ELAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL MEETING #42 ’
MINER'S INN, CONVENTION CENTER, YREKA, CALIFORNIA
OCTOBER 12, 1885
DRAFT MINUTES

The meeting was called to orxder by Chair Mclssac at B:10 am. A cguorum of members
were present (Attachment 1).

gince the last Klamath Council meeting (April), the Council has

Agendum #3: a) Appointment letter from the Governor of Oregon (John Kitzhaber) for
Molsaac and Wilkinson {Bug. 3, 1995), b) Letter designating Faul Kirk as Robert
Hayden's alternate for the Calif Offshore Sport Fishery {Oct 4, 1995}, ¢} Letter
announcing that Rolf Mall, (Chief of Marine Resources, DFG) retired. L.B. Boydstun
will be designated as Acting Chief until further notice {July 31, 1995}, and d)
Letter from LB Boydstun appointing Baracco as his alternate for this meeting
(September 28, 1995:.

Agendum #5a: Letter from Bureau of Reclamation (BOR} re: The need for continued
monitoring on the Trinity River (July 12, 1995} .

Agendum #9: Letter from Gene Elmer, Harbor, Oregon regarding the "Life of a
Commercial Fisherman® (May 6, 1995). Copies are available at the back of the room.

Agendum #11: Lettey from National Marine Fisheries Service {(NMF8) re: Proposal to
list three coho evolutionarily significant units (ESU's) (Oct 11, 1998).

McTISBAC: Could staff please draft a letter thanking Sari Sommarstrom and Dave Webb .
for their help with guiding us on the field trips? Make sure to make the point that

we were glad to see that, overall, the habitat degradation iz being halted and the
conditiong are improving?

PARKER: Yes, I'11l do that.

Agenda item #L: Review and approve agenda.

x* Motion to approve agenda {Attachment 2} (Wilkinson). Seconded.
*xkd Consensus.

heends item #2: Approve minutes of March 1. April 2 & Aprdl 5
*+ Motion to approve minutes (Wilkinson}. Seconded.
*kdk % Consensus.

fgends item #3: Report from members on re-appointment status,

Q: (McISRAAC): Is it necessary for us to have a letter appointing Dale Webster to
represent the non-Hoopa Indians?

A: {IVERSON): There should be a letter in the files.
KIRK: The appointments for the four California positions are still pending with the

California Governor.

BARACCO: We pericdically contact the Governor's office, but we haven't heard when
rhe appecintments will be made.




BOLEY: The Chair of the PFMC (¥Fletcher) asked me to continue servipg, bubt I haven't
given a written letter to Ron.

.MC:INNES: Due to reorganization, NMFS is even more held up than usual in getting its
appointments made.

»eherion:  MoISRAC: At the next meeting, we will review the list of cutstanding
appointments again.

Update on status of Tripity Restoration Program, [Deferred until
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BARNES: The Trinity reauthorization is still in a state of flux. DFG is still
scheduled to perform monitoring on the Klamath, but the status of the $1 million
needed for monitoring on the Trinity is still unknown. The TAT was concerned about
this lack of data collection, so we met in July to address this issue. Mark Zuspan,
project leader on the Trinity River, helped us develop a budget for fall chincok
monitoring only. This program amounts te $230,000. But we still need coho and
steelhead monitoring programs, and marking programs, so we wrote a letter (Handout A)
with the details. I apologize to the Chair for sending it to Patterson, BOR,
without his signature. The second handout (B) was brought about between the Tribe,
the State and the BOR due to George Kautsky's efforts. For the near term, 1995 and
1996, Trinity River monitoring will be funded by the BOR.

.McCOVEY: We need to continue to look at options for long term funding.

BARNES: The BOR is committed to help out in the short term, but they don't want to
commit to long term monitoring in case the reauthorization does not go through.
Mainstem spawning estimates and scale analysis were at risk of not being funded, but
Wilkinson defended these proposals so they gualified for Klamath Task Force (TF)
funding.

Q: Is there still funding for tag recovery at Trinity River Hatchery?
A: (BARNES): Yes. The Hoopa Tribe did a good job influencing BOR to tag yearlings

and fingerlings for spring and fall chinook. This may have been the precedent that
heiped the BOR commit to other funding.

New agenda item: Funding harvest mapagement proiects,

WILKINSON: Every year, the TF approves ain annual work plan for the upcoming fiscal
yvear. This work plan consists of the proposals that are highly rated by the TF's
Technical Work Group (TWE). Initially, the proposals that this Council depends on
for data on salmon population monitoring fell below the funding cut-off line. Later,
these proposals were moved up to be considered part of the fy96é werk plan. 1In the
future, I recommend that we emphasize the importance of these types of proposals to
the TF and TWG for our work in salmon haryvest management.

BARNES: Both Jim Waldvogel (Del Norte County} and Steve Jacobs (ODFW) serve in a
.dual membership position on both our Klamath Technical Advisory Team and the TF's
TWGE.

WILKINSON: wWe should also suggest to the TF that these continuing programs be funded
on a longer term basis than just an annual basis.
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s hotion: MeTSAAC: I will note that this could be an agenda item at a Three Chairs '
meeting. I°11l alsc encourage those with dual wmemberships to remesmber how important
rhese ongoing projects are to the Klamath Counoil,

rate model -- schedule to be apnounced

Ehi Analyze bhe performance of Che harye

AARNES: Alan Baracco gave you a description of the harvest rate model a few vears .
age. At that time, we decided to look at some scenariosg to see how use of the floor
affects the harvest rate model. We decided to look at the data from low escapement

brood vears ('90 and '91}. BSince returns from rhoge brood years are now oomplete, we

have been reminded by staff to work on this task. We will be looking into this task

soON.

