./Mexico Border: Apr. 7toJuly 5 24.0 - 24.0

July 6 to Nov. 11 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: Salmon may be taken only by hook and line using barbless hooks. 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 no more than
two 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. Horse Mt., California, to Point Conception, California: Single point, single shank, barbless circle hooks (see gear
definitions below) are required when fishing 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.




TABLE 2. Recreational management measures collated by the STT for non-Indian ocean salmon fisheries, 2012. 4/3/12 3:05 PM
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C. REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS

C.3.

C.4.

C5.

C.6.

Gear Definitions:

a.

Recreational fishing gear defined: Angling tackle consisting of a line with no more than one artificial lure and/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.

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.

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.

Control Zone Definitions:

a.

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.
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.).
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.
Stonewall Bank Yelloweye Rockfish 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.
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).

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.

b.

Actions could include modifications to bag limits, or days open to fishing, and extensions or reductions in areas open to

fishing.

Coho may be transferred inseason among recreational subareas north of Cape Falcon en-afisheryimpact-eguivalent

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, and if the transfer would not

result in exceeding preseason impact limitations on any stocks.

Chlnook and coho may be transferred between the recreational and commercial fisheries north of Cape Falcon en-a
if there is agreement among the representatives of the Salmon Advisory Subpanel (SAS),

and if the transfer would not result in exceeding preseason impact limitations on any stocks.

Fishery managers may consider inseason action permitting the retention of unmarked coho. Such a consideration may

also include a change in bag limit of two salmon, no more than one of which may be a coho. If retention of unmarked

coho is permitted by inseason action, the allowable coho quota will be adjusted to ensure preseason projected impacts on

all mortality-oferitical-stocks is not exceeded.

Marked coho remaining from the July Cape Falcon to OR/CA border recreational coho quota may be transferred inseason

to the September Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. non-mark-selective recreational fishery if the transfer would not result in

exceeding preseason impact limitations on any stocksen-a-fishery-impact-equivalentbasis.

Additional Seasons in State Territorial Waters: Consistent with Council management objectives, the States of Washington,

Oregon, and California may establish limited seasons in state waters. Check state regulations for details.
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TABLE 3. Treaty Indian ocean troll management measures collated by the STT for ocean salmon fisheries, 2012.
(Page 1 of 1)

A. SEASON DESCRIPTIONS

Supplemental Management Information

1. Overall Treaty-Indian TAC: 55,000 Chinook and 47,500 coho.

May 1 through the earlier of June 30 or 22,000 Chinook quota.

All salmon except coho. If the Chinook quota for the May-June fishery is not fully utilized, the excess fish may be transferred into
the later all-salmon season. If the Chinook quota is exceeded, the excess will be deducted from the later all-salmon season (C.5).
See size limit (B) and other restrictions (C).

¢ July 1 through the earlier of September 15, or 33,000 preseason Chinook quota, or 47,500 coho quota.
All Salmon. See size limit (B) and other restrictions (C).

B. MINIMUM SIZE (Inches)

Chinook Coho
Area (when open) Total Length Head-off Total Length Head-off Pink
North of Cape Falcon 24.0 (61.0cm)  18.0 (45.7 cm) 16.0 (40.6 cm) 12.0 (30.5 cm) None

C. REQUIREMENTS, DEFINITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, OR EXCEPTIONS

C.1. Tribe and Area Boundaries. All boundaries may be changed to include such other areas as may hereafter be authorized by a
Federal court for that tribe’s treaty fishery.

S'KLALLAM - Washington State Statistical Area 4B (All).

MAKAH - Washington State Statistical Area 4B and that portion of the FMA north of 48°02'15" N. lat. (Norwegian Memorial)
and east of 125°44'00" W. long.

QUILEUTE - That portion of the FMA between 48°07'36" N. lat. (Sand Pt.) and 47°31'42" N. lat. (Queets River) and east of
125°44'00" W. long.

HOH - That portion of the FMA between 47°54'18" N. lat. (Quillayute River) and 47°21'00" N. lat. (Quinault River) and east of
125°44'00" W. long.

QUINAULT - That portion of the FMA between 47°40'06" N. lat. (Destruction Island) and 46°53'18"N. lat. (Point Chehalis) and
east of 125°44'00" W. long.

C.2. Gear restrictions
a. Single point, single shank, barbless hooks are required in all fisheries.
b.  No more than eight fixed lines per boat.
c.  No more than four hand held lines per person in the Makah area fishery (Washington State Statistical Area 4B and that
portion of the FMA north of 48°02'15" N. lat. (Norwegian Memorial) and east of 125°44'00" W. long.)

C.3. Quotas
a. The quotas include troll catches by the S'Klallam and Makah tribes in Washington State Statistical Area 4B from May 1

through September 15.

b.  The Quileute Tribe will continue a ceremonial and subsistence fishery during the time frame of September 15 through
October 15 in the same manner as in 2004-2011. Fish taken during this fishery are to be counted against treaty troll
quotas established for the 2012 season (estimated harvest during the October ceremonial and subsistence fishery: 100
Chinook; 200 coho).

C.4. Area Closures
a. The area within a six nautical mile radius of the mouths of the Queets River (47°31'42" N. lat.) and the Hoh River
(47°45'12" N. lat.) will be closed to commercial fishing.
b. A closure within two nautical miles of the mouth of the Quinault River (47°21'00" N. lat.) may be enacted by the Quinault
Nation and/or the State of Washington and will not adversely affect the Secretary of Commerce's management regime.

C.5. 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 treaty-Indian ocean troll harvest guideline north of Cape Falcon may be

transferred to the July through September harvest guideline if the transfer would not result in exceeding preseason impact

limitations on any stocks-en-a-fishery-impact-equivalent-basis.
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TABLE 5. Projected key stock escapements (thousands of fish) or management criteria for 2012 ocean fishery management measures collateded by the STT.a/ (Page 1 of 3)

COLUMBIA RIVER
Columbia Upriver Brights

Mid-Columbia Brights

Columbia Lower River Hatchery

Columbia Lower River Natural Tules
(threatened)

Columbia Lower River Wild®/
(threatened)

Spring Creek Hatchery Tules

Snake River Fall (threatened) SRFI

OREGON COAST:
Nehalem Fall
Siletz Fall
Siuslaw Fall

CALIFORNIA
Klamath River Fall
Federally recognized tribal harvest
Spawner Reduction Rate
Adult river mouth return
Age 4 ocean hanest rate
KMZ sport fishery share
River recreational fishery share

Sacramento River Winter
(endangered)

353.0

90.7

118.6

40.5%

16.2

60.4

51.3%

214.6%
64.3%
122.7%

86.3
50.0%
68.0%
381.2
15.9%
10.3%
42.5%

13.7%

CHINOOK

74.0 Minimum ocean escapement to attain 60.0 adults over McNary Dam, with normal distribution and no
mainstem harvest.

11.0 Minimum ocean escapement to attain 4.7 adults for Bonneville Hatchery and 2.0 for Little White
Salmon Hatchery egg-take, assuming average conversion and no mainstem harvest.

23.8 Minimum ocean escapement to attain 12.6 adults for hatchery egg-take, with average conwversion and
no lower river mainstem or tributary hanest.

<41.0% Total adult equivalent fishery exploitation rate (2012 NMFS ESA guidance).

6.9 Minimum ocean escapement to attain MSY spawner goal of 5.7 for N. Lewis River fall Chinook
(NMFS ESA consultation standard).

8.2 Minimum ocean escapement to attain 7.0 adults for Spring Creek Hatchery egg-take, assuming
awverage conwersion and no mainstem harvest.

<70.0% Of 1988-1993 base period exploitation rate for all ocean fisheries (NMFS ESA consultation standard).

<60.0% ISBM Index (PSC general obligation) not applicable for 2011 because escapement objective met
<60.0% ISBM Index (PSC general obligation) not applicable for 2011 because escapement objective met
<60.0% ISBM Index (PSC general obligation) not applicable for 2011 because escapement objective met

2 86.3 2012 preseason ACL.
50.0% Equals 159.9 (thousand) adult fish for Yurok and Hoopa Valley tribal fisheries.
< 68.0% FMP; equals 183.4 (thousand) fewer natural area adult spawners due to fishing.
NA Total adults.
< 16.0% NMFS ESA consultation standard for threatened California Coastal Chinook.
No Council guidance for 2012.
NA Equals 68.0 (thousand) adult fish for recreational inriver fisheries.

< 13.7% Age-3 ocean impact rate in fisheries south of Pt. Arena. In addition, the following season restrictions
apply: Recreational- Pt. Arena to Pigeon Pt. between the first Saturday in April and the second
Sunday in November; Pigeon Pt. to the U.S./Mexico Border between the first Saturday in April and
the first Sunday in October. Minimum size limit = 20 inches total length. Commercial- Pt. Arena to
the U.S./Mexico border between May 1 and September 30, except Pt. Reyes to Pt. San Pedro
between October 1 and 15. Minimum size limit 2 26 inches total length (NMFS 2012 ESA Guidance).
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TABLE 5. Projected key stock escapements (thousands of fish) or management criteria for 2012 ocean fishery management measures collated by the STT.? (Page of 3)

Projected Ocean Escapemen
(Council Area Fisheries)

Key Stock/Criteria

tb/

or Other Criteria

Spawner Objective or Other Comparative Standard as Noted

Sacramento River Fall
Sacramento Index Exploitation Rat

Projected 3-year geometric mean

Ocean commercial impacts
Ocean recreational impacts
River recreational impacts
Hatchery spawner goal

Interior Fraser (Thompson River)

Skagit

Stillaguamish
Snohomish

Hood Canal

Strait of Juan de Fuca

Quillayute Fall
Hoh

Queets Wild
Grays Harbor

Lower Columbia River Natural
(threatened)

Upper Columbia®
Columbia River Hatchery Early

Columbia River Hatchery Late
Oregon Coastal Natural

Southern Oregon/Northern California
Coast (threatened)

455.6

44.4%

186.6
189.8
99.8
74.2
Met

9.7% (4.8%)

30.9% (4.5%)
28.7% (3.2%)
28.3% (3.2%)
49.4% (4.8%)
12.5% (3.9%)

313

12.3

29.4
137.4

11.3%
>50%
176.4
55.3
12.6%

5.5%

CHINOOK
2 245.82 2012 preseason ACL and minimum spawners under default rebuilding plan.
= 286.79 Minimum spawners under alternative rebuilding plan control rule.
<70.0% FacL exploitaion rate under the default rebuilding paln control rule.
< 65.0% Maximum exploitation rate under the alternative rebuilding plan control rule.

Adult spawners: rebuilding target for the one year rebuilding period.
>122.0

All alternatives include fall (Sept-Dec) 2011 impacts (1.8 thousand SRFC).
All alternatives include fall 2011 impacts (6.6 thousand SRFC).
No guidance in 2012.

22.0 Aggregate number of adults to achieve egg take goals at Coleman, Feather River, and Nimbus
hatcheries.

COHO
<10.0% 2012 Southern U.S. exploitation rate ceiling; 2002 PSC coho agreement.

< 35.0% 2012 total exploitation rate ceiling; FMP matrix?
< 50.0% 2012 total exploitation rate ceiling; FMP matrix?
<40.0% 2012 total exploitation rate ceiling; FMP matrix?
< 65.0% 2012 total exploitation rate ceiling; FMP matrix?
<40.0% 2012 total exploitation rate ceiling; FMP matrix?

6.3 FMP MSY adult spawner estimate?. Value depicted is ocean escapement.
2.5 FMP MSY adult spawner estimate?. Value depicted is ocean escapement.
5.8 FMP MSY adult spawner estimate?. Value depicted is ocean escapement.
24.4 FMP MSY adult spawner estimate?. Value depicted is ocean escapement.

<15.0% Total marine and mainstem Columbia River fishery exploitation rate (2012 NMFS ESA guidance).
Value depicted is ocean fishery exploitation rate only.

> 50% Minimum percentage of the run to Bonneville Dam.
36.7 Minimum ocean escapement to attain hatchery egg-take goal of 14.2 early adult coho, with average
conwversion and no mainstem or tributary fisheries.
9.6 Minimum ocean escapement to attain hatchery egg-take goal of 6.2 late adult coho, with average
conwersion and no mainstem or tributary fisheries.
< 15.0% Marine and freshwater fishery exploitation rate (NMFS ESA consultation standard).

< 13.0% Marine fishery exploitation rate for R/K hatchery coho (NMFS ESA consultation standard).
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TABLE 5. Projected key stock escapements (thousands of fish) or management criteria for 2012 ocean fishery management measures colled by the STT.? (Page 3 of 3)

a/ Projections in the table assume a WCVI mortality for coho of the 2011 preseason level. Chinook fisheries in Southeast Alaska, North Coast BC, and WCVI troll and outside
sport fisheries were assumed to have the same exploitation rates as expected preseason in 2011, as modified by the 2008 PST agreement. Assumptions for these Chinook
fisheries will be changed prior to the April meeting when allowable catch levels for 2012 under the PST are known.

b/ Ocean escapement is the number of salmon escaping ocean fisheries and entering freshwater with the following clarifications. Ocean escapement for Puget Sound stocks
is the estimated number of salmon entering Area 4B that are available to U.S. net fisheries in Puget Sound and spawner escapement after impacts from the Canadian, U.S.
ocean, and Puget Sound troll and recreational fisheries have been deducted. Numbers in parentheses represent Council area exploitation rates for Puget sound coho stocks.
For Columbia River early and late coho stocks, ocean escapement represents the number of coho after the Buoy 10 fishery. Exploitation rates for LCN coho include all marine
impacts prior to the Buoy 10 fishery. Exploitation rates for OCN coho include impacts of freshwater fisheries.

¢/ Includes minor contributions from East Fork Lewis River and Sandy River.

d/ Annual management objectives may be different than FMP goals, and are subject to agreement between WDFW and the treaty tribes under U.S. District Court orders. Total
exploitation rate includes Alaskan, Canadian, Council area, Puget Sound, and freshwater fisheries and is calculated as total fishing mortality divided by total fishing mortality
plus spawning escapement. These total exploitation rates reflect the initial base package for inside fisheries deweloped by state and tribal comanagers. It is anticipated that
total exploitation rates will be adjusted by state and tribal comanagers during the preseason planning process to comply with stock specific exploitation rate constraints.

e/ Includes projected impacts of inriver fisheries that have not yet been shaped.
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TABLE 7. Expected coastwide lower Columbia Natural (LCN) Oregon coastal natural (OCN) and Rogue/Klamath (RK) coho,
and Lower Columbia River (LCR) tule Chinook exploitation rates by fishery for 2012 ocean fisheries management measures
collated by the STT.

Exploitation Rate (Percent)

Fishery LCN Coho OCN Coho RK Coho LCR Tule
SOUTHEAST ALASKA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7%
BRITISH COLUMBIA 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 12.4%
PUGET SOUND/STRAIT 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.4%

NORTH OF CAPE FALCON

Treaty Indian Ocean Troll 2.1% 0.5% 0.0% 5.7%
Recreational 5.0% 0.9% 0.1% 3.2%
Non-Indian Troll 1.7% 0.5% 0.0% 5.7%

SOUTH OF CAPE FALCON

Recreational: 0.1%
Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 1.2% 3.6% 0.2%
Humbug Mt. OR/CA border (KM2) 0.0% 0.2% 0.5%
OR/CA border to Horse Mt. (KM2) 0.1% 0.4% 1.8%
Fort Bragg 0.0% 0.3% 1.0%
South of Pt. Arena 0.0% 0.3% 0.6%
Troll: 2.7%
Cape Falcon to Humbug Mt. 0.7% 0.8% 0.1%
Humbug Mt. OR/CA border (KM2) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
OR/CA border to Horse Mt. (KM2) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Fort Bragg 0.0% 0.3% 0.7%
South of Pt. Arena 0.0% 0.3% 0.2%
BUOY 10 0.9% 0.1% 0.0% 7.5%
ESTUARY/FRESHWATER N/A 4.2% 0.2%
TOTALY 11.3% 12.6% 5.5% 40.5%

a/ Totals do not include estuary/freshwater or Buoy 10 for LCN coho and RK coho.
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Agenda Item E.6
Situation Summary
April 2012

SOUTHERN OREGON-NORTHERN CALIFORNIA COAST COHO RECOVERY PLAN

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requested that the Council and its advisory
bodies provide comments on the Public Review Draft Recovery Plan for Endangered Species
Act (ESA) Listed Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast (SONCC) coho. A summary of
the plan and a guide to commenting on the Recovery Plan are included as Attachment 1, while
the entire SONCC Coho Recovery Plan is on the CD and on-line versions of the April 2012
briefing book.

The comment period for the Public Review Draft SONCC Coho Recovery Plan has been
extended to May 4, 2012, at the request of the Council. The SONCC Coho Recovery Plan was
distributed to the Salmon Technical Team (STT), Habitat Committee (HC), and Council staff in
February and March to provide an opportunity to review the document between the March and
April Council meetings and to provide some comments with the briefing materials to assist in
Council and advisory body deliberations (Agenda Item E.6.a, Attachment 2; Agenda Item E.6.c,
HC Report). Comments addressing specific points are provided in the format requested by
NMFS.

Council Action:

1. Consider comments and recommendations developed by staff and advisory bodies.
2. Provide guidance on submitting comments and recommendations to NMFS.

Reference Materials:

1. Agenda Item E.6.a, Attachment 1: Southern Oregon Northern California Coast Coho Salmon
Recovery Plan Summary: Keys to Understanding (full document available on CD and on-
line).