0: {(BARACCO): I'm confused by thisz TAT assignment. The harvest rate model (HRM) is
gimply a performance model, it doesn't need to be analyzed. The HREM allocates
fractions of allowable harvest to ceean and river fisheries. The HRM is not the
model that describes the distribution of Klamath f£ish in the ocean -- that is the
Klamath Ocean Harvest Model (KOHM). The KOHM describes ocean impacts. The technical
discussions revolving arcund enhancing the HRM were in response to a change in the
basic allocation framework. This change in the basic allocation framework is a
regsult of the changes in tribal/non-tribal sharing. The analysis of the harvest rate
model has nothing to do with the flcor.

O: (McISABAC): 8o, is this agenda item in regards to ODFW's memo {Handout C}

A: (BARNES): No, we received that memo just prior to this meeting, so we have not
had time to work on it.

BARACCO: Since the allocation rates have been changed (between tribal and non-tribal
harvesters), we now have to use the HRM a new way to get it to show relative rates.

The TAT could refine the HRM to provide better flexibility in how the allocation .
works and give information that is closer to what is actually happening.

**hction: MeISAAC: Now that we are under the 50/850 tribal/non-tribal sharing
constraint, the TAT could refine the HRM. We will leave this task for the TAT to
consider.

New agenda Jitem
McISAAC: The next task is the concern that the KCHM over-predicts Klamath

contribution ir KMZ. There may be some inherent bias in the KOHM model. 1 asked Don
Bodenmiller of my staff to locok into thig issue. His memo {Handout €) addresses this
concern and recommends that the TAT review the issue more thoroughly. Bodenmiller
found that the predicted Klamath contribution was higher than the actual Klamath
contribution in & out of 7 years. This could mean that there is a bias with the
model. Should we ask the TAT to lock into this?

BOLEY: Yes, I think we should. This model predicted .45 Klamath component in the
KMZ fishery when, in reality, it was about .20. We need to look into the issue of
how we are going to handle late season KMZ fisheries.

x*Action: BARNES: The TAT calibrates the model on an annual basis. This request
could be part of that calibration.

5¢} mnalvze the appropriateness of the spawning escapement floor -- schedule to be
announced,

BARNES: Thie agenda item is another place marker for an assignment that the TAT was .
given a long time ago. It is tough to analyze the appropriateness of the floor when
we have been below the floor.
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MeISAAC: This Council passed a motion To do this after the '35 season -- when we had

all the data on the 30 brood. I would like to ses the TAT speculate on the effects

~f other floor levels on brood sucoess.

BOLEY: The assignment to the TAT needs to alearly specify which data we want Lhem to
.lmok at.

Mo INNIS: The Pacific Fishery Management Council's (PFMC] Salmon Management Plan 1s

a potential trigger for an open fisheries review. The NMFS is going to be taking

this spawning escapement floor quite seriocusly soon. Using che gspawning escapement

floor as a target in a given year may not be the best way to go. When the Technical

Team gets this assignment the first step is to look at the 35,000 floor and the next

step would be to give us some advice on where we have to be to insure that we have a
greater than 56/50 potential of hitting or exceeding that floor.

BITTS: are vyou suggesting that there are two values to be determined? One is
the genetic fleor and the second is the management target? Perhaps we might need Lo
determine some ratio between those values.

MoINNIS: What we are looking at is building up a sufficient data base so that we
can do a statistical analysis to derermine that we have something like a 75%
probability of meeting the floor. I am hoping to approach it in that fashion rather
than aiming right at 35,000. The question still remains on whether the current floor
is meaningful. This issue is why we need to go through the review. The new,
analyzed floor will be viewed as a meaningful genetic floor. The management target
will then be something above that floor.

MoCOVEY : We need to remember that we are looking at a lot of issues besides just
numbers {e.g. habitat and water).

McISAAC: Rod, this potential assignment really amounts to & run forecasting track
record. For example, how often do we end up planning above that floor or what should
we expect based on our track record for forecasting the floor? This track record
might improve every Year that we gain more data.

BOLEY: If there were two numbers, one being a genetic floor, or a point at which
your potential for reproduction from a brood year might be at risk, and another being
the management target for a given year, it would seem like vou should be able to do
some statistical analysis of the data to set some parameters. For example, we need
10,000 fish more than the genetic floor in order to assure that we are not going to
be going below that genetic floor. This genetic floor probably wouldn't change from
year to vear.

McINNIS: an annual change in the floor would be more complex than we want to
deal with; it might be reviewed on some kind of a schedule (e.g. 4-5 yearg). If we
chose a probability of falling below the floor that was acceptable to this group, the
PFMC, and NMFS, then that probability should be what gets fixed. We would also fix
the probability to forecast ocean impactsg. If these probabilities are approved, then
the absolute number of the fish that we would aim at would be higher than the floor.
We might have some more leeway if we know for sure that our aim is going to be good.
on the other hand, 1f we lose data that we are using to forecast the run sizes, the
opposite would happen. What we are doing is setting a policy on how much risk we are
willing to accept of falling below the floor. The probability of falling below the
floor should be far less than 50%.



BARACCO Since tha PFMC and the KFMC have been in floor management, they have
actually aimed for more than 30% probability of faliing below the floor some of the
time. For example, ons year, they aimed for about 26,000 rather than 35,000,
Whatever number is designated as the "lifeline” nesds to have a high probability that
it maintains the genetic integrity of the stock.

BITTS: The floor of 35,000 is supposed to be the level below which the ability
of the ztock to reproduce itselfl successfully, and flourish and rebuild, is
jeopardized. This might not be the same az the sense in which Rod hag been using it
-~ A% in a genetic floor.

BARACCG: The two floors that are being discussed are very diffsrent. The spawning
escapement floor of the Klamath stock {(chosen by the Council to be approximately $0%
of the M8Y capability of the stock) is designed to preclude lengthening the time for
stock rebuilding to ocecur. This is both a biclogical and economic safety net {i.e. a
flpor). Regarding the genetic £loor, there has been a lot of work done on the
genetic integrity of individual stocks, affected population sizes, et cetera, and
those are very different things than the escapement floor on the Klamath was designed
to accomplish.

MoINNIS: I was not referring to a floor that would protect the genetic integrity
of the population. That is a far lower threshold. I wag referring to the purpose of
reviewing the 35,000 spawning escapement floor and then assuring some high degree of
probability that it will not f£all below that.

BOLEY: The escapement floor has meant a lot of different things to a lot of
different people. The approach that Rod is suggesting has merit in it. The public
has been confused by what we mean by floor level escapement for some time.

McCOVEY: We have already lost the genetic diversity in the stocks because we don't .
see five or six vear old fish anymore. As you saw yesterday on the field trip, you

have a lot of smaller fish in the river. You don't have the big ones that used to be

in there years zago. We would like a rebound to benefit everyone at this table.

BARNES : ¥ will read you the statement from the Pacific Council approved harvest
rate model: "An esascapement floor of 35,000 natural spawners was recommended as part
of the harvest rate option and this level of spawners is needed to protect the
production potential of the rescurce in the event of several consecutive years of
adverse environmental conditions." At that time, a theoretical low risk number
{35,000} for rebuilding the stock was chosen. This obviously doesn't have a really
good genetic basis.

MclISAAL: Before the March Klamath Council meeting, we need to re-state our
definition of the floor.

BITTS: I certainly hope, that in the Team's reevaluation of the floor, that they
give a lot of consideration tec the stock recruitment data that we have collected over
the past 13 years and that they look very carefully at the production resulting from
different spawning esgcapements. The Team would still need tc decide if production is
measured as three vear old fish on May 1st in the ocean or if production is measured
ag two year old fish. This is the key relationship that has to be evaluated in
determining what the floor should be.

McCOVEY : Cne of the reasons the Hoopa Tribe brought forth the spawner deficit
accounting proposal is that we thought the floor was appropriate. Science is always
getting more and more refined, so we should look at the floor as a long term solution.
instead of a short term issue.



MoISAAC: Ts there any further discussion on this? e will define the specifics to
this assignment later this afternoon. pefore we take & break, are there any other
preliminaries on Tech Team assignments that anyone would like to bring up?

.Na response .
HBRERK

Mo LERAC: Hote that Dr. Iverson is representing the U.5. Figh and Wildlife Service.
Agenda Item #6: Retroapective on the 1995 Season

California Department of Fish & Game (CDFGI.

BRRACCO: Handout D relates to ocean harvest, it shows the best data we have right

now for California‘'s troll and recreational ocean harvest levels. These are catches
through July in the various states. whis chinock catch for California (675,000) is
pretty accurate based on the preliminary information we have now. We are atill
waiting for ticket information and editing of cur sample data bases so we can produce
a solid number. The only thing different ralative to the overall commercial fishery
cateh in Californmia would be its distribution. There has been a ong month season
{September) allowed in the Fort Bragg area since this table was produced. So the
zero on the table should be changed to ahow 6,000 chinook. This could be a
relatively "normal" September. The numbers for ocean recreational fishing are
reasonably accurate. North of Point nelgada, the 8,300 chincok was augmented
somewhat by the late August and early September fishery in the Klamath Management
zone. It was a pretty robust harvest, on the order of 5,000 fish {in the California
part of the Zone}, during that 9 day period of September when the fishery was opened.
The number for south of Point Arena will probably climb to 350,000 when we get final
informaticn from the charter boat operators. The ocean fishery proceeded as
recommended by the PFMC this year with: #1 2A staggered cpening date for components
of the commercial fishery the further south you got, and #2 A recreational fishery
south of Horse Mountain that operated continuously {except for the month of July in
+he Fort Bragg Port area}, and #3 Within the constraints of the seasons recommended
by this Council for the Klamath Management Zone.

Q: (McISARC): Can you tell us more about the fairly fax southerly
penetrations of salmon migration? I heard ome story of galmon in Mexico. 1Is there
any truth to any of that?

BARACCO: ves, early in the recreational season we saw a rather unusual
abundance of chinocok salmen south of Point Conception. We extended our sampling
efforts farther south to lock into this anomaly. Our best estimate is that between
50-75,000 salmon were caught south of Point Conception by the recreatiocnal and
commercial fishery once it started in May. It is somewhat unusual that salimon
occupied this southern area for so long throughout the summer pericd. The California
fisheries centered in the San Francisco and Monterey areas, contacted very few coho
rhroughout the season.

O: {MGISAAC): Alan, have you had any initial peaks of coded wire tags (CWT}
or any other indicators from the catches to learn anything about such things as
winter chincok or Xlamath fish in this southern digtribution?

A: (BARACCO}: Our sampling of 30 or 40 heads from down south early in the season

indicated they were zll from the Central Valley. We have not yet ccompleted any tag

reading from the general fishery for comparison. Our geoal is to provide that
.information to Pacific States Marine Fishery Commission (PSMFC) by January 1st.