2. Agenda Item E.6.a, Attachment 2: Council Staff Comments on the Public Review Draft
SONCC Coho Recovery Plan.

3. Agenda Item E.6.c, HC Report: Draft letter to NMFS Recovery Coordinator Julie Weeder.

Agenda Order:

Agenda Item Overview Chuck Tracy
NMFS Report Julie Weeder
Reports and Comments of Advisory Bodies and Management Entities

Public Comment

Council Action: Provide Comments on the Plan

o0 o

PFMC
03/16/12

Z\IPFMC\MEETING\2012\April\Salmon\E6_SONCC_SitSum.docx


http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/recovery/soncc_draft/SONCC_Coho_DRAFT_Recovery_Plan_January_2012.htm
http://swr.nmfs.noaa.gov/recovery/soncc_draft/SONCC_Coho_DRAFT_Recovery_Plan_January_2012.htm

Agenda Item E.6.a
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(FULL Document Available Online and CD Only)
April 2012
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Disclaimer

Recovery plans delineate such reasonable actions as may be necessary, based upon the best
scientific and commercial data available, for the conservation and survival of listed species.
Plans are published by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), sometimes prepared with
the assistance of recovery teams, contractors, State agencies and others. Recovery plans do not
necessarily represent the views, official positions or approval of any individuals or agencies
involved in the plan formulation, other than NMFS. They represent the official position of
NMFS only after they have been signed by the Assistant Administrator. Recovery plans are
guidance and planning documents only; identification of an action to be implemented by any
public or private party does not create a legal obligation beyond existing legal requirements.
Nothing in this plan should be construed as a commitment or requirement that any General
agency obligate or pay funds in any one fiscal year in excess of appropriations made by Congress
for that fiscal year in contravention of the Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C 1341, or any other law
or regulation. Approved recovery plans are subject to modification as dictated by new findings,
changes in species status, and the completion of recovery actions.

LITERATURE CITATION SHOULD READ AS FOLLOWS:

National Marine Fisheries Service. 2012. Public Draft Recovery Plan for Southern
Oregon/Northern California Coast Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). National Marine
Fisheries Service. Arcata, CA.

ADDITIONAL COPIES MAY BE OBTAINED FROM:

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/recovery/plans.htm
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Executive Summary

Why the Plan is Needed

Many coho salmon once returned to spawn in the rivers and streams found in Northern
California and Southern Oregon. Not long ago, these watersheds provided conditions that
supported robust and resilient populations of coho salmon that could withstand changes in
environmental conditions. Since, the combined effects of fish harvest, hatcheries, hydropower
operations, and habitat alterations caused from land management led to extraordinary declines in
these populations. Evaluations of declining coho abundance, productivity, range reductions and
diminished life history diversity due these threats, supported the decision to list coho salmon
populations from the Mattole River in California to the Elk River in Oregon as a threatened
species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1997.

The Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast (SONCC) Coho Recovery Plan (Plan) serves as
the federal recovery plan for coho populations within the ESA-listed SONCC Coho Salmon
evolutionarily significant unit (ESU), where an ESU is comprised of groups of populations with
geographic and evolutionary similarities that are considered a “species” under the ESA. The
figure below presents bounds of ephemeral, independent and dependant populations. The Plan is
designed to guide implementation of prioritized actions needed to conserve and recover the
species by providing an informed, strategic, and voluntary approach to recovery that is based on
the best available science, supported by stakeholders, and built on existing efforts.

Plan Development

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), with the assistance of co-managers throughout
the range of the SONCC Coho Salmon ESU, created the Plan. The Plan’s development
benefited from the cooperative efforts of the California Department of Fish and Game, Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the U.S. Forest Service, the National Park Service, Yurok
Tribe, Karuk Tribe, Hoopa Valley Tribe, and Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors, among
others. NMFS used other existing plans, documents, and assessments in developing the Plan,
notably, California’s 2004 Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon, and Oregon’s Native
Fish Conservation Policy (NFCP). For much of the scientific framework of the Plan, NMFS
relied upon Williams et al. 2006 and 2008, namely Historical Population Structure of Coho
Salmon in the SONCC Coasts ESU and Framework for Assessing Viability of Threatened Coho
Salmon in the SONCC Coast ESU. NMFS considered about 2,500 comments received from co-
managers for substantive issues and new information, and revised the Plan. All co-managers
offered support for Plan development and its implementation.
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Plan Goals, Objectives, Criteria

The goal of this Plan is to recover the SONCC coho salmon ESU to the point where the species
no longer needs the protections afforded by the federal ESA and can be delisted from the ESA

threatened and endangered species list. A recovered SONCC coho salmon ESU will be naturally

self-sustaining, and the factors that caused it to be listed will be abated.

The Plan’s recovery objectives describe the biological parameters of the species-level recovery
goal by adopting the concept of viable salmonid populations (VSP) — abundance, productivity,
spatial structure, and diversity. At the ESU level, SONCC coho salmon must demonstrate
representation, redundancy, connectivity, and resiliency. The Plan also establishes criteria at the
ESU, diversity strata, and population scales to measure whether the recovery objectives are met.
The Plan identifies measurable biological roles for each of the four VSP parameters for each
population to meet the recovery goal of the species, ranging from low to moderate risks of
extinction or providing connectivity between adjacent populations.

V'SP Population Recovery Objective | Recovery Criteria
Parameter | Type
Core Low risk of The geometric mean of wild spawners
extinction. over 12 years at least meets the “low
Abundance risk thresholt_j" of spawners for each
core population
Non-Core 1 Moderate or low risk | The annual number of wild spawners
of extinction meets or exceeds the moderate risk
threshold for each non-core population
Core and Non- | Population growth Slope of regression of the geometric
Productivity | Core 1 rate is not negative. | mean of wild spawners over the time
series > zero
Core and Ensure populations | Annual within-population distribution
Non-Core 1 are widely > 80% of habitat (outside of a
Spatial distributed temperature mask)
Structure Non-Core 2 Achieve inter- and 20% of accessible habitat is occupied
and intra-stratum in years following spawning of cohorts
Dependent connectivity that experienced good marine survival
Core and Non- | Achieve low or Proportion of hatchery-origin spawners
Core 1l moderate hatchery (pHOS) <0.10
impacts on wild fish.
Diversity Core and Non- | Achieve life history | Variation is present in migration

Core l

diversity.

timing, age structure, size and
behavior. Variation in these
parameters is retained.

The following maps identify the current and desired status in terms of risk of extinction of
individual populations comprising the SONCC coho salmon ESU. The desired minimum adult
spawner abundance is noted for each population.

XiX




The goal of broad-sense restoration is to maximize the viability and production of SONCC coho
salmon, and achieve a low risk of extinction for all populations. Criteria are not established for

broad-sense restoration.
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Threats and Limiting Factors

The Plan describes limiting factors (stressors) as the physical, biological, or chemical conditions
and associated ecological processes that SONCC coho salmon are exposed to that may be
impeding recovery. General categories of limiting factors (stressors) include competition,
disease, food web, habitat access, instream flows, water quality, physical habitat quality/quantity,
and predation. The Plan describes threats as human impacts that cause or contribute to factors
that limit recovery of the species, including: flood control/hydropower, land management, other
species, harvest management, and hatchery management. While the Plan includes necessary
recovery actions to abate threats from a wide variety of human activities, SONCC coho salmon
recovery depends on ongoing efforts to change past and current practices that diminish salmon
habitat.

Recovery Program and Actions

Nearly 2,000 recovery actions, and their respective priority or importance, are identified, aiding
conservation partners in selecting which actions to implement. Recovery actions are designed to
address both acute issues, and restore processes which promote coho salmon habitat. Recovery
action specificity spans a wide spectrum from very detailed and location-specific to population-
wide concepts, each intended to address identified stressors and associated threats at play.
Recovery actions include removal of or passage at both large and small dams; promote sufficient
water quantity and quality; restoring in-channel habitat and upslope ecological function; and
create suitable estuarine nurseries. In addition, managing fisheries and other collection,
demoting disease and non-native predator species, and operating hatcheries consistent with
recovery goals are essential.

Monitoring & Adaptive Management

Monitoring is necessary to assess the recovery of SONCC coho salmon by determining if
specific recovery criteria are met, and evaluate whether changes in the recovery strategy are
necessary. The Plan identifies acceptable sampling standards, and three progressively intensive
data collection phases — initial, delisting, post-delisting — which employ efficient placement of
life cycle monitoring stations across the ESU. The adaptive management element offers a
feedback loop for continuous scientific evaluation of the foundational scientific framework,
monitoring, and recovery action aspects of the Plan so that new information can guide adding or
discontinuing actions or strategies. Web-based recovery action implementation tracking tools
are under development.

Implementation Schedule and Cost

Numerous public and private entities have contributed to recovery actions in all identified threat
and stress categories since SONCC coho salmon ESU listing, and many ongoing and planned
recovery programs throughout the ESU hold great promise. Nevertheless, a recent 5-year status
review found that SONCC coho salmon abundance has decreased since 2005, population
abundance trends are downward, the majority of independent populations are well below low-
risk of extinction adult spawner abundance targets, and several populations may be extirpated.
Implementation of recovery actions needs to accelerate in order to prevent further decline in the
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species’ status and to achieve recovery. The intent of this Plan is to focus actions in the most
important areas and provide a prioritized roadmap for future actions.

The Plan guides recovery action implementation through 5-year intervals over the next 25 years.
While the Plan urges immediate implementation of many recovery actions, defining a timeframe
for Plan implementation is necessary to structure action implementation needs and overall
recovery action cost. A scheduled revision, or more frequent updates, to the Plan is planned
every 5 years to account for new information, science, or policy direction.

The overall cost of achieving delisting of SONCC coho salmon by implementation of the
recovery actions identified in the Plan is estimated at approximately $3.6 billion over 25 years.
While a significant investment, the recovery of SONCC coho salmon will concurrently result in
a wide array of economic, societal and ecosystem benefits. Many of the actions identified are
designed to improve watershed-wide processes which benefit many native species of plants and
animals (including other state and federally protected species) by restoring ecosystem functions.
In addition, restoration of habitat provides substantial benefits for human communities such as:
improving and protecting the quality of important surface and ground water supplies; reducing
damage from flooding resulting from floodplain development; and controlling invasive exotic
animal and plant species which can threaten water supplies and increase flooding risk. Restoring
and maintaining healthy watersheds also enhances important human uses of aquatic habitats,
including outdoor recreation, ecological education, field based research, aesthetic benefits, and
the preservation of tribal and cultural heritage.

Conclusion

The Plan provides a comprehensive roadmap for the recovery of SONCC coho salmon.
Recovery will require actions that conserve and restore the key biological, ecological, and
landscape processes that support the ecosystems upon which coho salmon populations depend.
The Plan identifies specific recovery actions that protect or restore coho salmon or their habitat,
provides an implementation plan and outlines a monitoring and evaluation program to guide its
adaptive management elements so that the most effective means of achieving recovery will be
utilized. Biological recovery goals, objectives and measurable criteria, and web-based
management tools, will provide for a mechanism to track recovery progress. Recovery can only
be ultimately achieved through coordinated efforts to build strong conservation partnerships.
Conservation partners may be individuals, groups, government or non-government organizations,
industry, or tribes who have an interest in the recovery of SONCC coho salmon. While
investment in implementing the Plan may be substantial, recovery of SONCC coho salmon will
concurrently result in a wide array of economic, societal and ecosystem benefits. Salmon
recovery is best viewed as an opportunity to diversify and strengthen the economy while
enhancing the quality of life for present and future generations.
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SOUTHERN OREGON NORTHERN CALIFORNIA COAST
COHO SALMON RECOVERY PLAN SUMMARY

Keys to Understanding

habitat
definition

>

recovery
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BACKGROUND

NOAA'’s National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) prepared a draft Recovery Plan for the
protection and restoration of coho salmon in the
Southern Oregon Northern California Coast
(SONCC) Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU).
SONCC coho were listed as a threatened species
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1997.
The ESA requires the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) to develop recovery plans for all
listed salmon species; therefore, this recovery plan
was developed to comply with the law.

The SONCC coho salmon ESU includes all
populations of coho salmon in coastal streams
from the Elk River near Cape Blanco, Oregon,
through and including the Mattole River near
Punta Gorda. Critical habitat for SONCC coho
salmon was designated on 1999 as all accessible
reaches of rivers (including estuarine areas and
tributaries) within the ESU. The SONCC ESU
spans two states (Oregon and California) and 13
counties (Coos, Douglas, Curry, Josephine,
Jackson, Klamath, Del Norte, Siskiyou, Humboldt,
Trinity, Mendocino, Lake, Glen). Land ownership
is primarily public but much of the ESU is under

Photo: Thomas Dunklin

private ownership, concentrated in the low-lying
valleys. Major land uses on private land include
agriculture, ranching, timber harvest, and urban
and residential development.

The plan identifies actions that may be taken to
stop the downward trend of the species and return
the species to a viable, naturally self-sustaining
condition.

The Plan establishes criteria for delisting SONCC
coho salmon and presents recovery actions
necessary to reduce stresses and threats for species
recovery. Using the biological foundations and
framework developed by NMFS and other
scientists (e.g., Technical Recovery Team), the
plan focuses on coho salmon populations as the
fundamental unit for recovery, as well as on the
physical and ecological processes that form the
habitat conditions necessary for fulfilling life stage
needs. Implementation of the plan will allow
limited resources to be applied to the highest
priority recovery actions. Although not regulatory,
recovery plans are the central organizing tool for
guiding each species’ progress towards recovery.

Summary - Southern Oregon Northern California Coho Salmon Recovery Plan 1




The development of this plan is an iterative process
which relies upon input and comments from
NMFS staff, co-managers, and the general public.
Previous drafts were reviewed by personnel from
State and Federal agencies, tribes, and the Center
for Independent Experts (CIE). The information
and issues raised by the co-managers and the CIE
were considered during preparation. After the
comment period, all comments will be considered
and the plan will be finalized.

Why Southern Oregon Northern
California Coast (SONCC) coho salmon?

e The SONCC coho salmon ESU is a
species listed under the Endangered
Species Act because they are in danger
of becoming extinct. Although a wide
range of important protective efforts have
been implemented in both Oregon and
California prior to listing, these efforts
have not yet sufficiently reduced threats
or restored populations.

e They are evolutionarily unique and are an
important part of our national heritage.

e Their numbers have dramatically
declined from historical levels.

What about other species of fish in the
same geographic area?

Other fish species will also benefit from
improvements to coho salmon habitat.

Summary - Southern Oregon Northern California Coho Salmon Recovery Plan

Why a recovery plan?

Because the ESA requires NMFS to develop
recovery plans for all listed species as a
means by which to organize and coordinate
recovery of the species.

Didn’t the states already prepare recovery
plans?

The state of California released the Recovery
Strategy for California Coho Salmon in 2005,
and the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife held an expert panel to assess the
limiting factors and threats affecting SONCC
coho salmon in Oregon and released their
report in 2010. These documents were key
resources while developing this draft plan.
Because the documents were not developed
to meet the same legal requirements NMFS
must meet, they did not include all the
elements needed for a federal recovery plan.

Is this plan voluntary or required?

NMFS is required to prepare a plan.
Implementation of specific recovery actions
is voluntary. The plan is not a law and it is
not a regulation; it is a roadmap, guidance,
and resource for people, organizations, and
governments willing and able to take action
to help the fish.

What does “viable” mean?

To be viable, an ESU must be sufficiently
resilient to be likely to persist for the next
100 years even without the protections of the
ESA. When SONCC coho salmon are
viable, enough fish will spawn in the wild and
return year after year so they are likely to
persist in the long run. The species also has
to be resilient enough to survive periodic
catastrophic changes in the environment,
including natural events such as floods,
earthquakes, storms, and decreases in
ocean productivity.



What is the goal of this
recovery plan?

The primary goal is to be able to “delist” the
coho salmon — improve its status so that it is
naturally self sustaining and no longer
threatened with extinction.

What'’s delisting? Who makes the decision?

Under the ESA, listing and delisting of marine
species, including salmon, are the responsibility
of NMFS. If a fish or other species is listed as
threatened or endangered, legal requirements
to protect it come into play. When NMFS
decides through scientific review that the
species is doing well enough to survive without
ESA protection, NMFS will “delist” it. This
decision must be based on the best available
science concerning the current status of the
species and its prospects for survival.

What is broad-sense recovery?

Broad-sense recovery is a state past ESU
viability in which an ESU is sufficiently
abundant, productive, and diverse that the ESU
as a whole is self-sustaining, and provides
significant ecological, cultural, and economic
benefits to society.

A FRAMEWORK FOR
RECOVERY

Conceptual foundations and context

NMFS appointed a team of scientists with
expertise in salmon species to provide scientific
support for SONCC coho salmon recovery
planning. This technical recovery team (TRT)
included biologists from state, federal and tribal
government agencies. The TRT produced two
documents: the historic population structure of the
SONCC coho salmon ESU (Williams et al. 2006)
and the viability framework (Williams et al. 2008).

The TRT documents are the foundation of the
recovery plan. They established demographic
delisting criteria. These criteria, along with rules

as to which combinations of populations could be
used, led to the number of adults needed in each
population. These population targets, along with
the threats assessment, drove development of
recovery actions.

Williams et al. (2006) designated 45 populations
of coho salmon in the SONCC coho salmon ESU.
These populations were further grouped into seven
diversity strata based on the geographical
arrangement of the populations and basin-scale
genetic, environmental, and ecological
characteristics. Six of the populations are not
described in detail because further information
showed they are too small to qualify as
populations. A map showing the populations and
diversity strata is shown on the following page.

D What is an
\r’“ Evolutionarily Significant Unit” (ESU)?

Most of the time, salmon return to spawn in the
streams where they were born. However, they
occasionally “stray” and mate where conditions
are right, perhaps in an adjacent stream. The
result is that salmon populations that are
geographically widespread may have some
amount of genetic similarity within portions of
their range. They are linked because of
straying, and differentiated because of long-
term adaptation to different environments.

An ESU is defined as a group of Pacific salmon
or steelhead trout that (1) is substantially
reproductively isolated from other groups of the
same species and (2) represents an important
component of the evolutionary legacy of the
species. ESUs are defined on the basis of
geographic range as well as genetic,
behavioral, and other traits.

All Pacific salmon belong to the family
Salmonidae and the genus Oncorhynchus.
Coho salmon are the species Oncorhynchus
kisutch. NMFS identified seven ESUs within
this species, including The Southern Oregon
Northern California Coast (SONCC) coho
salmon ESU.

Summary - Southern Oregon Northern California Coho Salmon Recovery Plan 3
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This map shows the populations and diversity strata in the SONCC coho salmon ESU. NMFS classified each
of the populations (excluding ephemeral populations) in the SONCC coho ESU into one of three categories:

core (C), non-core independent (NCI), and dependent (D).
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Extinction and Recovery
Trajectories

The abundance of fish is low in many of the
populations in the SONCC coho salmon ESU.
Populations with few individuals are not only
more vulnerable to environmental variations (e.g.
drought), they are also subject to particular
dynamics resulting from small population size.
For example, there are genetic issues, including
genetic drift and inbreeding, spawners may have
difficulty finding mates, and predation pressure
may be higher because there are fewer fish for
predators to eat. The longer a population remains
small, the more likely it is to succumb to these
factors and go extinct. Such dynamics are
sometimes referred to as an “extinction vortex” in
which once a population is reduced to a small size,
it is difficult for that population to recover. In
such cases, improvement in habitat conditions
alone may be insufficient; it may be necessary to
use artificial propagation (conservation hatcheries)
to replenish population numbers.

PLAN DEVELOPMENT
METHODOLOGY

Population Classification

The TRT utilized the concept of the Viable
Salmonid Population (VSP) (McElhany et al.
2000) to describe the characteristics of a healthy
salmonid population. The VSP concept includes
four parameters: abundance, productivity or
growth rate, spatial structure, and diversity
(defined in recovery criteria section, below). All
four parameters must be met to maintain diversity
throughout the ESU, provide connectivity among
populations to maintain long-term viability and
genetic processes, and provide a buffer against
potential catastrophic risks.

S How did NMFS classify populations, and
what are the recovery targets for each

type?

Core: These independent populations are judged
most likely to become viable most quickly. As
described in Appendix C, core populations were
chosen based on factors such as current habitat
quality, current abundance and distribution of coho
salmon, land use, and prospects for future
improvement. Recovery targets are in the
thousands of fish, and will result in a low risk of
extinction for each population.

Non-core 1: These independent populations are
judged to have lesser potential for rapid recovery
than the core populations. Recovery targets are in
the hundreds of fish, and will result in a moderate
risk of extinction for each population.

Non-core 2: These populations are judged to
have low potential to recover as self-sustaining
populations. The recovery target is juvenile
occupancy in years following spawning of cohorts
that experienced good marine survival. This
occupancy will demonstrate the populations are
supporting the independent populations.

Dependent: These populations probably played a
supporting role in the ESU historically due to their
small size, and were likely not always occupied by
coho salmon. The recovery target is the same as
for Non-Core 2 populations.

Populations were classified as dependent or
independent based on their historic population size
(Williams et al. 2006). Williams et al. (2006)
provided guidelines for which populations could
be at low risk of extinction and moderate risk of
extinction and still make up a viable ESU. To
apply these guidelines, NMFS further classified
populations into four categories. These categories
were defined by the first VSP parameter: the
number of adults each population must produce in
order to achieve a viable ESU (see box at left for
more information). These classifications were
combined with the TRT’s population-specific
adult spawner targets to determine the population
size criterion for each population. These criteria,
which are a type of delisting criteria, are detailed
in Chapter 6.

Summary - Southern Oregon Northern California Coho Salmon Recovery Plan 5
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\,./ What is a population profile?

A population profile is a description of one of
the populations in the SONCC coho salmon
ESU, including a summary of available habitat
data, population data, an assessment of stress
and threats, and a list of recovery actions.
Profiles were prepared for every independent
and dependent population. The 39 profiles
make up Chapters 7 to 43 of the recovery plan.

Why were population profiles created?

Population profiles were prepared so that
NMFS could better understand all the available
information about each population’s status, its
habitat condition, and the stresses and threats
affecting it. This information was used to
identify the role each population would play in
recovery of the ESU.

Limiting Factor (Stress) and Threat
Assessment

When the SONCC coho salmon ESU was listed,
NMFS identified the factors that had led to its
decline. These factors are associated with specific
stresses and threats, which were assessed for each
population to determine the extent to which they
limit that population. The methods used for the
threats assessment are described in Appendix B.

The following sections list the stresses and threats
included in the assessment. These stresses and
threats are explained in detail in Chapter 3.

The most critical, wide-ranging factor in the
decline of SONCC coho salmon is habitat loss and
degradation. The sustainability of anadromous
salmonid populations depends upon suitable
habitat conditions. Accordingly, most of the
stresses and threats relate to habitat characteristics.

Y

What is a limiting factor?

A limiting factor is an environmental factor that
limits the growth or activities or an organism or
that restricts the size of a population or its
geographic range.

What is a stress?

Stresses are attributes of the ecology of a
particular life stage of coho salmon that are
impaired, directly or indirectly, by human
activities. For example, impaired water quality,
specifically high water temperature, can impair
growth of or kill juvenile coho salmon.

Why Limiting Factor (Stress)?
Why not one or the other?

Both terms are used in order to bridge
differences in terminology used between
concepts.

What is athreat?

A threat is an activity or process that has
causes, is causing, or may cause a stress. For
example, land management activities may
require withdrawal of water from a river. This
reduced flow can result in higher water
temperature, impairing water quality and
harming or killing coho salmon.

Stresses

e Lack of Floodplain and Channel Structure

e Impaired Water Quality

e Altered Hydrologic Function [timing of
volume of water flow]

e Impaired Estuary/Mainstem Function

e Degraded Riparian Forest Conditions

e Altered Sediment Supply

e Increased Disease/Predation/Competition

e Barriers [to migration]

e Adverse Fishery-Related Effects

e Adverse Hatchery-Related Effects
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Threats

e Dams/Diversions

e Agricultural Practices

e Channelization/Diking

e Timber Harvest Practices

e Roads

e Urban/Residential/Industrial Development
e Road-Stream Crossing Barriers

e Climate Change

¢ Invasive/Non-Native Alien Species
e Hatcheries

e Fire (High Intensity)

e Mining/Gravel Extraction

Identification of recovery actions

Problematic stresses and threats must be reduced
to be consistent with the threat abatement criteria.
These criteria are a type of delisting criteria and
are explained in detail in Chapter 6. Stress and
threat abatement criteria describe the extent of
threat or stress reduction necessary for ESU
recovery, which defined the scope, intensity, and
priority of the stress- and threat-related recovery
actions.

RECOVERY GOALS,
OBJECTIVES, AND
CRITERIA

The goal of the recovery plan is to restore and
recover SONCC coho salmon and their habitat to
the point where the ESU no longer needs the
protections of the ESA and can be delisted. There
are two kinds of delisting criteria:

e Biological viability criteria and
e Stress and threat abatement criteria.

Biological Viability Criteria

',,',:“, Biological Viability Criteria for the

Southern Oregon Northern
California Coast Coho Salmon ESU

Abundance: The number of individuals in a
population. Abundance targets are shown on
page 10 of this summary. The numeric
criteria for number of spawners in each core
and non-core independent population must be
met, on average, over a 12 year period.

Productivity: The population growth rate,
measured as the spawner-to-spawner ratio
(returns per spawner or recruits per spawner).
On average in a 12-year period, the
population growth rate in core populations
must be positive, even during poor marine
survival conditions.

Spatial Structure: The geographic
distribution of individuals in the population.
For all core and non-core-1 populations, on
average over a 12 year period at least 70% of
the accessible habitat must support juveniles.
For all non-core 2 and dependent
populations, 20% of accessible habitat must
support juveniles in years following spawning
of cohorts that experienced high marine
survival.

Diversity: All the genetic and phenotypic (life
history, behavioral, and morphological)
variation within a population. The proportion
of hatchery-origin spawners (pHOS) must not
exceed 0.10 in any population, and
documented variation in migration timing, age
structure, size and behavior must be retained.

5
hoto: Thomas Dunklin

o adr Mo 5 e s

Coho salmon spaWing in the 'Jacoby Creek watﬂé}‘sh&j
(Humboldt Bay population) on 12/16/2010.
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Stress and Threat Abatement
Criteria

In order to achieve viability of the ESU, the
stresses and threats affecting SONCC coho salmon
and their habitat must be abated to levels that
allow for long-term self-sustainability. In order to
make a delisting decision, NMFS will examine
whether the listing factors (described above in the
Current Stresses and Threats section) have been
addressed, such that delisting is not likely to result
in reemergence of the threats. The major stress
and threat abatement criteria are described on the
following pages.

Stress Abatement Criteria

e All stresses are abated to the point where
habitat conditions are within the range of
conditions suitable for all life stages of
coho salmon in targeted areas. These
targeted areas will be identified as part of a
comprehensive habitat survey to occur in
each population after the recovery plan is
final.

e Barriers do not limit access to targeted
areas.

e All estuaries contain estuarine wetland
habitat and connected off-channel habitat
(back and side channels, tidal channels,
wetlands, beaver ponds, etc) to support
needed population sizes.

Threat Abatement Criteria

For threats to habitat, threats are reduced so
that stress abatement criteria are achieved.
Regulatory programs that govern land use
and resource extraction have been enacted,
enforced, monitored, and adaptively
managed and are adequate to ensure
effective protection of SONCC coho
salmon habitat, including water quality,
water quantity, stream structure, and
function, and to attain and maintain the
biological viability criteria in this recovery
plan.

Regulatory programs are in place and are
being adequately implemented, monitored,
evaluated and adaptively managed to
manage fisheries at levels consistent with
the biological recovery criteria of the
recovery plan.

Photo: Thomas Dunklin

Coho salmon digging redd in the Jacoby Creek
watershed (Humboldt Bay population) on
12/16/2010.
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The following table shows population type and minimum number of spawners needed for ESU recovery.
Populations are categorized into core (C) (bold in table), non-core 1 (NC-1), non-core (NC-2) and dependent (D).

Diversity Number Spawners
Stratum _ _ Needed for
Population Name Population Type Recovery
Elk River C 2,400
Lower Rogue River NC-1 320
Chetco River C 4,500
Northern Winchuck River NC-1 230
Coastal )
Basins Mill Creek D none*
Brush Creek D none*
Hunter Creek D none*
Pistol River D none*
Smith River C- 6,800
Lower Klamath River C 5,900
Redwood Creek C 4,800
Maple Creek/Big Lagoon NC-2 none*
Central Little River NC-1 140
Coastal Mad River NC-1 550
Basins Elk Creek D none*
Wilson Creek D none*
McDonald Creek D none*
Strawberry Creek D none*
Norton/Widow White Creek D none*
Humboldt Bay tributaries Cc 5,700
Lower Eel/Van Duzen rivers C 7,900
Sgg;zgr Bear River NC-2 none*
Basin Mattole River NC-1 1,000
Guthrie Creek D none*
McNutt Guich D none*
Interior — Illinois River C 11,800
Rogue River Mid. Rogue/Applegate Rivers NC-1 2,700
Basin Upper Rogue River C 16,100
Middle Klamath River NC-1 450
Interior — Upper Klamath River C 8,500
Klamath Salmon River NC-1 460
River Scott River C 8,800
Shasta River C 8,700
. South Fork Trinity River NC-1 970
Interior — . .
Trinity River Lower Trinity River Cc 3,900
Upper Trinity River C 7,300
South Fork Eel River C 9,600
Interior — Eel Mainstem Eel River C 4.700
River Mid. Fork Eel River NC-2 none*
Mid. Mainstem Eel River C 6,400
Upper Mainstem Eel River NC-2 none*

*delisting criterion: 20% of accessible habitat is occupied in years following spawning of cohorts that

experienced good marine survival.
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RECOVERY ACTIONS

The plan describes a series of voluntary actions to
improve prospects for recovery of the Southern
Oregon Northern California Coast coho salmon.

Recovery of healthy, abundant coho salmon
populations within the of SONCC coho salmon
ESU is likely to happen only if people are willing
to work together. The proposed recovery actions
are designed to address the full range of limiting
factors for all life cycle stages of SONCC coho
salmon and are intended to improve the health and
habitat.

This section provides of a brief overview of the
types of actions that are proposed, organized by
stress and threat. The full plan provides additional
details. For a summary of recovery actions, see
the Recovery Strategy section. A comprehensive
list of actions, organized by population, is in the
last table of each population profile. The cost for
each action, and the potential lead, is shown in
Appendix F.

May 2007

Riparian Forest Conditions

Increase wood recruitment, bank stability, shading,
and food subsidies by increasing coniferous
riparian vegetation (plant conifers or thin
vegetation as needed, remove invasive species),
developing planning guidelines or ordinances that
protect riparian stands and the wood already in the
stream, amending California and Oregon Forest
Practice Rules, improving grazing practices,
improving long-range planning, educating
landowners, and reducing fire hazards.

Why are riparian forests

important to coho salmon?

Riparian (near-stream) forests are essential
components of salmon habitat and provide a
variety of benefits:

e Shade helps maintain cool water
temperatures

¢ When large trees die and fall into the
water, they create pools and shelter

¢ Roots stabilize stream banks and
reduce erosion

e Vegetation provides habitat for insects
that can fall into the stream and
become salmon prey.

Riparian restoration in the Thompson
Creek watershed (Applegate River)
with willow and alder trees established
following planting in February 2004.

Photo.AppIegate River Watershed

Council
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Floodplain and Channel Structure

Increase channel complexity by increasing large
woody debris. In the short-term, this can be
accomplished by adding wood to channels. A more
permanent solution is to let riparian trees mature
and grow larger (see Riparian Forests Conditions
below), providing natural replenishment of wood
as trees die and fall into stream channels. Where
feasible, expanding the range of beavers could
substantially improve habitat complexity (see

. : o
photo at right) and have other beneficial effects to Channel-spanning large wood jam on East Fork Mill
habitat. Creek (Smith River population), provides excellent
summer and winter rearing habitat for coho salmon.
With many pieces of wood, this restoration project
. . . created habitat much more complex than conventional

back (move away from stream channel) levees and
dikes. This will provide coho salmon juveniles
with access to slow-water habitats such as side-
channels and off-channel ponds that are critically
important during winter and spring high flows.

hotb: Eli Asarian

Photo: Yurok Tribe

What is floodplain connectivity?

Floodplains are the relatively low-lying lands aukell Creek side channel near thKIamath Rivi

along§|de [IVErS e S”ea”.‘S th?t are Estuary during high flow event on 12/13/2006,
occasionally inundated during high flows and q rati d floodolai it
floods. Floodplain connectivity refers to the emonstrating good toodplain connectivity.

ability of the stream to periodically overflow

@D

r

its banks. Although we call this “flooding” Why is large wood
and perceive it as something to avoid, important to salmon?
especially when houses and roads are at
stake, it is flooding that makes the soil fertile, Large woody debris (LWD) means big chunks
replenishes wetlands with nutrients, seeds, of wood, such as root wads or trees fallen into
and organic matter, and enriches the rivers or across the channel.
a}nd streams for the fish and other aquatic e In all forested rivers and streams, large
life. wood plays a key role in shaping the

: L channel.
Upstream floodplains can also diminish the o It creates pools and hiding places,
force of the floodwaters and prevent more providing salmon with protection from
extensive flooding downstream. Planning predators.

realistically and providing undeveloped
areas for rivers to flood can protect adjacent
property from damage.

e |t helps filter sediment to provide clean
gravel for spawning.

e |t provides organic matter to feed the
small invertebrates that salmon feed on.
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Hydrologic Function (Water Flow)
Protect cold water by developing an emergency

plan to protect cold water refugia during warm
periods, and developing an educational program
about the best land management practices.

Improve timing or volume of flow by conserving
water, improving agricultural practices,
establishing a statewide groundwater permitting

process, changing the timing or volume of flow
releases, and reducing diversions. Reduce pollutants by developing educational

programs for conservation partners, removing
pollutants from streams, reducing point- and non-
point source pollution, and improving regulatory
mechanisms.

Increase water storage by increasing water
retention and recharge through maintaining open
space lands, managing runoff, and maintaining
water storage structures.

o e e Why is water quality
: - : important to coho salmon?
| One of the most important ecological

requirements of coho salmon is cold, clean,
well-oxygenated water.

High summer water temperature is one of
the most widespread (and greatest)
stressors in the SONCC coho salmon ESU.
Increased water temperature, even at sub-
lethal levels can inhibit migration, reduce
growth, stress fish, reduce reproductive
success, inhibit smoltification, contribute to
outbreaks of disease, and alter competitive
dominance.

Photo: Brock Dolman

Beaver pond provides excellent cover and slow-water
habitat on Boise Creek near its confluence with the
Klamath River on 5/14/2010. Beaver ponds improve
hydrologic function by raising water tables and increasing
connectivity between groundwater and surface water.

Other water quality parameters of concern in
some coho salmon populations are elevated
turbidity, low dissolved oxygen, and high pH.
. Pesticides and other toxins are also potential
Water QU al Ity concerns in watersheds with urban areas
and/or agriculture.

Reduce water temperature and increase
dissolved oxygen by increasing flow, increasing
the amount of cold water, reducing warm water
inputs, and increasing coniferous riparian
vegetation to provide shade.

Fencing to keep
cattle out of the
riparian area of Big
Springs Creek
(Shasta River
population). The
stream is a critically
important coldwater
refugia.

Photo: NMFS

[EnY
N
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Sediment Fish Passage

Reduce the amount of sediment (dirt) that gets
to streams by maintaining, upgrading, or
decommissioning roads; improving grazing
practices, developing grading ordinances,
improving timber harvest practices, stabilizing
slopes, and reducing the risk of catastrophic fire.