Mew Agenda Trem: Discussion on Sacramento Piver Winter Chinoolk
2: (McIHNIS) : Alan, I was told the other day that there was a 50% harvest

rate on winter chinook. Is this true?
A: (BARACCO) : Yes. Data f£rom the 1994 ocean fishery {relative to the .

interception of coded wire tag winter run chinook from the Sacramento Kiver) coupled
with 19%% sgpawning escapement information of coded wire tagged fish produced an
estimate of ocean impacts exceeding 50% for that particular population of fish. This
information wag provided to managers, bilologists and the media.

BITTS: Rod, that information is based on a very small recovery of tags in
the ocean. AL the PFMC meeting in March and April, managers agreed that 18 tags were
not enough to use for any statistical analysis. A lot more information was needed.
Since then, apparently, somecne has changed their mind and used this very small
sample to come up with a harvest rate.

BARACCO: There were 17 tags collected in the 1994 ccean fishery and 8 tags
recovered in the 1995 spawning escapement in Battle Creek. CDFE wouldn't presume any
level of confidence to the esgapement. Fish and Wildlife Service generates that
data. Fish and Game acknowledged that tag recovery conditions were poor in the
Battle Creek so they were not at all confident that they got a good sample.

McINNIS: The information on the quality of this data collection will be useful to
MMES for consultation under the Endangered Species Act {ESA). The consultation will
take place over the next few months. Our target is to have information available to
the Pacific Council before the March meeting so that they will have an idea what the
incidental take allowance will be in the future. Statistically, the 50+% harvest
impact in the ocean is probably not different from what was allowed in the incidental
take statement in 1991. The NMFS will be locoking for some consistency in how we .
treat each of these lisgted runs. That doesn't necessarily mean everything has got to
meet the same mark exactly, but if they don't, we will need to elaborate on the
reagons why we are not being consistent. The NMFS was interested in reopening the
consultation based on the tag returns from the 19%4 fishery. We waited until now so
that we have the gpawning run information from the 1991 cohort. We wanted to have
gome sort of fix, however strong or weak, that might show us what the ocean fishery
impact was on the coho. This information and the information that we had used
previously will form the basis for the consultation. The NMFS will be consuiting
with itself.

BITTS: There have been spring run genetic markers identified in the winter run
fish in the captive brood stock program from that cohort. This apparently is a
fairly contentious issue.

BARACCO: There is a really strong indication that wvirtually all of the
hatchery production of winter run chinock in the 1292 brood returned to Battle Creek.
The biologistz associated with the program felt that there will be no preduction from
the '32 broed spawning in Battle Creek since they spawned in lethal temperature
conditions during the summer of 1%95. The concern about a potential mixed brood
(gpring and winter f£ish}, may not exist due to temperature limitations. Regarding
escapement accountability, the total escapement estimate for winter run in 1985 is
1,361 fish. Of those fish, FWS examined about 400 of them in their various sampling
programs (Battle Creek, Keswick Trap, river carcass surveillance, eteg.). During
those observationsg, no tagged winter runs were found in any place besides Battle
Creek. Hatchery fish are reared at Coleman National Fish Hatchery on Battle Creek.
The fish home back in to Battle Creek. The 19%2 brood has a virtual 100% return
rate. This is not conducive to their production since Battle Creek is not a very
good place to spawn in the summer time. The hatchery program has not been very

7



ssuccessful in theilr primary goal of augmenting the wild populations. Winter ohinook
are listed as an endangersd species under the ESA. The 1,300 figh that returned in
1995 are from a parent broed size of approximately 1,300, The concern is that
rebuillding or recovery on & brood replacement basgis appears to be Just barely
.ha;;pani;ﬁg, There isn't any significant growth in the population from the standpoint

of parent brood size. Parent brood size for the fish that will return in 1996 was
approximately 200 fish and the parent brood for those that will return in 1897 was
about 150 fish. These things are a concern relative to fishery operation in the next
yaar or so and for recovery of the species. A very detailed technical report of the
methodologies and obkservations of the 1935 run ig available at the Red Blulf FuS
office.

Agenda ltem #6: peryogpechive on the 18996 sSeagon {continued) .

California Ogean Tioll Fishery:

BITTS: The catch rates in May and June this year were phenomenal in the area
below Point San Pedro. When the commercial troll season opened in the Gulf of the
raralones, it was alsc good. At the time that these seasons closed, there were still
reports of people catching as many as 200 fish a day. 1 am not saying that that
happened every day or that very many people caught that many, but those kinds of
catch rates occurred. The fish at that time were predominantly smaller fish,
probably averaging 8-9 lbs dressed weight. The best fishing was happening in the
area probably between Santa Cruz and Half Moon Bay in that perioed. I believe they
aid well south of Half Moon Bay, tOOC. When the season opened above Point Revyes, the
picture changed a lot. In my view, the ocean thought it was April in that arvea
between Reveg and Point Arena when it opened on the s5th of July. It looked like
there was an extreme scuthern shift occurring in the location of fish in July. Later
in the seascon {(August and September), we didn't find so many fish, but we found
bigger fish {20 lbs and up) combined with very thin fish. I don't know 1f these thin
fish were malnourished or 1f it is a strain that ig thin. They gseemed to be
healthy.

Q: (BOLEY): This is the first time in recent history that we have had a closure
below Point San Pedro. We agreed to this component of the season anticipating that
we weren't going to have a southern shift of fish, we were going to have a northern
shift. Do you have any perspective on whether you would de that again or not?

A: {(BITTS): We were completely fooled as to whers the fish were going to be this
year. I would not attempt to design a season of this shape again. My log shows that
T encountered my first coho on the 12th of June. By the end of June, I encountered a
toral of 9 coho.

Oregon Ocean Troll Fishery.

MCISRAC: The Oregon troll total, through the 24th of September, is 176,000. The
fishing has been particularly good off Newport particularly after the midsummer
closure. Of that 176,000, about 140,000 was out of the Port of Newport, 24,000 was
out of Coos Bay and there were some strong catches up in the Tillamook area (about
8,000} .

Oregon Qcean Recgreational Fishery,

McISAAC: The total Oregon reoreational chinook catch is 5,400; 4,300 of that out of

Brookings. Two special seasons (to avoid coho) in May and June were veyry light. The

troll fishery off the mouth of the Rogue did not meet its gquota. The troll fishery in

the Florence Jetty south area also came far short of meeting the guota. The KMZ
.sport fishery has met and exceeded the August component of the quota. Oregeon

interests are loocking into ways to restore “"historic” sharing.




MNew agends item: Pacific whiting hy-gatch of salmon

BOLEY: By-cateh in Oregon, in the spring, was guite high. The workshop at the last
Pacific Council Meeting tried to identify ways of avoiding salmon by-catch in the

future. It was notable that a lot of that by-catch consisted of larger fish. This
indicates that fish were available in the area. .

WILEINSON: Another workshop on whiting byv-catch will be held in condunction with the
March/April Pacific Council meetings. It is important that ocean recreational and
commercial fishermen attend so that they can keep up-to-date and communicating on
this issue.

sational Fishery

KIRK: The EM? rvecreational fishery on California waters closed before the last week
of the 9% week fishery because we had a large catch in the 7th and 8th week. The KMZ
Coalition will soon discuss the problem of the KME catch shift to California {(e.g.
the May fishery was strong in Oregon then shifted south).

. - . 1 fis)
BOSTWICK: The fishing effort was up and the fish were bigger (14-15% lbs average).
It wag a decent sesgson.

MAREK PISANO, CDFG: Between August 6th, when the 1995 lower river (below Coon Creek
Falls) angling season began and August 25 when the size restrictions were imposed,
13,749 adult chinocck were caught, but only 1,341 were harvested. The rest were

released. (Anglers were also permitted to take adult chinook September 2nd and 3rd
{Labor Day Weekend)}. This compares to 3,429 f£ish in 1834 {(Handout E).
O: What is the mortality rate for fish that are caught and released? .

A: It is probably quite low because the regulaticns require anglers to use barbless
hooks and to release the fish while it is still in the water. We have not heard
reports of large number of mortalities.

Q: How many coho were harvested?
A: We estimate that there were 80.

Q: It seems like sport harvest is usually about 10% of the run. If that is true
this vear, then we may have a big run. How does the angler effort compare to the
previocus years?

A: The fishing was good last year which led to a builld-up of excitement for fishing
this vear. We retained 5% of the guota for Labor Day Weekend -- and there was a big
fishing effort again this year. Harvest on the mainstem Klamath resumes again
tomorrow below Iron Gate Dam {IGD).

Q: How doeg the escapement lcook?

A: There are a lot of large, healthy fish. Some fish returning teo the Shasta River
are still silver. 7The Trinity Harvest estimate is produced at the Willow Creek Weir.
The 28 day lag between the lower river and upper river seascns is based on the
historical data {collected since 1978) designed to average the remaining 50% of the

quota between the two areas. .
McISAAC: When does the 28 day season begin?



A: It began on Monday the 4th of Zeptember and concluded on Cotober 1st.
0. How do the fish caught in the sport fisheyy above I-5 it in?
considered to be surplus hatchery fish because they ars predominantly of hatchery

origin. Tomorrow, Irom Gate Hatchery expects Lo meeb its egy rake goal so the sport
fishery can progeed.

.A: (BARACCO) : They are not part of the river sport fishery guota of 1800. They are

vurok Tribal Fisheries

DALE WHEBSTER: The spring chinock fishery was the pest, in years (Handout ¥). For
conservation purposes, we rsstricted our fighermen te two days and three nights of
fishing - - this wasn't very popular. The fall run was about two weeks late. The

estuary [ishery weant over the sub-quota by 300 fish, the mid-Klamath went over the

sub-quota by 30 fish and the upper-Klamath was 300 fish under the sub-qguota [(as of

Cotober 3. We caught 172 jacks. The river is now completely shut down. Coho are
just starting to show up.

Q: {BITTS): How did the dip net fighery go? I understand that it has been fairly
successful in the last couple of vears.

A: (WEBSTER} : T+ was good. When the mouth starts to close, the dipnet fishery is
the best, because the fish are fighting so hard to get up river.

Q: (McISAAT): Why did harvest in the estuary {5,100 fish) go over the sub-guota
{4,836 fish)?

A: (WEBSTER): That is because of the pole fishery.

Q: (MeISARAC): When the aggregate quota is reached, will all fishing stop? Am I
correct in hearing that there are still figheries planned to proceed even though the
quota will be met?

A: (WEBSTER): We have not subtracted out the grilse numbers because this yeaxr's gize
determination for grilse has not vet heen made by CDFG.

Q: {McISAAC): 1If I add the numbers up on the bottom of the handcut, then subtract
172 jacks, I get what the Yurok Tribe has harvested so far ({11,561 fall chinockl}.
What is the overall guota?

Q: (WEBSTER): The overall gueota is 12,240. We are reserving 200 fish for the
pole fishery.

McCOVEY: I would like to thank the Yurck Trike for having the foresight to structure
their fishery the way they did. I think that it has had a dramatic effect on fish
rung in the Trinity.

Q: Do you have a bail park estimate of how many tags you collected in the lower
river net fisheries?