Improve access to watershed by removing
barriers including structural, thermal, flow, and
sediment barriers.

Decrease mortality associated with barriers by
screening diversions.

Improve spawning habitat by adding spawning
gravels to river reaches below dams, because dams
prevent replenishment of gravels from upstream
sources.

Photo: Five Counties Salmonid Conservation Program

iy sl R

Improved stream crossing on Lindsay Creek (Mad River
population) with arch culvert and natural stream bottom.
Previous culvert was undersized and impeded fish passage.

Photos: Pacific Coast Fish, Wildlife and Wetlands Restoration Association

Before (top) and after (bottom) road decommissioning in Salmon Creek
watershed (Humboldt Bay population) in the Headwaters Forest Reserve.
This project will reduce fine sediment delivery to Salmon Creek.

What causes excess fine sediment?

Erosion is natural process but human activities such as road construction, timber harvest, agriculture, and
development can disturb land and make it more vulnerable to erosion. Rain and melting snow then wash fine
sediment (silt and sand) into streams, especially during major storms.

How does it harm coho salmon?

Excess fine sediment is detrimental to coho salmon in several ways:

e Reduced water clarity, making it more difficult for juvenile salmon to feed.

e Filled pools, simplifying salmon habitat.

e Clogged pore spaces in gravels and cobbles, depriving salmon of place to hide from predators and swift
currents. This can also retard intergravel flow, reducing the formation of beneficial pockets of cold water.

e Reduced populations of invertebrates that are the preferred prey of salmon.
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Estuary/Mainstem

Protect existing estuarine habitat by limiting
development and fill, and maintaining and
strengthening current estuarine protection
measures.

Restore connectivity of tidally influenced
habitat by reconnecting slough and tidal wetlands
to estuary where opportunities exist, removing or
replacing tidegates, setting back or removing dikes
and levees, and increasing coniferous riparian
vegetation.

Improve estuarine habitat by developing and
implementing site-specific plans to restore this
habitat.

Increase tidal exchange of water by removing
barriers, installing bridges, and setting back dikes
or levees

Connection between n Slough and Salmon Creek
(Humboldt Bay population) was restored with a new tide gate.

Photo: Thomas Dunklin

Photo: Pacific Coast Fish, Wildlife and
Wetlands Restoration Association

Disease/Predation/Competition

Reduce disease by disrupting the disease cycle for
identified pathogens, and conducting research and
monitoring to better understand the disease cycle.

Reduce predation and competition by reducing
the abundance of predatory or competing species
such as Sacramento pikeminnow, brown trout, and
New Zealand mud snail.

Fishery-Related Effects

Reduce effects of fishing by incorporating
SONCC coho salmon VSP delisting criteria when
formulating fishery management plans for fisheries
that affect SONCC coho salmon, and limiting
fishing impacts to those consistent with recovery.

Hatchery-Related Effects

Reduce adverse genetic effects of hatcheries by
changing hatchery practices and reducing the
number of hatchery origin spawners.

Reduce adverse ecological effects of hatcheries
by changing hatchery practices and reducing
competition with and predation from stocked
salmonids.

Low Population Dynamics

Prevent extirpation by reducing mortality of coho
salmon and considering implementation of
enhancement programs (conservation hatcheries).

Monitoring and Research

Increase knowledge and understanding of
population status, trends, habitat by monitoring
the number and distribution of coho salmon, the
condition of their habitat, and the status of threats
affecting them.
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MONITORING AND
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

Monitoring

The recovery plan describes monitoring to assess
population status and trends, and the extent of
stress reduction and threat abatement.

Population status and trends monitoring

Monitoring of population status and trends would
occur over four phases: The initial phase, the
intermediate phase, the delisting phase, and the
post-delisting phase. Monitoring varies depending
on whether a population is core, non-core 1, non-
core 2, or dependent, and on how close
populations are to meeting their delisting criteria.

One life cycle monitoring station (LCM) would be
established in each diversity stratum. The number
of adults, number juveniles, and survival rates
would be measured annually at each LCM,
beginning in the initial phase and continuing
through the post-delisting phase. In addition, the
following monitoring would occur in each phase.

Initial Phase

The initial phase would begin as soon as possible.
During the initial phase, juvenile occupancy
surveys would be carried out in all core and non-
core 1 populations, except those with LCMs.

These surveys would alternate three years on, three

years off, during an initial phase and a delisting
phase.

Intermediate phase

The intermediate phase begins when the 12-year

geometric mean of approximately 50 percent of the

core populations with LCMs meet the low-risk
spawner threshold (e.g., 4 of 7 populations).
Alternatively, this phase would be triggered when
the number of spawners in all of the core
populations with LCMs is at least 50% of the low-
risk spawner threshold. During the intermediate

phase, the number of coho salmon spawners in
each core population would be estimated each
year. In addition, juvenile occupancy would be
estimated in each non-core 1 population, for three
consecutive year classes, in every other generation.

Delisting Phase

The delisting phase would be triggered when the
12-year geometric mean of approximately 90
percent of the core populations meets the low-risk
spawner threshold (e.g., 15 of 17 populations).
Alternatively, this phase would be triggered when
the number of spawners in all of the core
populations is at least 90% of the low-risk spawner
threshold. During the delisting phase, spawner,
juvenile occupancy, and life history diversity
surveys would be carried out in all core and non-
core 1 populations each year, and juvenile
occupancy surveys would be carried out in all non-
core 2 and dependent populations each year.

Post-Delisting Phase

The post-delisting phase would be triggered when
the species is delisted and would continue for 12
years to assess whether SONCC coho salmon can
continue to be viable without the protections of the
ESA.

P'hoto: U.S. Forest Service

A rotary screw trap in lower Grayback Creek
(IMinois River population).
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Stresses and threats monitoring

Stresses

The following summary describes recommended
monitoring in order track stresses. Additional
monitoring is described in Chapter 5.

Conduct a comprehensive survey of habitat
in all populations, as soon as possible in
both freshwater and estuarine areas. After
this survey is complete, monitor habitat
indicators for applicable limiting factors
(stresses) every ten years in core and non-
core 1 populations, and every fifteen years
in non-core 2 and dependent populations.
Annually monitor the hydrograph in core
and non-core 1 populations where altered
hydrologic function was ranked a high or
very high limiting factor (stress).
Annually estimate bycatch from
commercial, recreational, and tribal
fisheries in all freshwater, tidal, and ocean
areas.

Humboldt Fish Action Council snorkel survey in
Freshwater Creek (Humboldt Bay population), 2004.

Photo: www.krisweb.cbm

Threats

The following summary describes recommended
monitoring in order track threats. This monitoring
would be carried out every five years as part of the
status review.

Summary - Southern Oregon Northern California Coho Salmon Recovery Plan

Describe the status and trend of limiting
factors (stresses) related to timber harvest,
high-intensity fire, agricultural practices,
channelization/diking,
urban/residential/industrial development,
mining/gravel extraction, hatcheries, and
climate change.

Describe the status and trends of road
treatments and road density, barriers, high-
intensity fires, urban/residential/industrial
development, channelization/diking,
mining/gravel extraction, and invasive
species.
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y& What is Adaptive

START
Management?
Actions Implement actions, .
recommended considering Monitor results
in the recovery environmental —’ of actions

impacts, property

plan L
impacts

Adaptive management is the
process of adjusting
management actions and/or A
directions based on new
information. The new
information comes from
monitoring the results of
actions and evaluating their
effects against existing

Continue actions
that work

hypotheses. Then the \ v
recovery actions can be
continued or changed to be Modify recovery Adapt and make Bizzﬂlgn ;gwlt:{éng

more effective. plan to acknowledge

changes to actions
changes

that do not work

effectiveness of
actions at recovering
sockeye

6
Adaptive Management \,> What is a hypothesis?
) ) A hypothesis is a statement that can be
An adaptive management framework is proposed proved or disproved by further inquiry. It is
to use monitoring information to evaluate the an invitation to look for more information. A
effectiveness of recovery plan implementation. scientific hypothesis is based on some kind
Hypotheses will be tested with data collected of evidence or observation, and it describes

either a possible causal relationship or just a

during monitoring, and management actions will relationship of some sort.

be guided by the results of these tests. See boxes

above and at right for more information. It does not matter whether a hypothesis is
precise or wildly speculative; the important
: . thing is whether it can be proven or
Data C_ollectlon, evaluation, and R VR R gy
reporting obtained. For example, a hypothesis about
the trend in habitat condition may be “Water
temperature is getting cooler”. The question

There are a large number of federal, tribal, state, is not where the hypothesis came from but

and local entities collecting data relevant to what can be done with it. What's the
SONCC coho recovery planning. The recovery evidence? How can it be proved or
plan calls for these efforts to be better coordinated disproved?

and for data to be compiled into centralized

databases.
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IMPLEMENTATION

The Priority and Importance of
Recovery Actions

When choosing recovery actions to implement,
conservation partners should consider both the
priority and importance rankings. Each recovery
action has been assigned a priority number,
designed to call out those actions necessary to
prevent extinction or a significant negative impact
to the ESU. Each recovery action can also be
assigned an importance ranking. This ranking
takes into account the priority of the action as
described above, whether the action addresses a
key limiting factor (one which has the greatest
impact on current population viability), and
whether the population size is low enough for it be
subject to detrimental population processes.

Implementation Schedule

The last table in Chapters 7 through 45 lists the
population-specific recovery actions that make up
the SONCC coho salmon recovery program, along
with information about each action. Appendix F
provides additional information about each action.
Together, the tables and Appendix F make up the
implementation schedule. Example rows from the
tables are included on the following page.

Conservation Partners

To achieve success, the plan must be implemented.
NMFS alone has neither the resources nor the
authority to implement most recovery actions.
Communication, coordination, and collaboration
with a wide variety of conservation partners is
essential to the implementation of the recovery
plan. In addition, recovery plans must be designed
so that all conservation partners, whether they
were involved in writing the plan or not,
understand the rationale behind the recovery
program, buy into the program, and recognize their
role in its implementation. NMFS is committed to
working with stakeholders throughout the entire
recovery process, from planning through
implementation to recovery and delisting.

The primary roles of NMFS in plan

implementation will be to champion the recovery
strategy, and provide the needed technical
information and expertise to other entities
implementing the plan or contemplating actions
that may impact the species’ chances of recovery,
and implement recovery actions where practicable.

s |
\’, Who are the
"conservation partners”?

A conservation partner is anyone who has
an interest in the recovery of the species.

Conservation partners may include other
bureaus within NMFS, other government
agencies, affected landowners, academic
scientists, conservation organizations,
industry, etc.

Future of the Recovery Plan

Planning for the recovery of a threatened or
endangered species is tantamount to trying to
capture a moving target that is rapidly diminishing
over the horizon. Coaxing the species back from
the brink and then adapting conditions so it can
remain requires flexibility and the ability to alter
course midstream while at the very least
maintaining a stable population to allow time for
research and management actions to take hold. A
recovery plan must do all of this and more. In so
doing a recovery plan must be a living document,
easily refocused on the changing needs of the
listed species. This recovery plan will be a living
document, which will change in response to new
information.

Coordination among State, Tribal or Federal
agencies, academic institutions, private individuals
and organizations, commercial enterprises, and
other affected parties is perhaps the most essential
ingredient for recovering a species. In view of such
a broad scope of conservation partners, it is
imperative that each become vested and active in
the continuing efforts to promote and implement
the recovery plan. This can be accomplished
throughout the recovery process by facilitating a
sense of ownership and accomplishment as each
recovery action is fulfilled.
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Example rows from the recovery action implementation schedule for the Smith River (Table 15-5 at end of Chapter 15):

Action ID Strategy Key LF Objective Action Description Area Priority
Step ID Step Description
SONCC-SmiR.2.1.1 Floodplain and Yes Increase channel complexity Increase LWD, boulders, or other instream structure Smith River Plain, Estuary, 3
Channel Structure

tributaries, Rowdy, Chrome,
and Spokane creeks

SONCC-5miR.2.1.1.1 Assess habitat to determine beneficial location and amount of instream structure needed

SONCC-5miR.2.1.1.2 Place instream structures, guided by assessment results
SONCC-SmiR.2.2.2 Floodplain and Yes Reconnect the channel to the Restore natural channel form and function Smith River Plain, Rowdy and 2
Channel Structure floodplain Domnie creeks
SONCC-5SmiR.2.2.2.1

Assess channelized reaches and develop a plan for reconstructing a natural meandering channel
SONCC-5miR.2.2.2.2 Reconstruct channelized reaches guided by the plan

Example rows from Appendix F, providing additional details (costs and lead entities) for each recovery action:

Appendix F: Cost and Lead Agency for Recovery Actions
ActionID Step ID Cost 5yrs Cost 10yrs Cost 15yrs Cost 20yrs Cost 25yrs Cost >25yrs Total Cost Lead Entity
Population: Smith River
SOMNCC-SmiR.2.1.1
SONCC-SmiR.2.1.1.1 $34,015 $34,015 CDFG
SONCC-SmiR.2.1.1.2 $10,957,000 $10,957,000 CDFG
_ ActionTotal: s099t025 $10,991,015
SONCC-SmiR.2.2.2
SONCC-SmiR.2.2.2.1 $34,015 $34.015 CDFG
SONCC-SmiR.2.2.2.2 $290,700 $290,700 CDFG
_ ActonTotal:  gm4t5 oo $324715
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BROAD-SENSE RECOVERY
STRATEGY

The plan defines what is believed to be necessary
for the SONCC ESU to be viable and potentially
delisted. Successful delisting involves achieving
the level of recovery defined in Chapter 4
(Recovery Goals, Objectives, and Criteria) and
will result in a few populations in each stratum
being viable and the other populations being at
moderate, high, or very high risk of extinction.
Viable core populations may someday be able to
withstand some level of incidental impact from
commercial fisheries targeting hatchery fish, but
will have little ability to withstand direct harvest.
Returning wild coho spawners will number in the
several thousands, but will not be numerous
enough to be seen spawning throughout the ESU.
Cultural and ecological benefits of having
numerous coho salmon and other salmon and
steelhead populations spawning throughout the
ESU will likely not be achieved under a scenario
where just delisting is afforded.

For many people, delisting is not enough. For
example, the Oregon Plan for Salmon and
Watersheds and the public advisory group that
helped develop Oregon’s Native Fish
Conservation Policy recognized the importance of
conserving healthy, diverse populations of salmon
and steelhead at levels that provide recreational,

economic, cultural and aesthetic benefits to present

and future citizens. Such a desired status is also
considered in ESA recovery plans (see Lower
Columbia River Recovery Plan; NMFS 2009) and
has been called “broad sense recovery”. The term
“broad sense recovery” represents the long-term
goal of this plan.

In contrast to ESA recovery, "broad-sense™ salmon
recovery is a more open-ended concept that does
not have a single definition; rather, it can mean
different things to different people. "Broad sense
recovery goals" reflect societal values in addition
to biological ones. ESA recovery and broad sense
recovery are not inconsistent; in fact, they share a
common vision of ensuring that naturally

sustainable salmon populations persist into the
future.

NMFS is committed to pursuing both types of
salmon recovery and one of the guiding principles
for SONCC coho salmon recovery planning was to
make the ESA and broad-sense recovery processes
as congruent as possible. Chapter 4 of the plan
includes more information about broad-sense
recovery of the SONCC ESU.

Bl

What is “Broad-Sense Recovery”?

Broad sense-recovery is the goal of having
populations of naturally produced salmon
sufficiently abundant, productive, and diverse
(in terms of life history and geographic
distribution) that they ESU as a whole (a) will
be self-sustaining, and (b) will provide
significant ecological, cultural, and economic
benefits (. This goal is consistent with ESA
delisting, but is designed to achieve a level of
performance for the ESU and its constituent
populations that is more robust than that
needed to remove the ESU from ESA
protection. Broad sense recovery will require
additional resources and effort; however, with
larger population numbers, salmon in the
SONCC coho ESU could provide valuable
additional benefits to society.

Photo: NMFS

Coho salmon adult in Freshwater Creek
(Humboldt Bay population).
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1. Background
1.1  Introduction

Populations of coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) once ranged across the western part of
North America from the coastal river basins of Alaska to interior areas of Washington and
probably inhabited most coastal streams in Washington, Oregon, and northern and central
California (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). These populations were sufficiently large that they were
able to withstand changing environmental conditions. Fisheries for these and other salmonids
supported vibrant communities across the Pacific Northwest. Salmon were a critical part of
healthy ecosystems in rivers and the ocean.

Part of the range of coho salmon occurs in the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast
(SONCC) Recovery Domain, which encompasses the rivers from Punta Gorda, California to
Cape Blanco, Oregon. The coho salmon which occupy this area make up the SONCC coho
salmon Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU). An ESU is a population of organisms that is
considered distinct for purposes of conservation. An ESU must meet two criteria: it must be
substantially reproductively isolated from other nonspecific population units, and it must
represent an important component of the evolutionary legacy of the species (57 FR 58612,
November 20, 1991).

In the late 1990s, the populations that make up the SONCC Coho Salmon ESU were small and
poorly distributed and subject to factors that threatened their continued existence. Consequently,
the ESU was first listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1997.
“Threatened” status means the species is likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range (ESA Section 3(20)). An
“endangered” species is one that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion
of its range (ESA Section 3(6)). The status of the species has continued to worsen since listing
(Good et al. 2005, Williams et al. 2011), despite fishing prohibitions and habitat improvements.

The Rogue River has the longest time series of coho salmon adult abundance information in the
ESU, and its populations are among those in the best condition. Nonetheless, coho salmon
returns there are a small fraction of what they once were. Based on extrapolations from cannery
pack data, up to 114,000 adult coho salmon returned to the Rogue River in the late 1800s even
after heavy fishing pressure had occurred for years (Meengs and Lackey 2005). Figure 1-1
shows the estimated number of adult coho salmon spawners that returned to the Rogue River
from 1980 to 2010, based on counts at Huntley Park (Oregon State University (OSU) 2010), as
well as the recovery target for all populations in the Rogue River as presented in this recovery
plan. The number of adults has been consistently below that needed for the Rogue River to play
its role in recovery of the SONCC coho salmon ESU.
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Figure 1-1. Estimates of the run size of wild Rogue basin coho salmon past Huntley Park, 1980-2010
(ODFW 2011), compared to number needed from Rogue River for ESU recovery.

1.2 What is arecovery plan?

“Recovery” is the process by which listed species and their ecosystems are restored and their
future is safeguarded to the point that protections under the ESA are no longer needed (NMFS
2004). When a species is listed under the ESA, a recovery plan generally must be prepared
(ESA Section 4(f)(1)). The ESA envisions recovery plans as the central organizing tool for
guiding each species’ recovery process. The recovery plan is a road map to recovery — it lays out
where we need to go and how best to get there. The plan organizes, coordinates, and prioritizes
the many possible actions that may be taken to achieve recovery of a species. Use of a recovery
plan ensures that recovery efforts target limited resources effectively and efficiently.

Recovery plans are guidance documents. No agency or entity is required by the ESA to
implement a recovery plan. However, recovery plans describe how Federal agencies can best
meet their responsibilities under the ESA. Specifically, section 7(a)(1) of the ESA calls on all
Federal agencies to “utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act by carrying
out programs for the conservation of endangered species and threatened species...” In addition
to outlining strictly proactive measures to achieve the species’ recovery, plans provide context
and a framework for implementation of other provisions of the ESA with respect to a particular
species, such as section (7)(a)(2) consultations on Federal agency activities, development of
Habitat Conservation Plans or Safe Harbor agreements under Section 10, or special rules for
threatened species under section 4(d).
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1.3 Achieving Recovery

Even with NMFS and other Federal agencies doing all within their power to achieve recovery of
SONCC coho salmon, recovery will likely not occur. Federal agencies have neither the funds
nor the authority to bring about all the actions necessary to sufficiently improve the condition of
this species. Partnerships are a critical component of SONCC coho salmon recovery:
partnerships between private landowners, tribes, and local, state, and federal government
agencies; between non-governmental organizations and landowners; and between federal, state,
and local agencies. A recovered ESU can provide ecosystem, recreation, and economic benefits
to communities. All of these entities have a common interest in bringing healthy coho salmon
populations and their ecosystems back to California’s north coast. The states of California and
Oregon have been proactive in determining the recovery needs of coho salmon.

1.3.1 Oregon Plan for Salmon and Steelhead

The Oregon Coastal Salmon Restoration Initiative (OCSRI) is a planning process which began in
1995 with the following mission “ To restore our coastal salmon populations and fisheries to
productive and sustainable levels that will provide substantial environmental, cultural, and
economic benefits.” In 1997, the State of Oregon released the Oregon Plan, a conservation plan
designed to restore salmon to a level at which they can once again be a part of people's lives
(State of Oregon 1997). The Oregon Plan included the following goals:

e Goal 1: Aninfrastructure will exist to provide long-term continuity in leadership,
direction, and oversight of salmon restoration.

e Goal 2: Opportunities will exist for a wide range of natural resource uses that are
consistent with salmon restoration.

e Goal 3: Achievement of overall OCSRI goals will be based to the greatest extent on
existing laws and environmental protections, rather than new ones.

e Goal 4: An adequate funding base will be established and maintained to support the
OCSRI.

e Goal 5: Oregon's expectations for sustainability of interrelated natural resources will
more accurately reflect a scientific understanding of the physical and biological
constraints of the ecosystem.

e Goal 6: Sufficient freshwater and estuarine habitat will be available to support healthy
populations of anadromous salmonids throughout coastal riverbasins.

e Goal 7: Populations of salmonids in coastal river basins will achieve levels of natural
production consistent with overall restoration goals.

e (Goal 8: A science-based system will support evaluation of progress of the OCSRI
Conservation Plan and will provide a basis for making appropriate future changes to
management programs.
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ODFW concerns with recovery framework

ODFW has concerns that the methods used to produce Williams et al. (2006) may overestimate
the extent of historic coho production in the populations within the Northern Coastal and Interior
Rogue diversity strata. Further, ODFW believes these methods may have led to inaccurate
characterizations of historic populations as larger than they likely were. Finally, ODFW believes
the low-risk targets for core populations may not need to be achieved if the other 3 VVSP criteria
are being met. This has been identified as a critical research need in Chapter 5 and ODFW
intends to reevaluate the population structure, and associated recovery criteria, within the
Northern Coastal and Interior Rogue diversity strata as part of a conservation planning process.
ODFW is in general agreement with NMFS on the recovery actions needed for Oregon
populations, including a recovery action (present in all populations) which calls for refinement of
the methods used to delineate populations and set population targets.

Report of Oregon Expert Panel

ODFW (2008b) convened a panel of fisheries and watershed scientists as an initial step in their
development of a recovery plan for Oregon's SONCC coho salmon populations. Deliberations of
the expert panel provided ODFW with initial, strategic guidance on limiting factors and threats
to recovery. The panel identified limiting factors and threats affecting each SONCC coho
independent and dependent population in Oregon by considering the impacts across the entire
life cycle. The results of the expert panel deliberations are described in each Oregon population
profile.

1.3.2 Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon

Coho salmon north of San Francisco were listed as threatened under the California Endangered
Species Act in 2002. In 2004, the California Fish and Game Commission approved the
Recovery Strategy for California Coho Salmon (CDFG 2004). The plan identified six goals to
achieve delisting:

e Goal I: Maintain and improve the number of key populations and increase the number of
populations and cohorts of coho salmon.

e Goal II: Maintain and increase the number of spawning adults.

e Goal Ill: Maintain the range, and maintain and increase distribution of coho salmon.
e Goal IV: Maintain existing habitat essential for coho salmon.

e Goal V: Enhance and restore habitat within the range of coho salmon.

e Goal VI: Reach and maintain coho salmon population levels to allow for the resumption
of Tribal, recreational, and commercial fisheries for coho salmon in California.
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1.4  Listing of Species

The SONCC coho salmon ESU was listed as threatened in 1997, and this status was reaffirmed
in 2005 (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997 and 70 FR 37160, June 28 2005). This ESU includes all
coho salmon populations between Punta Gorda, California and Cape Blanco, Oregon) and all
coho salmon produced by hatcheries in that range in 2005. The decision to list the SONCC
coho salmon ESU was largely based on information regarding decreased abundance, reduced
distribution, and degraded habitat. There are far fewer streams and rivers supporting coho
salmon in this ESU now compared to historic conditions, and numerous basin-specific
extirpations of coho salmon have been documented (Brown et al. 1994, NMFS 1996, CDFG
2004, Good et al. 2005, Gustafson et al. 2007). At the time of listing, the major factors in the
decline of the species were thought to originate from long-standing, human-induced actions (e.g.,
habitat degradation, harvest, water diversions, and artificial propagation), combined with natural
environmental variability (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). .

The SONCC coho salmon ESU is made up of 45 ephemeral, dependent, and independent
populations (Williams et al. 2006). Five of these populations are not part of the recovery
strategy described in this plan: Three were excluded due to reductions in IP (see Appendix A),
and two are ephemeral.

According to Section 4(a)(1) of the ESA and NMFS listing regulations (50 CFR Part 424), a
species may be found to be endangered or threatened based on any one or a combination of five
factors: (A) the present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or
range; (B) overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (C)
disease or predation; (D) the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (E) other
natural or human-made factors affecting its continued existence. The effect of these factors on
SONCC coho salmon was considered when the species was listed. The descriptions of each of
the factors that follow summarize the final rule from the listing of the SONCC coho salmon ESU
(62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). Chapter 3, as well as Chapters 8 to 48, describe the state of
current stresses and threats.

1.4.1 Factor A: Present or Threatened Destruction, Modification, or Curtailment of its
Habitat or Range

The habitat factors for the decline of SONCC coho salmon are as follows: Channel morphology
changes, substrate changes, loss of instream roughness, loss of estuarine habitat, loss of
wetlands, loss/degradation of riparian areas, declines in water quality (e.g., elevated water
temperatures, reduced dissolved oxygen, altered biological communities, toxics, elevated pH,
and altered stream fertility), altered streamflows, fish passage impediments, elimination of
habitat, and direct take (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). The major activities responsible for the
decline of coho salmon were identified as follows: logging, road building, grazing and mining
activities, urbanization, stream channelization, dams, wetland loss, beaver trapping, water
withdrawals, and unscreened diversions for irrigation (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997).
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1.4.2 Factor B: Overutilization for Commercial, Recreational, Scientific, or Educational
Purposes

Overfishing in non-tribal fisheries was identified as a significant factor in the decline of coho
salmon (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). Significant overfishing occurred from the time marine
survival turned poor for many stocks (ca. 1976) until the mid-1990s when harvest was
substantially curtailed. This overfishing compromised escapement levels. The contribution of
recreational fisheries to the decline was unknown at the time of listing. Tribal harvest was not
considered to be a major factor for the decline of coho salmon in either the Klamath River basin
or Trinity River basin (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). Collection for scientific research and
educational programs was believed to have little or no impact on coho salmon populations in the
SONCC coho salmon ESU at the time of listing (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997).

1.4.3 Factor C: Disease or Predation

At the time of listing, disease and predation were not believed to be major factors contributing to
the overall decline of coho salmon, although it was recognized that they may have had
substantial impacts in local areas (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997).

1.4.4 Factor D: Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms
Habitat Management

Federal lands owned by the U.S. Forest Service (in California and Oregon) and Bureau of Land
Management (in California) are managed under the Northwest Forest Plan. NMFS determined
the Northwest Forest Plan has important benefits for coho salmon, but that its overall
effectiveness in conserving SONCC coho salmon is limited by the extent of federal lands and the
fact that Federal land ownership is often not uniformly distributed. Federal lands are often
located in the upper reaches of watersheds or river basins, upstream of much of the most suitable
coho salmon rearing habitat. In addition, in some areas Federal lands are distributed in a
checkerboard fashion, which results in fragmented landscapes.

NMFS determined California’s forest practice rules (CFPRS) contained provisions that can be
protective of coho salmon if fully implemented, but found the ability of these rules to protect
coho salmon could be improved (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). In particular, the CFPRs did not
adequately address large woody debris recruitment, streamside tree retention to maintain bank
stability, and canopy retention standards that assure stream temperatures are properly functioning
for all life stages of coho salmon. NMFS was not able to assess the adequacy of the CFPRs due
to the lack of published documentation that the CFPRs are functioning to protect coho salmon
(62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). The CFPRs were revised in 2009 and renamed the Anadromous
Salmonid Protection Rules, which are described in Chapter 3.

NMFS determined that Oregon’s Forest Practices Act (OFPA) did not have implementing rules
that adequately protect coho salmon habitat. NMFS determined that there was a low probability
that adequate LWD recruitment could be achieved under the requirements of the OFPAs. The
OFPA was also found to not adequately consider and manage timber harvest and road
construction on sensitive, unstable slopes subject to mass wasting, nor did it address cumulative
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effects. In particular, the OFPA was found to not provide adequate protection for the production
and introduction of large woody debris (LWD) to medium, small, and non-fish bearing streams.

The Army Corps of Engineers regulates removal and fill activities under section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (CWA), and the Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL) manages the state-permitted
portion of the removal fill laws. At the time of listing, neither the ACOE nor the DSL had in
place any process to address the additive effects of the continued development of waterfront,
riverine, coastal, and wetland properties (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997).

Implementation of the CWA was found to have not been effective in adequately protecting
fishery resources, especially with respect to non-point sources of pollution (62 FR 24588, May 6,
1997). Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs) are calculations of the maximum amount of
pollutant (e.g., sediment, temperature) that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet water
quality standards. TMDLs are a method for quantitative assessment of environmental problems
which affect drinking water, aquatic life, recreation, and other uses of rivers, lakes, and streams.
The ability of TMDLSs to protect SONCC coho salmon was expected to be significant in the
long-term, but their effectiveness was as yet unknown because few, if any, TMDLs had been
developed for water bodies in the range of SONCC coho salmon at the time of listing (62 FR
24588, May 6, 1997).

At the time of listing, the impacts to fish habitat from agricultural activities had historically not
been closely regulated, but Oregon’s Department of Agriculture had recently completed
guidance for development of Agricultural Water Quality Management Plans (AWQMPs). It was
unknown whether AWQMPs would adequately address salmonid habitat factors (62 FR 24588,
May 6, 1997).

Harvest Management

The final rule described fishery regulations implemented in 1994 which are more protective of
SONCC coho salmon than were historical regulations (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). Specifically,
in 1994 the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) recommended harvest rates below
those allowed, and the PFMC recommended prohibiting the retention of coho salmon south of
Cape Falcon, Oregon, resulting in the closure of commercial ocean fishing for coho salmon in
California in 1994. Oregon began marking all hatchery fish, to aid in more accurate estimates of
natural returns. State regulations for ocean fisheries within 3 miles of shore had generally
conformed to these more protective regulations. In 1995, ocean recreational fishing was closed
from Cape Falcon to Horse Mountain. Amendment 13 to the Pacific Fishery Management
Council (PFMC) Fishery Management Plan (FMP), approved in 1999, limited marine fishery
impacts on SONCC coho to no more than 13.0 percent (PFMC 1999).

1.4.5 Factor E: Other Natural or Human-made Factors

NMFS determined that long-term trends in rainfall and marine productivity associated with
atmospheric conditions in the North Pacific Ocean likely have a major influence on coho salmon
production (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997). The effects of extended drought on water supplies and
water temperatures were recognized as a major concern for California populations of coho
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salmon. Poor ocean conditions were believed to have played a prominent role in the decline of
coho salmon populations in Oregon and California (62 FR 24588, May 6, 1997).

The widespread use of artificial propagation of coho salmon was recognized to have had a
significant negative impact on the production of West Coast coho salmon (62 FR 24588, May 6,
1997). Potential problems associated with hatchery programs include: genetic impacts on
indigenous, naturally-reproducing populations, disease transmission, predation on wild fish,
depletion of wild stock to increase brood stock, and replacement rather than supplementation of
wild stocks through competition and continued annual introduction of hatchery fish.
Advancement and compression of run timing has also been a common effect of hatchery
programs.

1.5 Critical Habitat Designation

Critical habitat for SONCC coho salmon was designated as all accessible reaches of rivers
(including estuarine areas and tributaries) between the Cape Blanco, Oregon, and Punta Gorda,
California (64 FR 24049, May 5, 1999) . Critical habitat includes all waterways, substrate, and
adjacent riparian zones below longstanding, naturally impassable barriers (i.e., natural waterfalls
in existence for at least several hundred years). Tribal lands that were excluded in the critical
habitat designation include: Big Lagoon Rancheria, Blue Lake Rancheria, Elk VValley Rancheria,
Hoopa Valley Indian Reservation, Karuk Reservation, Laytonville Rancheria, Quartz Valley
Reservation, Resighini Rancheria, Round Valley Reservation, Sherwood Valley Rancheria,
Smith River Rancheria, and Yurok Reservation.

In the critical habitat designation, NMFS identified five essential habitat types for SONCC coho
salmon: (1) spawning areas; (2) adult migration corridors; (3) juvenile summer and winter
rearing areas; (4) juvenile migration corridors; and (5) areas for growth and development to
adulthood. Spawning and rearing are often located in small headwater streams and side
channels. Adult and juvenile migration corridors include these tributaries as well as mainstem
reaches and estuarine zones. Growth and development to adulthood occurs primarily in near-and
off-shore marine waters, although final maturation takes place in freshwater tributaries when the
adults return to spawn (64 FR 24049, May 5, 1999). Within these areas, essential features of
coho salmon critical habitat include adequate substrate, water quality, water quantity, water
temperature, water velocity, cover/shelter, food, riparian vegetation, space, and safe passage
conditions. In addition, designated freshwater and estuarine critical habitat includes riparian
areas that provide the following functions: shade, sediment, nutrient or chemical regulation,
stream bank stability, and input of large woody debris or organic matter (64 FR 24049, May 5,
1999).

1.6  4(d) Protective Regulation

NMFS regulations under ESA Section 4(d) of the ESA (50 CFR § 223.203) exempt or “limit” a
range of activities from the take prohibitions for certain threatened salmon, including SONCC
coho salmon. Section 4(d) of the ESA directs NMFS to issue regulations to conserve species
listed as threatened. This applies particularly to “take”. The ESA prohibits any take of species
listed as endangered, but some take of threatened species that does not interfere with salmon
survival and recovery can be allowed. NMFS initially promulgated a 4(d) protective regulation

Public Draft SONCC Coho Salmon Recovery Plan January 2012
Volume | 1-8



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Background

for this ESU in 2000 (65 FR 42422, July 10, 2000) and subsequently amended the regulations
which are codified at 50 CFR § 223.203.

The rule’s principal function is to prohibit actions that take threatened species without a specific
approval or authorization (NMFS 2003). The rule applies to ocean and inland areas and to any
authority, agency, or private individual subject to U. S. jurisdiction. The rule does not prohibit
actions or programs—it prohibits illegal take. Activities that do not kill or injure protected
salmon and steelhead do not require any special authorization and are not affected by the rule.
The limits can be thought of as exceptions to the take prohibitions. To be approved for a limit on
ESA take prohibitions, a program must adequately contribute to the conservation of salmon and
meet their biological requirements. The limits represent programs or activities, or criteria for
future programs or activities, for which take prohibitions are not applied.