A: (DAVE HILLEMEIER, Yurok Tribe Biologist) : No, we haven't read them yet. We
will nave that information soon, because we will soon be processing a couple thousand
heads.

Hoopa Tribal Fisheriesg
.McCOVEY: T think we met our quota for the first time this year for the spring

fishery. Meeting the quota had good and bad effects. There were still a lot of fish
coming in, but we had to shut down our figheries {(Handout G}. That created a probklem
shaping our seascne in the future. In the futurse, we are going to have to have some
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closures to be able to spread this gucota through the whole season. This vear, we
started monitoring way before we actually started getting fish, Our spring fishery
caught 1,17% fish compared to only 250 last vear. It was a good year. The rebound
wag due to the abundance of water. The high water moved a lot of sediment around and
bBlew a lot of the bars oub. This vear's gravel movement has mads a lobt better
spawning habitat. The fall fishery has harvested 3,383 fisgh. We did not close our
fighery sooner because we had our ceremonial dances this year. They are probably the
most important events of our Tribe and we have them for about a wmonth straight. In
the past, during the ceremonial fishery, there was not enough fish so we had people
gomplaining. This year they had enough fish to feed the wmultitude of people that
come to watch these ceremonies. The Tribkal Council acted responsibly and shut the
fighery down when they got their guota. Tribal fishers only exceeded the guota by a
small amcount. Right now we are closed. We have seen a lot of coho coming through.
Another big factor leading to the increase in the fishery this vear is the pulse
flows that were released during our ceremonial dances.

Q: (WILKINSON): Were the fish harvested as part of the ceremony accounted for as
part of the Hoopa fishery?

A: (MoCOVEY): Yes. The ceremonies are also a harvest method.

Q: Do we have any numbers on the Karuk harvest?
A: The numbers have not been reported vyet.
WILKINSON: Years ago, we asked the Karuks to provide these numbers to this Council.

to provide those numbers so we wouldn't have a big gap in the data. The Karuks

McCOVEY: I thought CDFG (Boydstun) and Interior (Shake} were going to ask the Karuks .
should be contacted and asked for their data.

Q: {McISAAC): What is the best way for the Council to do what Pliny is recommending?
Does FWS have a communication avenue via the data collection agresment that was
funded a few years agoe?

A: {IVERSON): The harvest estimate done by the Karuk Natural Resources folks was a
project that was funded through the Klamath TF in 1990 and 1991. Since that time,
they have not submitted any more data to us. I believe they said they have gotten
some funding from other sources for that purpose. My recollection was that L.B. was
going to arrange a meeting with the Karuk Tribe to discuss the management of that
fishery.

BARNES: I understood that BIA was funding assessment of the Tribal harvest. I
haven't seen any reports.

WILKINSON: This Council could send a letter to the BIA seeking any information they
might have about the numbers of fish harvested in the Karuk f£ishery.

WEBSTER: I would suggest going straight to the Karuks to ask for the numbers.

McISAAC: Since L.B. had indicated that he was going to contact the Karuks,
let's wait to hear the results of that meeting.

Xlamath Spawning Hscapement (Mark Pisano, CDFG) : .
PISANO: wWhen you refer to page 2 of Handout E, you'll see the preliminary numbers

for the Shasta River through October 7th. For the Shasta River through yesterday, we
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are mow at a botal of 722% adult chinook, 187 griise, only a souple of staelhead and
ne coho in the Shasta yvet. In Bogus Cresk, we have now counted a total of 63 adult
chinook and no grilse. The ssason total for Iron Gate Hatehery {(through yesterday)
was 4,965 adults and 18 grilse. The grilse component in the run {(so far) i=s
extremely low in Shasta River and at Iron Gate. The rate ab which fish are coming
.into Tron Gate is steadily increasing. I don't expect Lo see the peak in the Shasta
niver until this weekend. I think we could be locking at a 15,000 fish run in the

Shasta this vear.
g: 1Is the large grilse size refiected in vour adult count?

PISAND: No, we are still using the 227 cutoff as the breakoff between the adults
and the grilse. We wom't know until after the season what that cutoff measurement
actually is, so we may have to adjust our adult/grilse count slightly. I would say we
are a little bit more than 1/3rd of the way through the run at Ivon Gate Hatchery.

tn 24 out of the last 25 vears, the peak of the run has been Lhe ard weak of Cotober.

Trinity River Escapement

BARNES : I can speak for CDFG on the weir data, bhut I don't have any hatchery
data.
BARNES : The Trinity run (above Willow Creek) is up a lot this year (Handout H)}.

The seasonal total (through last week) for adults was just under 3,700, compared Lo
last year's run of about 1,250. I would estimate that most of the run is through
rhe Willow Creek weir by now. It is interesting that the run ig approximately 3
times what it was last year. Adipose fin clipped fish are only a little less than
double last year's numbers sc it locks like the run iz mostly wild fish. Jay Glase,
one of the few remaining personnel in the Trinity Field Office, is heading up the
data collection for separate population estimates on the mainstem Trinity River above
the north fork and in the tributaries.

PISANG: The spawning escapement estimate into the Trinity River produced by mark and
recapture at the Willow Creek weir may represent 99% of the run. Certainly it is a
vast majority of the fish that travel above the Willow Creek Welr and spawn.

0: what fraction of that run do these Willow Creek fish represent?

A: (PISANO)}: The protoccl that was adopted last year is to operate the weir 5 days a
week far 18 hours a day, so the welr is open incidental to that schedule.

A: (BARACCO]} : Typically, we see about 17 to 20% of the run at the mark, recapture
location at Willow Creek. We sample 15% of the run on the Shasta. At the Willow
Cresk weir, they are only counting 20% of the run. The Shasta River Racks are
counting 100% of the run.