1.7 Addition of hatchery stocks to SONCC coho salmon ESU

NMFS established a policy on the role of artificially propagated Pacific salmon and steelhead in
listing determinations under the ESA (70 FR 37204, June 28, 2005). Specifically, this policy: (1)
establishes criteria for including hatchery stocks in ESUs and DPSs; (2) provides direction for
considering hatchery fish in extinction risk assessments of ESUs and DPSs; (3) requires that
hatchery fish determined to be part of an ESU be included in any listing of an ESU or DPS; (4)
affirms our commitment to conserving natural salmon and steelhead populations and the
ecosystems upon which they depend; and (5) affirms our commitment to fulfilling trust and
treaty obligations with regard to the harvest of some Pacific salmon and steelhead populations,
consistent with the conservation and recovery of listed salmon ESUs and steelhead DPSs.

To determine whether a hatchery program was part of an ESU or DPS, NMFS convened the
Salmon and Steelhead Hatchery Advisory Group (SSHAG), which divided existing hatchery
programs into categories (SSHAG 2003). Because the new hatchery listing policy changed the
way NMFS considered hatchery fish in ESA listing determinations, we completed new status
reviews and ESA-listing determinations for many West Coast salmon ESUs and steelhead DPSs.
NMFS issued final listing determinations (70 FR 37160, June 28, 2005) for 16 ESUs of Pacific
salmon, including the SONCC coho salmon ESU. This listing determination added three
artificial propagation programs to the SONCC coho salmon ESU: The Cole Rivers Hatchery,
Trinity River Hatchery, and Iron Gate Hatchery coho hatchery programs. NMFS determined
these artificially propagated stocks were no more divergent relative to the local natural
population(s) than what would be expected between closely related natural populations within
the ESU.

1.8 Status reviews
1.8.1 2005 Status Review

In 2004, NMFS convened a biological review team (BRT) to evaluate the status of SONCC coho
salmon. The BRT report (Good et al. 2005) concluded that the SONCC Coho Salmon ESU
remained at a threatened status. The BRT found that data did not suggest any marked change,
either positive or negative, in the abundance or distribution of coho salmon within the SONCC
coho salmon ESU. They stated that coho salmon populations continued to be depressed relative
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to historical numbers, and there were strong indications that breeding groups had been lost from
a significant percentage of streams within their historical range (Good et al. 2005). The BRT
noted that the 2001 broodyear appeared to be one of the strongest perhaps of the last decade,
following a number of relatively weak years (Good et al. 2005). Risk factors identified in
previous status reviews such as severe declines from historical run sizes, the apparent frequency
of local extinctions, long-term trends that were clearly downward, and degraded freshwater
habitat and associated reduction in carrying capacity continued to concern the BRT. The BRT
noted that several risk factors had been reduced, including termination of hatchery production of
coho salmon at Mad River and Rowdy Creek and restrictions on recreational and commercial
harvest of coho salmon since 1994 (Good et al. 2005). A new risk identified by the BRT was the
introduction of nonnative Sacramento pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus grandis) to the Eel River
(Good et al. 2005).

1.8.2 2011 Status Review

The most recent status review concluded the ESU remains threatened (NMFS 2011). Monitoring
indicates that abundance of coho salmon decreased for many populations in the ESU since the
last status review. Population trends are downward. Additionally, a majority of independent
populations are well below low-risk abundance targets, and many may also be below the high-
risk depensation thresholds. None of the seven diversity strata appear to support a single viable
population. However, all of the diversity strata are occupied by coho salmon.

The authors of the status review expressed concern about these recent declines in abundance of
coho salmon across the ESU, regardless of what the contributing factor(s) may have been (e.g.,
marine survival conditions and drought). The negative short-term trends observed in the limited
number of time series were not unexpected given the apparent low marine survival in recent
years (<1% for the 2004 to 2006 year classes). However, as population sizes have decreased
other factors (e.g., small population dynamics) may be adversely affecting coho salmon
populations in spite of the improved ocean conditions that occurred from 2007 to 2009. The
declining abundance trends and low spawner abundance for most populations in the ESU
underscore the importance of addressing freshwater habitat conditions across the ESU so that all
populations are sufficiently resilient to withstand fluctuations in marine survival.

The threats discussed in the five factor analysis were found to be largely unchanged since the last
status review with the exception of those associated with natural or manmade factors (NMFS
2011). In particular, threats from poor ocean conditions, drought, climate change, and small
population size (depensation and stochastic processes) have or are likely to have increased and
may be responsible for the observed declines in abundance. The marine survival of hatchery fish
from the Cole Rivers Hatchery on the Rogue River was extremely low for the 2005 and 2006
brood years (i.e., 0.05% and 0.07%, respectively) and the average ocean conditions in 2010
(NWFSC 2011) suggest there may be poor marine survival for the 2011 spawning season.
Drought conditions occurred for three consecutive years (2007-2009) that decreased instream
flows and habitat conditions for juvenile coho salmon and very likely reduced their freshwater
survival. Although whether significant habitat changes are occurring from climate change is
unclear, the authors expect a wide range of future detrimental changes to coho salmon habitat.
Lastly, because many coho salmon populations in this ESU are low in abundance, and may well
be below their depensation thresholds, their risk of extinction may also be increasing.
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1.9 Species Description and Taxonomy

The coho salmon generally exhibit a relatively simple 3-year life cycle. Adults typically begin
their freshwater spawning migration in the late summer and fall, spawn by mid-winter, and then
die. The run and spawning times vary between and within populations. Depending on river
temperatures, eggs incubate in “‘redds’’ (gravel nests excavated by spawning females) for 1.5 to
4 months before hatching as “*alevins’’ (a larval life stage dependent on food stored in a yolk
sac). Following yolk sac absorption, alevins emerge from the gravel as young juveniles or ““fry’’
and begin actively feeding. Juveniles rear in fresh water for up to 15 months, then migrate to the
ocean as “‘smolts’” in the spring. Coho salmon typically spend 2 growing seasons in the ocean
before returning to their natal stream to spawn as 3 year-olds. Some precocious males, called
“*Jacks,’” return to spawn after only 6 months at sea.

1.9.1 Life History
Spawning and Incubation

Most coho salmon spawning streams flow directly into the ocean or are tributaries of large rivers.
Females tend to prepare their redds (gravel nests) and spawn soon after arriving on spawning
grounds between November and January with spawning timing varying by watershed within the
ESU (Weitkamp et al. 1995). Coho generally choose sites to spawn in near the head of a riffle,
just below a pool where there is abundant small to medium gravel (Shapovalov and Taft 1954)
and the number of fertilized eggs deposited in each redd is based on the fecundity of the female
and their individual fertilization success. Fecundity ranges between 1,400 to 3,000 eggs and
these eggs are dispersed among pockets within the redd (Sandercock 1991). Larger females tend
to produce larger and a greater number of eggs. Migration distance can also influence egg
production, with longer migrations inhibiting egg size and/or quantity (Kinnison et al. 2001). All
these differences drive population-specific differences in fecundity and egg size (Beacham 1982,
Hjort and Schreck 1982, Taylor and McPhail 1985, Swain and Holtby 1989, Fleming and Gross
1990, Murray et al. 1990).

Once spawning is complete the female will cover the redd with gravel and guard it until she dies
(approximately 4 to 15 days) (Weitkamp et al. 1995). Ultimately the success of reproduction
depends on a number of environmental and biological factors that occur within the redd, the
spawning site, and within the watershed. Many of these factors are linked to the timing of
reproduction, one of the most critical adaptations coho salmon make to their spawning
environment.

Embryonic development begins when the egg is fertilized and developmental rate and incubation
period are inversely related to water temperature. In most streams in Oregon and California
incubation takes place between November and April and lasts between 38 to 48 days depending
on water temperature (Shapalov & Taft 1954). The time between hatching and fry emergence is
also dependent on temperature and dissolved oxygen levels in the redd, and can last between 4
and 10 weeks. The percentage of eggs and alevins (a larval life stage dependent on food stored
in a yolk sac) that survive to emergence is dependent on stream and riverbed conditions with
winter flooding, with its associated scour and gravel movement accounting for a high proportion
of losses. Low flows, freezing, heavy silt loads, bird and insect predation, and infections can
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also lead to mortality. Over their entire lives, from egg to adult, the majority of salmon mortality
takes place during this period in the gravel. Under very harsh conditions, no eggs or alevins will
survive. Under average conditions between 15 to 27 percent will survive to emergence (Neave
1949, Crone and Bond 1976) and in favorable conditions between 65 to 85 percent will survive
(Shapovalov and Taft 1954). Studies from California and Oregon found average survival to be
between 27.1 percent and 74.3 percent (Briggs 1953, Koski 1966).

At the end of incubation, once the yolk sac absorption is nearly or fully complete, alevins emerge
from the gravel at night as “fry”. Emergence of coho salmon in California starts two to three
weeks after hatching but can take up to 2 to 7 weeks longer for late developers. The total
emergence period can last between 10 and 47 days. Fry emergence takes place between March
and July, with peak emergence in March and May (Shapovalov and Taft 1954, Koski 1966). Fry
are approximately 30 mm in length when they emerge with earlier emergence linked to larger
size and greater growth opportunity (Mason and Chapman 1965,Sandercock 1991).

Rearing and Outmigration

After emergence, fry seek out shallow water along stream margins. The dominant life history
pattern is for juvenile coho salmon to feed and rear within the streams of their natal watershed
for a year before migrating to the ocean. However, they may spend up to two years rearing in
freshwater (Bell and Duffy 2007), or emigrate to an estuary shortly after emerging from
spawning gravels (Tschaplinski 1988). The occurrence of age-0 “ocean-type” coho salmon
migrants to the estuary, stream-estuary ecotone, or lower main-stem reaches has been
documented throughout the range of coho salmon and is thought to be another alternative life
history (Chapman et al. 1961; Chapman 1962; Hartman et al. 1982; Murphy et al. 1984; Rodgers
et al. 1987, Au 1972, Kahler et al. 2001, Ryall and Levings 1987). In California and Oregon
some of these fish rear in the estuary during the summer then return upstream to overwinter
(Miller and Sadro 2003). This primarily occurs in watersheds with adequate estuarine rearing
habitat (Merrell and Koski 1978). Extended freshwater residence in California streams has also
been recently documented for age-1+ coho salmon (Ransom 2007). The proportion of a cohort
that exhibited extended rearing ranged from O percent to almost 30 percent among streams and
was linked most strongly to peak winter streamflow. Coho salmon have also been shown to
utilize non natal streams for rearing and to redistribute into riverine ponds following fall rains
(Peterson 1982). The extent to which fish utilizing these alternative life history patterns
contribute to adult returns is not known. However, they demonstrate the diversity of strategies
that are potentially used by juvenile coho salmon in the ESU.

For juvenile coho salmon that spend at least a year rearing in freshwater streams, this habitat
offers the opportunity to grow prior to migration to larger rivers and the ocean. While rearing in
such environments, salmon experience slow growth but a relatively low predation risk compared
with downstream habitats (Quinn 2005). Depending on the size of the stream in which it
emerged, coho salmon fry may move upstream or downstream to rear after emergence. The
most productive coho areas tend to be small streams but other rearing areas include lakes,
sloughs, side channels, estuaries, beaver ponds, low-gradient tributaries to large rivers, and large
areas of slack water (PFMC 1999). During this time, juveniles set up territories for feeding,
especially in pool areas of streams (Hartman 1965). The abundance of coho salmon in streams is
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limited by the number of suitable territories available and streams with more complex habitat
support larger numbers of fry (Scrivener and Andersen 1982, Larkin 1977).

During summer, juvenile coho move into deep pools and areas with dense shade and large
woody debris (LWD) for refuge from high summertime temperatures (Nickelson et al. 1992;
Brown et al. 1994). A study of coho salmon occurrence in tributaries of the Mattole River
suggested that a MWMT (maximum weekly maximum temperature) greater than 18.1°C or a
MWAT (highest average of mean daily temperature over any seven-day period (MWAT) greater
than16.8°C would preclude the occurrence of coho salmon.

During winter, subyearling coho salmon depend on smaller tributary streams, deeper pools, and
other types of flow refugia for survival (Tripp and McCart 1983, Skeesick 1970, Narver 1978).
During this period of stream rearing the most factors influencing survival and growth include
water discharge rate, temperature, and predation. Predation rates and predators vary by stream
but important predator species include rainbow trout and cutthroat trout. Most mortality takes
place in the first summer. Fry-to-smolt survival rates average between 1.27 percent and 1.71
percent (Godfrey 1965).

Weitkamp et al. (1995) found no regional pattern for either smolt outmigration timing or smolt
size for West Coast coho salmon. Downstream migration of coho salmon in the SONCC coho
salmon ESU begins in the spring sometime between April and May and continues into June.
Most smolts measured between 90 and 115 mm fork length. Factors affecting the onset of
emigration include the size of the fish, flow conditions, water temperature, dissolved oxygen
(DO) levels, day length, and the availability of food (Shapovalov and Taft 1954). Because of
smolt size and migration timing are related to small-scale habitat variability, size and migration
timing have been shown to be affected by anthropogenic activities, including habitat degradation
(Moring and Lantz 1975, Scrivener and Andersen 1984, Holtby and Scrivener 1989), habitat
restoration (Johnson et al. 1993, Rodgers et al. 1993), and flow control (Fraser et al. 1983).
Variability in these conditions leads to strong inter-annual and stream-specific differences in
smolt size and migratory timing (Weitkamp et al. 1995).

A juvenile’s downstream migration to the ocean is accompanied by a series of internal changes
in morphology, physiology, and behavior needed for a transition to saltwater. Travel rates to
reach the ocean are determined by flow rates, date, and distance as well as individual based
characteristics such as the extent of parr-smolt transformation. Travel rates increase with flow
rates and travel distance. Fish migrating later in season also move faster than fish migrating
earlier in the year (Dawley et al. 1986). Mortality from downstream migration is positively
correlated to the distance traveled and has been linked to predation and hydropower operations in
past studies (Quinn 2005). Once fry reach the estuary they will spend a variable amount of time
completing the fry-to-smolt transformation. Estuarine residence is variable and is dependent on
variety of factors, many of which remain unknown for this species of salmon. Growth rates in
estuaries are generally higher than freshwater habitats and many juvenile coho salmon take
advantage of feeding opportunities and time to transition to salt water while in the estuary.
Depending on the opportunity and capacity of the estuary, coho salmon on the Oregon and
California coast will spend anywhere from a few days to a few weeks in the estuary (Miller and
Sadro 2003).
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The synchrony of arrival timing in coastal waters and the availability of food is especially critical
for determining the survival rates of different cohorts (Walters et al. 1978). Many studies have
shown that the timing of outmigration can have a large impact on the survival of coho salmon at
sea (Pearcy 1992). Depending on marine productivity and food availability when coho salmon
first enter the ocean (based on strong winds, upwelling, and cool water), conditions will either
reduce or enhance survival and growth. Because these conditions can be highly variable year to
year, the ideal ocean entry date varies as well. The SONCC coho salmon ESU has evolved to
have multiple life history strategies with a range in timing of outmigration. The earliest
outmigration in the SONCC coho salmon ESU occurs in Roach Creek on the Klamath River and
Ten Mile Creek on the Eel River (March or earlier). The latest occur in the South Fork of the
Eel River (mid June or later). Because of this, the Eel River has the broadest range of outmigrant
timing (March to August) (Weitkamp et al. 1995). The average size of outmigrating coho
salmon is approximately 128 mm with the largest smolts originating from the Trinity River
(mean 147 mm) and the smallest originating from Blue Creek on the Klamath River (mean 104
mm). The large sizes of Trinity River smolts likely results from hatchery operations in that
basin, which produce larger than average smolts. The range of smolts sizes in the SONCC coho
salmon ESU is between 90 and 200 mm (Weitkamp et al. 1995).

Ocean Migration

Early ocean migration patterns of young coho salmon have been described in a number of studies
(e.g., WeitkampBrodeur et al. 2004, Van Doornik et al. 2007, Weitkamp et al. 1995). By the
beginning of their first winter at sea, coho salmon begin to move more broadly into feeding
grounds. Studies using coded wire tags (CWT) have shown that this dispersal at sea is
regionally-specific with coho salmon from northern California and Oregon south of Cape Blanco
dispersing locally (Weitkamp and Neely 2002). These fish were recovered primarily in
California (65 to 92 percent), with some recoveries in Oregon (7 to 34 percent) and almost none
(<1 percent) further north. Compared with other coho salmon populations, the SONCC coho
salmon ESU has a comparatively small marine distribution. Coho salmon occur in the upper part
of the water column in the open ocean, at observed depths of from about 10 to 25 m
(summarized by Quinn 2005).

One potential reason SONCC coho salmon do not move farther north is the productivity
associated with upwelling areas off the coast of California, which provide high densities of food
(Moyle 2002). When they first enter coastal areas, coho salmon feed primarily on marine
invertebrates; as they grow larger, they shift to more piscivorous diets (Shapovalov and Taft
1954). Coho salmon feed opportunistically on a variety of prey items including small pelagic
fishes, shrimp, crab and crab larvae, and other pelagic invertebrates (Sandercock 1991). Growth
associated with feeding opportunities at sea is rapid and most fish can double their length and
increase their weight more than tenfold their first summer.

While there are many opportunities for growth at sea, coho salmon experience high predation
pressures and steep mortality. Studies of smolt-to-adult survival place estimates between 1
percent and 10 percent with the greatest mortality during the first summer at sea. Factors such as
size, physiological condition, migration date, and ocean conditions can all influence mortality
and under optimum conditions survival can be as high as 40 percent (Sandercock 1991). In
addition to ocean entry timing as a factor influencing survival (as discussed above), size is also
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important in minimizing mortality since much of the predation that occurs at sea is size-selective
(McGurk 1996, Shapavalov and Taft 1954). Generally, small fish have higher mortality rates
than larger fish up until about 100 mm (Koenings et al. 1993). Predation is also thought to be an
important cause of mortality on smaller fish in their first year at sea and has less of an impact on
adult populations.