Q: (WILKINSON) : Wnat are the recent cbservaticng in Cottonweod Creek in relation
to run strength and the restoration programs?

A: (PTISANO): Unfortunately that is not cme of the tributaries that we sample. We
haven't done any work in Cottonwood Creek for a number of years now, partly due to
the drought that kept Cottonwood Creek dry for a number of vears and now because we
don't have the staffing resources to look at it. I would like to be able to sample
it.

.Q: (MeTSARCY: Will the 35,000 escapement goal be met?

PISANO: My personal opinion is that we will make the 35,000 floor this year for
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natural spawning adults.

: {(PARKER}) : How does the run peak compare betwsen Irom Gate Hatchery and the
Shagts River? You gaid the ird week of Qotober was the peak of the run abt Iron Gate,
put what is the peak coming through the weir on the Shasta River? .

#: (PISANO}: The peak on the Shasta River will be right at the end of the second
waek and at the beginning of the Zrd week of Qotober.

o Mark, do we have any information, anecdotal or otherwise, on the Scott and the
Salmon Rivers to date?

B:  (PISANOY: I have perscnally seen a large numbery of fish holding at the mouth of
the Scott River. Flows in the Scott gtill remain a little bit low because irrvigation
season is underway for a few more days. I think that once irrigation ceases, flows
will return and fish will be in the Scott River. In terms of the Salmon River, we
are doing our first survey of that tributary today and so I expect a lot more data at
the end of the day. There were more spring run fish in the Salmon this year, but I
don't know what the number was.

[Note: CDFG's megatable is enclosed for a futher update on yiver harvest and
escapement . |

L B K
Regconvene

GROVER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to apologize to the Council for being late.
Ron Iverscn was authorized by me to serve as Department of Interior's representative
in wy absence.

Agends Item #7: Report from the Harvest Allocation Work Group.

1996 HARVEST MANAGEMENT SEASON .

WILKINSON: The Harvest Allocation Work Group (HAWG) did meet yesterday morning.
Unigque to our process, we often don't have a lot of lengthy reports to give you.
However, we have documented our progress to date and distributed it to most of the
HAWG members. After the Council meeting today, we will convene the subcommittee
again to investigate whether we can make any more progress towards our goal, or
ciarify what we have printed before us. I do have a dated handout stating where the
HAWG is going and how it is going to get there; it essentially repeats what we have
said in the past.

Agenda Item #8: Council discussion on the 1996 management seagon.

BOLEY: If we do get a reascnable number of Shasta River fish back, then we are
looking at a fairly good 3 year old population in 1996 {coupled with the holdover
4's). This means that we will be back to harvest rate management again. For ocean
fisheries, as long as we stay in that harvest rate regimen and if things don't change
a whole lot, we might see more stability from year to year in our season structure.

A season that meets the harvest rate goal for ocean fisheries in any one year should
probably meet it again in the following year and the year after that.

WILKINSON: Scott and Dave, if we are faced with some more years of abundance, do you
see a rebound in troll fishing permits?

BOLEY: My personal view point is that you will not see a major rebound in the total
number of Oregon fisherxmen fishing, but you will see some increase. The safety
requirements imposed on commercial vessels fishing on the high seas and the expenses .
associated with that have actually been a more effective deterrent to fighing than

any other single factor. The vessels that are not fishing right now will be locking
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at substantial cost (probably $10,000} to get started. I don't see a lot of people
jumping into the business.

B1™rs:  In California, the State wants Lo maintain 2,500 permits. We have typically
had about 1,000 bpats that did pot fish. 1 suspect we are going to find that about

.1!550 boats Ffished inm '95 so the rate of participation in California is higher than
in Oregon. The potential for new permits and new boats entering the fishery iz
basically nil, but any time there is an apundance of fish, especially if they are
close to a port, then there is going to be a ilittle surge in participation.

BOLEY: The California and Oregon fleets have somewhat different composition. The
once massive coho fishery in Oregon led to vessels that were eguipped to deal only
with coho.

Agenda. Item #9: Public Comment
Hone.

Aetion: Council assigmpents. to KRTAT o identification of future discussion
in regards to #3-9.

MeTISAAC: The assignment to our Tech Team is to look into the KOHM. We may also make
an assignment to look into the appropriateness of the 35,000 floor.

Council discussion regarding review of KOHM:

MCISARC: We could ask the Technical Team to look at the disparity in the preseason
estimate of Klamath fish in the sport and the commercial fisheries in the XMZ. They
need to review: 1) Bodenmiller's memorandum (Atrtachment C), 2) the ®G8I data from
this year and the previous year, 3} the sport fishery stock composition to see if
there is bias in the model, and then, 4) if they do identify a bias, identify if
there is a simple fix (i.e., is there a way to deal with the bias without having to
go back and reconstruct the model te date)? The Team ought to expect the 19395 GSI
results to be provided sometime in December. The processing laboratory “"guarantees®
the results by the end of February, but my Newport staff expects it as soon as the
end of the year.

KIRK: This issue is more than techmical, it is pelitical. I think it is ultimately
important that we have this assignment back from the TAT at least by March 5-7 when
we meet in Eureka so that we can have informal discussion prior to the April meeting.

BOLEY: Within the PFMC framework, we would like to have notice if a technology
change is on the horizon (e.g. is there going to be a change in the KCHM?). We
would need to get this change into the review process as gquickly as possible. There
needs to be a link between the Klamath Technical Team and the STT so that the PFMC
knows what is going on. The PFMC should be informed that there is technical work
being done on this issue.