Maturation

The growth and survival of adult coho salmon is closely linked to marine productivity, which is
controlled by complex physical and biological processes that are highly dynamic and vary
greatly over space and time. Shifts in salmon abundance due to climatic variation are known to
be large and sudden (Beamish et al. 1999). Short and long-term cycles in climate [e.g., El
Nifio/La Nifia and the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO)] are thought to affect adult coho
salmon size, abundance, and distribution at sea, as does inherent year-to-year variation in
environmental conditions not associated with climatic cycles. Several studies have related ocean
conditions specifically to coho salmon production (Cole 2000), ocean survival (Ryding and
Skalski 1999, Koslow et al. 2002), and spatial and temporal patterns of survival and body size
(Hobday and Boehlert 2001, Wells et al. 2006). The link between survival and climate could be
operating via the availability of nutrients regulating the food supply and hence competition for
food (Beamish and Mahnken 2001). For example, the 1983 El Nifio event off the Pacific coast
of North America resulted in increased adult mortality and decreased average size for Oregon’s
returning coho salmon. Juvenile coho salmon entering the ocean in the spring of 1983 also had
low survival, resulting in low adult returns in 1984 (Johnson 1988). Larger-scale decadal to
multi-decadal events also have been shown to affect ocean productivity and coho salmon (Hare
and Francis 1995; Mantua et al 1997; Beamish et al. 1997a; Beamish et al. 1999; Pearcy 1992;
Lawson 1993). Although salmon evolved in this variable environment and are well suited to
withstand climactic changes, the resiliency of the adult population has been reduced by the loss
of life history diversity, lower population abundance, cohort loss, and fragmentation of the
spatial population structure. Changes in the freshwater environment (e.g., loss and degradation
of habitat) have also weakened the ability of coho salmon to respond to the natural variability in
ocean conditions.

The age composition and size of coho salmon at maturity is influenced by a number of factors
including growth rate, sex, origin (either hatchery or wild and population), and genetics (Quinn
2005). Based on these factors, coho salmon exhibit a range of ages and sizes at maturation. The
most common life history strategy for coho salmon in the SONCC coho salmon ESU is a fairly
strict 3-year life cycle, with most coho salmon spending approximately 18 months at sea before
returning to their natal rearing grounds to spawn (Gilbert 1912, Briggs 1953, Shapovalov and
Taft 1954, Loeffel and Wendler 1968, Weitkamp et al. 1995). The most recent data show that
the average size of returning adults in Oregon and California is between 56.4 and 64.6 cm
(average 62.7). Variations to this life history do exist and some fish return after only 5 to 7
months at sea. These “jacks” that return early act to keep runs from being genetically isolated
based on a strict 3-year return year. In general, coho salmon that migrate earlier than average
and at a size larger than average are believed to produce a higher rate of jack returns (Bilton et al.
1984). The proportion of jacks returning to spawn is more common in populations at the
southern range of the ESU and the proportion of jacks is higher than those in other coho salmon
ESUs. Studies have shown highly variable numbers of returning jacks to Oregon and California
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streams. Jacks in the Klamath River made up to 97 percent of returns in one year between 1984
and 1987 (average 59 percent) (Hopelain 2001). Other studies have shown the jacking rate
ranges from 7 percent to 34 percent (e.g., Murphy 1952).

The size of coho salmon when they reach maturity also exhibits spatial and temporal variability
along with the age at maturity. Size is dependent on factors related to growth and genetic
heritage with the sex, origin, age, and run timing all influencing the size of a fish when it reaches
maturity. In general, coho salmon in later runs tend to be larger than those in earlier runs
(Sandercock 1991), coho salmon from mainstem areas are often larger than those spawning in
tributaries (Lister et al. 1981), males tend to be larger than females, and older fish are larger than
younger fish. Of available data from southern Oregon and northern California streams and
rivers, the smallest spawners tend to come from the Rogue River (average 56 cm between 1976
to 1986) and the largest tend to come from Redwood Creek (average 76.1 cm between 1950 to
1951). The range for this area is between 30 and 91 cm (Weitkamp et al. 1995).

One overall trend across the range of coho salmon is the observed decrease in size of mature fish
over the past 50 years. Harvest practices, effects of fish culture, declining ocean productivity,
and density-dependent effects in the marine and freshwater environments attributable to large
numbers of hatchery releases are potential factors leading to this decline. Weitkamp et al. (1995)
noted that the rate of this decline are population, or area, specific with the highest rates of decline
in Oregon and California being observed in Rogue River spawners (Slope = -1.50). The CA and
OR troll data on coho size also supports a regional decline in size (Slope = -0.05). In the few
creeks within the SONCC coho salmon ESU with historic and current data for comparison,
average declines averaged between 1.1 and 4.2 cm per decade. These declines in adult size have
direct implications for individual reproductive success and population viability because smaller
spawners have lower fecundity.

Homeward Migration and Spawning

Timing and location of reproduction are two of the most critical adaptations salmon populations
make to their environment. Salmon are uniquely evolved in their ability to take advantage of
feeding and growth opportunities at sea and optimal spawning conditions in freshwater streams
and rivers. Once a salmon starts the process of maturation, it begins a homeward migration to
the location in which it was spawned. Once adult coho salmon reach nearshore and estuarine
waters they are able to use imprinted chemical cues to help guide them. Imprinting in fry occurs
shortly after emergence and is based on stream-specific or population-specific characteristics of
their natal stream.

About 95 to 99 percent of all salmon return to their natal stream using these imprinted cues,
however a small percentage (the magnitude of which varies temporally and by population) are
“strays,” meaning they exhibit non-natal spawning (Quinn 2005). Whether this characteristic of
adult coho salmon is genetically, behaviorally, or environmentally influenced is unknown, but
ultimately the occurrence of straying contributes to the persistence and distribution of
populations and the entire ESU. As a general rule, straying is linked to the stability and degree
of specialization of a population or its spawning habitat. Populations occupying “flashy” or
steep, unstable coastal streams are more likely to exhibit non-natal rearing as are small
ubiquitous coastal streams that require little or no specialization for spawning. Information on
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straying rates for coho salmon in California are sparse but Shapavalov and Taft (1954) reported
values between 15 percent and 27 percent for Scott and Waddell Creek. Other genetic studies of
California coho salmon populations show differences among populations that suggest lower
effective straying rates. Fish that do stray are most commonly found in spawning areas near
their natal stream (Shapovalov and Taft 1954, Jacobs 1988, Labelle 1992).

Upriver migration of adults to spawning areas normally occurs from October to March for
populations in the SONCC coho salmon ESU, with a peak between November and January. For
most populations, the duration of spawning migration is at least three months or more. Coho
salmon river entry timing is influenced by many environmental and genetic factors, the most
important of which is river flow (Shapovalov and Taft 1954, Salo and Bayliff 1958, Sumner
1953, Eames et al. 1981, Lister et al. 1981). Coho salmon generally wait for freshets before
entering rivers, so a delay in fall rains delays river entry and, potentially, spawn timing as well.
Many of the small coastal streams in California are barred over by sand at their mouths, and coho
salmon in these streams have to wait to ascend until the sand barriers are breached by high
stream flows that follow heavy winter rains. Once a fish enters a river, if conditions in the
stream are unsuitable for entry, fish will often hold in the vicinity of the stream mouth for
conditions to change, usually marked by a decreasing temperature and increasing flow. This
holding allows coho salmon to reach further into headwater streams where good spawning and
rearing conditions may exist.

Because of the environmental drivers affecting run timing, this trait shows considerable spatial
and temporal variability. Large river systems are especially diverse in terms of coho salmon run
timing. For example coho salmon runs in the Klamath River can last over four months with
various populations entering the system from late August to mid January (Washington
Department of Fisheries (WDF) 1951, Leidy and Leidy 1984, WDF et al. 1993, Polos 1994
App.). Interms of large-scale spatial patterns in run timing, Weitkamp et al. (1995) found some
regional patterns that define the SONCC coho salmon ESU. Coho populations in southern
Oregon and northern California tend to have later run timing than population to the north. There
also appears to be a wider range of timing, with some runs starting in late August (Klamath) and
most lasting into mid January.

Once conditions are favorable, adult coho salmon migrate into spawning areas along the coast
and in small tributaries of larger rivers. Coho migrate further upstream than chum salmon but
not usually as far as Chinook. In general, coho spawning grounds are within 240 km of the coast
(Godfrey 1965). Large river systems like the Rogue, Trinity, Klamath, and Eel all historically
supported coho salmon in their upper tributaries. Once adult fish reach the spawning grounds,
they can spend days, weeks, or months waiting to spawn. During this time salmon are subject to
predation and disease prior to spawning.
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2. Structure, Viability, and Status of the SONCC Coho Salmon
ESU

Much of the plan is drawn from the technical foundations describing the demographic process of
species decline and recovery, characteristics of viable salmonid populations, historic structure
and function of the ESU, and criteria for SONCC coho salmon viability (e.g., McElhany et al.
2000, Beechie et al. 2003, Williams et al. 2006, Williams et al. 2008). The historic structure and
function of the ESU along with the current viability of the ESU provide the biological setting for
recovery, and are summarized below.

2.1 Historic Structure and Function of the ESU

Williams et al. (2006) described the population structure of SONCC coho salmon based on the
location and amount of potential coho salmon habitat and identified specific populations in the
ESU and their demographic characteristics. NMFS considers the approach used, and the
outcome of the Williams et al. (2006) analysis, as the best available scientific information on
which to base recovery planning. The approach the TRT used was an experimental approach to
determining historical abundance. ODFW has concerns that the approach did not accurately
reflect what areas were historically used by coho salmon, and as a result has concerns with the
criteria that were based on that.

A population is defined as a group of fish of the same species that spawns in a particular location
at a particular season and does not interbreed substantially with fish from any other group
(McElhany et al. 2000). An integral component for determining the historical population
structure for the ESU was estimating the distribution of potential juvenile rearing habitat within
each basin. This was accomplished using both historical records and a GIS model. The model
used measures of channel gradient, valley width, and mean annual discharge to estimate the
potential for a particular stream reach to provide suitable rearing habitat (on a species and life-
history basis). This estimated rearing potential is the Intrinsic Potential (IP) of the reach. The IP
estimate for each reach was multiplied by its respective reach length, and these values were
added together to determine the intrinsic potential-kilometers (IP-km) for the basin. The IP-km
is an estimate of the historic rearing habitat carrying capacity, and thus potential habitat carrying
capacity for each population in the ESU. A detailed description of the model is provided in
Williams et al. (2006), Agrawal et al. (2005), and Burnett et al. (2003).

Basins across the ESU vary greatly in size. Large watersheds, such as the Klamath River
watershed, may support multiple populations because they have several large rivers or streams,
each supporting unique populations. Small watersheds (e.g., < 4 km of stream) probably did not
historically support viable populations, but are not necessarily a part of a larger population. In
the development of the historic population structure, Williams et al. (2006) recognized the full
range of coho salmon habitat in the SONCC coho salmon ESU. Therefore, each basin would
naturally form a separate demographic unit (e.g., population). Since there is a strong tendency
for coho salmon to return to their natal stream to spawn (Quinn 1993), the resulting population
structure is largely determined by the spatial arrangement of their natal streams, including the
structure of freshwater spawning and rearing habitats and migration pathways that allow
dispersal among these habitats. Therefore, historical populations are generally based on points
of saltwater entry. In addition, spawning groups within a large watershed may comprise multiple
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discrete populations if sufficient barriers to effective migration exist within that watershed.
Large watersheds have substantial gaps in the distribution of suitable spawning and rearing
habitats and watershed-scale heterogeneity in environmental conditions that can limit effective
migration and therefore result in discrete populations.

Williams et al. (2006) adopted a population classification system that extends the concept of an
“independent population” to consider the place of each population with respect to expected
viability-in-isolation and self-recruitment. Viability-in-isolation is assessed as a function of
population size using IP-km as a surrogate. Modeling by Nickelson and Lawson (1998) showed
that extinction probabilities consistently rose sharply as available habitat decreased below 24 km
of high quality habitat. Because 24 km of high quality habitat, on average, equals 34 IP-km, a
basin with a minimum of 34 IP-km is designated as an independent population. Self-recruitment
reflects the proportion of a population’s spawners that are native, and is a function of the size of
the population, the size of potential donor populations and the distance between populations.

The IP-km and the self-recruitment data define each population into four types. Except for large
basins, independent populations that have 95 percent fidelity (0.95 self-recruitment) are
designated as Functionally Independent, while populations that have less than 95 percent fidelity
are Potentially Independent. Large subbasins in the Trinity, Eel, Rogue, and Klamath River that
have over 200 IP-km are designated as Functionally Independent while basins that have less than
200 IP-km are designated as Potentially Independent. Populations that have at least 5 but less
than 34 IP-km are designated as Dependent if they have less than 95 percent fidelity, or
Ephemeral if they have more than 95 percent fidelity. Basins with less than 5 IP-km are not
recognized as populations. Although Williams et al. (2008) recognized a total of 45 populations
in the ESU, subsequent modifications to the IP-km for several populations result in a total of 41
populations (i.e., one independent and three dependent populations are eliminated because their
revised IP-km were below 5). These modifications are described in Appendix

A. Of the 41 total populations, 30 are independent, 9 are dependent, and 2 are ephemeral.
Ephemeral populations were not included in the recovery strategy. The role of each population
type in the ESU is as follows:

Functionally Independent Populations are those with a high likelihood of persisting in
isolation over a 100-year time scale and are not substantially altered by exchanges of
individuals with other populations.

Potentially Independent Populations have a high likelihood of persisting in isolation over
a 100-year time scale, but are too strongly influenced by immigration from other
populations to exhibit independent dynamics.

Dependent Populations have a substantial likelihood of going extinct within a 100-year
time period in isolation, yet receive sufficient immigration to alter their dynamics and
extinction risk, and presumably increase persistence or occupancy.

Ephemeral Populations have a substantial likelihood of going extinct within a 100-year
time period in isolation, and do not receive sufficient immigration to affect this
likelihood. Habitats that support such populations are expected to be occupied only for
relatively short periods of time, and rarely at high densities.
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With the identified historic population structure of the ESU, the populations were separated into
seven diversity strata that likely exhibit genotypic and phenotypic similarity due to exposure to
similar environmental conditions or common evolutionary history and the geographical
arrangement of the populations (Table 2-1; Williams et al. 2006). A map showing the historic
and structure and function of the SONCC ESU is presented below (Figure 2-1).

Table 2-1. Arrangement of historical populations of the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast coho
salmon ESU. Population types are functionally independent (F), potentially independent (P), dependent

(D) and, ephemeral (E).

Diversity Stratum  Pop.

Population unit

Diversity Stratum Pop. Population unit

Type Type
Northern Coastal F Elk River Southern Coastal Humboldt Bay tributaries
P Lower Rogue River Low. Eel/Van Duzen rivers
F Chetco River Bear River
P Winchuck River Mattole River
E Hubbard Creek Guthrie Creek
E Euchre Creek Interior — Rogue Illinois River
D Brush Creek Mid. Rogue/Applegate rivers
D Mussel Creek Upper Rogue River
D Hunter Creek Interior — Klamath Middle Klamath River
D Pistol River Upper Klamath River
Central Coastal Smith River

Lower Klamath River
Redwood Creek
Maple Creek/Big
Little River

Mad River

Elk Creek

Wilson Creek
Strawberry Creek
Norton/Widow White

Scott River

Shasta River

Interior — Trinity South Fork Trinity River
Lower Trinity River

Upper Trinity River

F
F
P
F
D
F
F
F
P
F
P Salmon River
F
F
F
P
F
Interior — Eel River F South Fork Eel River
P Mainstem Eel River
P Mid. Fork Eel River
F Mid. Mainstem Eel River
P

Upper Mainstem Eel River
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Figure 2-1. Historic population structure of the SONCC coho salmon ESU (Modified from Williams et
al. 2006).
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2.2 Viability Criteria

Viability criteria are the means by which a viable ESU is defined. Viability criteria are used to
develop the delisting criteria described in Section 4.3 of the Recovery Strategy chapter. ODFW
expressed concern with the historic population size and viability framework documents that
underly these criteria (Williams et al. 2006 and 2008), and their concerns are summarized in
Section 1.3.1.

2.2.1 Population

Williams et al. (2008) built on the population structure and the concepts of VSP (McElhany et al.
2000) to establish viability criteria at the population and ESU level. The population viability
criteria represent an extension of an approach developed by Allendorf et al. (1997), and include
metrics related to population abundance (effective population size), population decline,
catastrophic decline, spawner density, hatchery influence, and population viability assessment.
Populations that fail to satisfy several viability metrics are likely at greater risk than those that
fail to satisfy a single metric. A viable population must have a low extinction risk for all of the
population metrics (Table 2-2). For a population to be at moderate risk of extinction, it must
meet the moderate risk description for each of the criteria shown in Table 2-2.

Four population categories were identified: Core, Non-Core 1, Non-Core 2, and and Dependent.
For delisting, core populations must be at low risk of extinction, non-core 1 populations must be
at moderate risk of extinction, and non-core 2 and dependent populations must support
immigration from core populations but have no target extinction risk.

Table 2-2. Viability criteria for assessing extinction risk for SONCC coho salmon populations. For a
given population, the highest risk score for any category determines the population’s overall extinction
risk (Williams et al. 2008).

Criterion Extinction risk
High Moderate Low
- any One of - - any One of - - all of -
Effective population size® Ne <50 50 < N <500 Ne > 500
-or- -or- -or- -or-
Population size per generation® Ng <[P50 250 < Ny < 2500 Ny > 2500
-or- -or- -or- -or-

Population size per year®

Average N, <83

83 < Average N, < 830

Average N, > 830°

Population decline®

Precipitous decline’

Chronic decline or depression®

No decline apparent or
probable

Catastrophic decline

Order of magnitude decline
within one generation

Smaller but significant decline”

Not apparent

Spawner density (adults/IP km)

N/IPkm<1

1 < N4/IP km > 4*depensation
threshold'

N,/IP km > MRSD/

Hatchery influence

Hatchery fraction ~ <5%
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Criterion Extinction risk
- in addition to above -
Extinction risk from PVAX >20% within 20 yrs >5% within 100 yrs but <20% < 5% within 100 yrs'
within 20 yrs

®The effective population size (Ne) is the number of breeding individuals in an idealized population that would give rise to the
same variance in gene frequency under random genetic drift or the same rate of inbreeding as the population under consideration
(Wright 1931). N =50 is the number needed to minimize random genetic effects of small population size (Allendorf et al. 1997),
and N, =500 is the number that retains long-term adaptive potential (Allendorf et al. 1997).

® The total number spawners per generation (number for all years of generation combined) is N

° N, is the mean annual spawner abundance; the generation time for SONCC coho salmon is approximately three years therefore
Ng =3 N,.

d 'gl'he required spawner density is always greater than this number.

*The population decline criteria require the calculation of two parameters, N, and the population trend (T ). Williams et al.
(2008) recommends using the geometric mean of the most recent four generations (i.e., 12 years) to estimate annual population
abundance, so N, is equal to the geometric mean of 12 years of spawner abundance.

Population has declined within the last two generations or is projected to decline within the next two generations (if current
trends continue) to annual run size of N, < 500 spawners (historically small but stable populations not included) or N, > 500 but
declining at a rate of >10% per year over the last two-to-four generations.

9 Annual spawner abundance N, has declined to <500 spawners, but now stable or number of adult spawners (N, ) > 500 but
continued downward trend is evident.

" Annual spawner abundance decline in one generation < 90% but biologically significant (e.g., loss of year class).

"Williams et al. (2008) defines this category of risk as “1< N,/IP km < MRSD”. The target NMFS has adopted is the depensation
threshold multiplied by four. Williams et al. (2008) defines the depensation threshold as 1 spawner per IP km.

JMRSD, or minimum required spawner density, is dependent on the amount of IP km of habitat per population. MRSD is the
same as the low risk threshold.

k«|f a credible PVA [Population Viability Analysis] can be constructed, results should be compared to results of the general
criteria we propose, and by comparison of the outcomes, potential limitations of either approach identified and examined. A
PVA is not required to determine a low-risk designation, but a PVVA alone does not supersede the general criteria. For high-risk
and moderate-risk determination, a PVA result alone can be used to establish risk level, although we strongly recommend that the
PVA results be compared to results of the general criteria we propose. We also caution against using PVVA analysis alone to
assess population viability (Williams et al. 2008).”

' For population to be considered at low-risk of extinction, all criteria must be satisfied (i.e., not just a PVA). A population
viability analysis (PVA) can be also included for consideration, but must estimate an extinction risk <5% within 100 years and all
other criteria must be met. If discrepancies exist between PVA results and other criteria, results need to be thoroughly examined
and potential limitations of either approach are carefully identified and examined.

A population is at high risk of extinction if the number of spawners is less than 1 per IP km
(depensation threshold) (Table 2-2). All independent populations which aren’t extirpated must
not be at high risk of extinction, and so their spawner numbers must be greater than the
depensation threshold. To provide a reasonable buffer to protect against falling below the
threshold, the moderate risk threshold has been identified as the target to be met by non-core 1
populations. The moderate risk threshold is the depensation threshold multiplied by four. Four
was chosen as the multiplier based on the following rationale.

Wainwright et al. (2008) chose a value of 0.6 spawners/km to the density at which a population
of salmon would be very likely to have significant demographic risks. This was the lowest of
four bins the Wainwright et al. (2008) workgroup used to populate a decision support system.
Williams et al. (2008) essentially chose this value then divided it by 0.6, which is equivalent to
the average ratio of IP km to total km in the SONCC ESU. The resulting value of 1 adult per IP
km was deemed to be the threshold for high risk of depensation by Williams et al (2008).

Other authors have identified values below which depensation occurs, and these values are
typically much higher (Table 2-3). Wainwright et al. (2008) considered a population with value
of 4.2 spawners/IP km to have an uncertain probability of incurring depensation, a value similar
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to that of Sharr et al. (2000) and Chilcote (1999). Barrowman et al. (2003) note that there is little
evidence for depensation in coho salmon, unless fewer than one female per kilometer of river
(3.33 spawners/IP km) returned to spawn (Table 2-3). Parameter estimates for the upper 95%
confidence interval presented in Barrowman et al. (2003) are given in Table 2-3. According to

5  Sharr et al. (2000), four spawners per IP km would translate into an extinction risk of
approximately 10% over four generations (Table 2-3).

Table 2-3 Depensation levels identified by various authors. Results are standardized to IP km.

Reference Value below which depensation occurs

Barrowman et al. (2003) 95% Upper Cl Type 2 BH | 2.26 spawners/IP km

Barrowman et al. (2003) 95% Upper CI Type 2 LHS | 1.6 spawners/IP km

Sharr et al. (2000) 4.2 spawners/IP km
Chilcote (1999) 4.1 spawners/IP km
0.50
L L e i
=gl x ploitation Rate = 0.08
=@=—F xploitation Rate = 0.00
T
&
B 080 -\ e
-;_, Overall proportional increase in
R probability of extinction after 4
k] generations is 29%
z
3 020 -
K-}
=]
o
0.10
0.00

0110 11-20 21-30 3140 47150 5160 61-70 7.1-80 8190 9.1-10.0 10.1- >20.0
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10

Figure 2-2. Probability of basin level extinction in four generations as a function of spawner density. For
fishery exploitation rates of 0.0 and 0.8 in all Oregon coastal basins combined. Figure from Sharr et al.
(2000).
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2.2.2 ESU

The viability of an ESU depends on several factors, including the number and status of
populations, spatial distribution of populations, the characteristics of large-scale catastrophic
risk, and the collective diversity of the populations and their habitat (Lindley et al. 2007). In
order for the SONCC coho salmon ESU to be viable, every diversity stratum needs at least 50
percent of its independent populations (i.e., Functionally Independent or Potentially
Independent) to be viable, and the abundance of these viable independent populations
collectively must be at least 50 percent of the total abundance modeled for all of the independent
populations in that stratum (Table 2-2). The independent populations that are chosen to meet the
population viability criteria are called “core.” NMFS’ rationale for its choice of core populations
is explained in Appendix C. Independent populations which are not core are called “non-core 1”
or “non-core 2”. Non-core 1 populations must reach at least a moderate risk of extinction. All
dependent and non-core 2 populations must exhibit occupancy patterns that indicate sufficient
emigration is occurring from the core populations to maintain connectivity within and among
diversity strata.

Although not all populations are required to be viable, the ESU viability criteria are intended to
ensure representation of the diversity throughout the ESU, buffer the ESU against potential
catastrophic risks, and provide sufficient connectivity among populations to maintain long-term
demographic and genetic processes. The ESU viability criteria incorporate the principles of
representation, redundancy, connectivity, and resiliency. Representation relates to the genetic
and life history diversity of the ESU, which is needed to conserve its adaptive capacity.
Redundancy addresses the need to have a sufficient number of populations so the ESU can
withstand catastrophic events (NMFS 2010). Connectivity refers to the dispersal capacity of
populations to maintain long-term demographic and genetic processes. Resiliency is the ability
of populations to withstand natural and human-caused stochastic events, and it depends on
sufficient abundance and productivity. The overarching goal of these rules was to determine an
appropriate number and arrangement of populations that allow populations to track changes in
environmental conditions, and therefore be viable at the ESU level (Williams et al. 2008).

Table 2-4. ESU viability criteria for SONCC coho salmon. (Williams et al. 2008).

ESU viability

characteristic Criteria

Representation 1. All diversity strata should be represented by viable populations

2.a. At least fifty percent of historically independent populations in each diversity stratum
should be demonstrated to be at low risk of extinction according to the population viability
criteria.

Redundancy and
Connectivity

AND

2.b. Total aggregate abundance of the populations selected to satisfy 2a must meet or exceed
50% of the aggregate viable population abundance predicted for the stratum based on the
spawner density

3. All dependent and independent populations not expected to meet low-risk threshold within a
stratum should exhibit occupancy indicating sufficient immigration is occurring from the “core
populations”.
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ESU viability

characteristic Criteria

Redundancy and

i 4. The distribution of extant populations, both dependent and independent, needs to maintain
Connectivity

connectivity across the stratum as well as with adjacent strata.

Williams et al. 2008 wrote about Criterion 3: “We propose that recovery planners place a high
priority on populations that are remnants of historically independent populations with a
minimum standard that most historically independent populations should be at no greater
than moderate risk of extinction (i.e., not at high risk) when evaluated as independent
populations [Emphasis added]. This recommendation would require a higher standard for
occupancy than just presence of individuals. It should be recognized that these independent
populations no longer fulfill their historical role within the ESU, but they can play a critical role
in connectivity and have the potential for representing critical components of the evolutionary
legacy of the ESU.”

To meet this recommendation, we set the delisting criteria for most non-core independent
populations at the depensation threshold multiplied by four, which is the minimum number
needed for a population to be at moderate (not high) risk of extinction with regard to the spawner
density criterion (Table 2-2 ). These populations were called “non-core 1”. “Non-core 2”
populations were identified in response to the requirement that “most” (not all) independent
populations should be at moderate risk of extinction. For some independent populations, there is
little to no documentation of coho salmon presence in the last century, and prospects for recovery
to the moderate-risk threshold are low. These populations were made non-core 2 populations,
and so had a lower threshold (juvenile occupancy) than if they were non-core 1 populations.

2.3 Current Status of the ESU

In order to determine the current risk of extinction of the SONCC coho salmon ESU, the
population viability criteria (Table 2-2) and the concept of Viable Salmonid Populations (VSP)
for evaluating populations described by McElhany et al. (2000) are utilized. A viable salmonid
population is defined as one that has a negligible risk of extinction over 100 years. Viable
salmonid populations are described in terms of four parameters: abundance, population
productivity, spatial structure, and diversity. These parameters are predictors of extinction risk,
and reflect general biological and ecological processes that are critical to the growth and survival
of salmon (McElhany et al. 2000).

Information about population size provides an indication of the type of extinction risk that a
population faces. For instance, smaller populations are at a greater risk of extinction than large
populations because the processes that affect populations operate differently in small populations
than in large populations (McElhany et al. 2000). One risk of low population sizes is
depensation. Depensation occurs when populations are reduced to very low densities and per
capita growth rates decrease as a result of a variety of mechanisms [e.g., failure to find mates and
therefore reduced probability of fertilization, failure to saturate predator populations (Liermann
and Hilborn 2001)]. Depensation results in negative feedback that accelerates a decline toward
extinction (Williams et al. 2008).
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The productivity of a population (i.e., production over the entire life cycle) can reflect conditions
(e.g., environmental conditions) that influence the dynamics of a population and determine
abundance. In turn, the productivity of a population allows an understanding of the performance
of a population across the landscape and habitats in which it exists and its response to those
habitats (McElhany et al. 2000). In general, declining productivity equates to declining
population abundance. Understanding the spatial structure of a population is important because
the population structure can affect evolutionary processes and, therefore, alter the ability of a
population to adapt to spatial or temporal changes in the species’ environment (McElhany et al.
2000).

Diversity, both genetic and behavioral, is critical to success in a changing environment.
Salmonids express variation in a suite of traits, such as anadromy, morphology, fecundity, run
timing, spawn timing, juvenile behavior, age at smolting, age at maturity, egg size,
developmental rate, ocean distribution patterns, male and female spawning behavior, and
physiology and molecular genetic characteristics. The more diverse these traits (or the more
these traits are not restricted), the more diverse a population is, and the more likely that
individuals, and therefore the species, would survive and reproduce in the face of environmental
variation (McElhany et al. 2000). However, when this diversity is reduced due to loss of entire
life history strategies or to loss of habitat used by fish exhibiting variation in life history traits,
the species is in all probability less able to survive and reproduce given environmental variation.

Because some of the parameters are related or overlap, the evaluation is at times necessarily
repetitive. Viable ESUs are defined by some combination of multiple populations, at least some
of which exceed “viable” thresholds, and that have appropriate geographic distribution,
protection from catastrophic events, and diversity of life histories and other genetic expression.
The following subsection provides the evaluation of the risk of extinction for SONCC coho
salmon based the four VSP parameters. For information on the status of specific populations,
refer to Volume I11.

2.3.1 Population Abundance

Quantitative population-level estimates of adult spawner abundance spanning more than 9 years
are scarce for SONCC coho salmon. New data since publication of the previous status review
(Good et al. 2005) consists of continuation of a few time series of adult abundance, expansion of
efforts in coastal basins of Oregon to include SONCC coho salmon populations, and continuation
and addition of several “population unit” scale monitoring efforts in California. Other than the
Shasta River and Scott River adult counts, reliable current time series of naturally produced adult
spawners are not available for the California portion of the SONCC ESU at the “population unit”
scale.

Although long-term data on coho salmon abundance are scarce, the available monitoring data
indicate that spawner abundance has generally declined for populations in this ESU. The longest
existing time series at the population unit scale began in 1994 in the Smith River (Figure 2-3).
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Figure 2-3. Coho salmon minimum escapement estimates for three sites in the Mill Creek watershed of
the Smith River basin. Water years 1994 through 1999 (Figure from McLeod and Howard 2010).

The number of adult coho salmon at the video weir on the Shasta River decreased from 2001-
2010 (Figure 2-4). Available time series data on the Shasta River show low adult returns, of
which two out of three cohorts are considered to be nearly extirpated (Chesney et al. 2009). The
Shasta River population has declined in abundance by almost 50 percent from one generation to
the next (Williams et al. 2011).
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Figure 2-4. Video weir estimates of adult coho salmon in the Shasta River. This is an independent
population. Data are for 2001 to 2010. (data from M. Knechtle, California Department of Fish and

Game).
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Two partial counts from Prairie Creek, a tributary of Redwood Creek, and Freshwater Creek, a
tributary of Humboldt Bay show a negative trend (Figure 2-5 and Figure 2-6, respectively). Data
from the Rogue River basin also show recent negative trends. Estimates from Huntley Park in
the Rogue River basin show a strong return year in 2004, followed by a decline to 2,566 fish in
2009 (Figure 2-7). The Huntley Park seine estimates provide the best overall assessment of
naturally produced coho salmon spawner abundance in the basin (Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife (ODFW) 2005a). Four independent populations contribute to this count (Lower
Rogue River, Illinois River, Middle Rogue and Applegate rivers, and Upper Rogue River). The
12 year average estimated wild adult coho salmon in the Rogue River basin between 1998 and
2009 (excluding 2008) is 8,050, which is well below historic abundance. 2008 data were
excluded from the average because the extremely low numbers were not consistent with that seen
upstream at Gold Ray Dam, suggesting other reasons (sampling issues, data errors, etc.) for the
dramatic drop in fish numbers from 2007 to 2008. Based on extrapolations from cannery pack,
the Rogue River had an estimated adult coho salmon abundance of 114,000 in the late 1800s
(Meengs and Lackey 2005).
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Figure 2-5. Estimate of spawning coho salmon in Prairie Creek. This is a tributary to Redwood Creek
(Humboldt County, California). Data are for 1998 to 2009 (Williams et al. 2011).
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Figure 2-6. Adult coho salmon estimate for Freshwater Creek. This is a tributary to Humboldt Bay.

Data are for 2002 to 2009. Data are from Ricker and Anderson (2011).
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Figure 2-7. Estimated number of wild adult coho salmon in the Rogue River basin. (Huntley Park

sampling), 1980 to 2009 (ODFW 2011b).

Though population-level estimates of abundance for most independent populations are lacking,
the best available data indicate that none of the seven diversity strata appears to support a single
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viable population as defined by in the viability criteria (Table 2-2). In fact, most of the 30
independent populations in the ESU are at high risk of extinction because they are below or
likely below their depensation threshold (Table 2-4).

Populations that are below depensation have increased likelihood of being extirpated. Coho
salmon spawners in the Eel River watershed, which historically supported significant spawners
(e.g., 50,000 to 100,000 per year; Yoshiyama and Moyle 2010), have declined. Yoshiyama and
Moyle (2010) concluded that coho salmon populations in the Eel River basin appear to be
headed for extirpation by 2025. One of the four independent populations in this basin have
already been extirpated (i.e., Middle Fork Eel River; Moyle et al. 2008, Yoshiyama and Moyle
2010) and one population contains critically low numbers (i.e., Upper Mainstem Eel River; with
only a total of 7 coho salmon adults counted at the VVan Arsdale Fish Station in over six decades;
Jahn 2010). Although long term spawner data are not available, both NMFS and CDFG believe
the Lower Eel/VVan Duzen River, Middle Mainstem Eel and Mainstem Eel River populations are
very likely below the depensation threshold, and thus are at a high risk of extinction. The only
population in the Eel River basin that is likely to be above its depensation threshold is the South
Fork Eel River, which also has significantly declined from historical numbers (Figure 2-8).
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Figure 2-8. Fish counts at Benbow Fish Station, in the South Fork Eel River. Data are from 1938 to
1975. Figure from EPA (1999).

In addition to the Eel River basin, two other independent populations south of the Eel River
basin, the Bear River and Mattole River populations, have similar trajectories. The Bear River
population is likely extirpated or severely depressed. Despite multiple surveys over the years, no
coho salmon have been found in the Bear River watershed (Bliesner et al. 2006, Ricker 2002).
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In 1996 and 2000, the California Departm