BARACCO: We need to ask our Technical Team to verify, ratify, modify or reject
Bodenmiller's memo {Attachment C€). I domn't think it is any kig deal to analyze the
person's work. It might be more work in figuring out how to accommodate it or what
to do about it relative to the KOHM. We need to list what we want the Tech Team to
look at and they can tell us when they are going to do it or when they can do it and
what tools they need to accomplish it.

BITTS: T would like to ask the Team to evaluate whether the application of the

model to the troll fishery south of Arena has in fact been consistent with the output
of the model as far as the distribution of the Klamath catch.
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BOLEY: Another assignment could be looking inte the disparity between the EMZ
fisheries preseascn expectation and post season realization of harvest fox
recreaticnal and troll fisheriss. This needs to be reviewed to see 1f fThere iz a
hiag. If so, what is the easiest fix?

BARNES : In some vears there were no tags recovered, s3o we may have a problem.
Maybe the GST data could be used for those little sections where there was a fishery.
The timetable for delivery of this assignment will probably not ceoincide with your
needs unless you are looking at the 1997 management year because, for one thing, from
December on, the Tech Team iz dedicated to meeting to work on the preseason
prediction. Prior to December, we are compiling cateh data from all the fisheries
and reading CWT in our raspective agencies. The Tech Team doesn't zsee this GBI data
until December, sc we wouldn't be meeting until late December. We probably wouldn't
make it to report to you in March. Right about this time in 1596, we could sit here
and discuss the results that vou could apply toe '3%7 management. We also need the
peer review or the acceptance of the STT.

BARACCO: Part of this assignment can proceed immediatesly. That is that part of
the assignment having to do with the assumed stock composition in the guota in the
KMZ sport fishery (based on Bodenmiller's initial investigation of it). I would
recommend that issues that are potential items for consideration for '%¢ management
be completed nc later than December 1, 1995, so that digestion and discussion with
the 877 and the 58C can occur during theiyr meetings in January and early February. I
don't really consider these model changes so much as ongoing discussions of
improvements in your performance in relation to the modelling. I den't think that
you'd have to do anything for the October meeting visavis a methodology change, but
certainly those partg of it that can be accomplished rather guickly should occur
prior to the time that the STT gets together in January.

BARNES: The TAT will probably meet again in early February. .

McISAAC: The 1991 data is pretty interesting in that the KMZ sport fishery only
turned out to be 10% Klamath fish, as opposed to the 25% we expected.

KAUTSKY : Off cycle meetings in July are where we take up these additional issues.
For example, spawner deficit accounting was scoped during that period. We are
deferring until the data will be in hand to do these new assignments.

KIRK: I appreciate the fact that the Tech Team is doing what they can. The Coalition
will also be meeting to discuss the issue of possible bias in the KOHM.

BITTS: We alsc need the TAT to determine the suitability of the KOHM for
managing the commercial fishery below Point Arena. Specifically, the situation is
that while that whole area used to be considered as one cell, it has been divided
into 3 sub areas for management purposes. It looks like it will continue to be
divided in that manner. Is the model as it now stands suitable for that task? Is it
being appropriately applied to that task?

BARACCO: Agk our Tech Team: Is the STT's analysis of Klamath impact south of
Point Arena appropriate? We need to have the TAT look into the usual set of
questions le.g. do we use zero intercept, do we pot use zero intercept, do we use
straight line, do we use a curved line} and the bigger concern that Klamath impacts
south of Point Arena are not being modeled properly within the KOHM.

Agsignment: BITTS: Let's ask them to look at the past 3 to 5 years and the 3
management subareas: 1)Point Arena to Point Reyes, 2) Pt Reyes to Pt. San Pedro, and
3} Pt. San Pedro South.

Discussion regarding th Whing escapem £loor:



GROVER: The whole idea of setting a floor was generated by the Department of
Interior when the Klamath Act first passed. It was a way of insuring rvhat the
habitat restoration work being undertaken by the TF was matched with an adequate
natural spawning population of fall chinook. The idea was kicked arcund that there
nad to be at least a minimum escapement Tevel back into the Klamath system to justify
.to the Secretary and to Congress that funds should continue to be appropriated for
restoration. The 35,000 fish was a figure that was identified as being the minimum
crirical mags of fish necessary 1o provide any amount of significant reproduction.
Tt was never intended to be the final estimate on the number of fizh needed in the
aystem. The exact intent of what exactly the 235,000 fish meant was never clear.

o Don't we have a schedule for the TAT to review the spawning escapement floor
sometime soon?

A: {McTsaac): Yes, the schedule ig for the TAT to review it this year. Our aim was
ro have it happen after the '91 broocd was complete (motion passed in September 1991} .

- The steps are: TAT to collect all the brood year information, leok at
the recruitment relationship, give us an M8y estimate from that
recruitment relationship, and identify sub-basin concerns that might
exist because that recruitment relationship is an aggregate of the whole
¥lamath watershed. The Klamath Council would then have to decide what is
an escapement floor number of eritical mass and what is a minimum target
for management DPUIrpoOBes.

L4 The TAT could prepare a one page summary that reiterates the definition
of the escapement floor.

. Later we will have the TAT address the concept of having two separate
definitions -- one being the floor (non genetic) and the other being the
management target.

L] Tf we regquire an amendment to the fishery management plan then we will
need to get the information ready to get into the Pacific Council's
process for amendments.

Action: Let's ask staff to summarize the history and definition of the floor, then
have the TAT and the Council look it over. (Refer to PFMC's amendment 9 and the
snacommended Spawning Escapement Policy for Klamath River Fall Run Chinook” by the
Kiamath River Technical Advisory Team (Feb. 1986} . Note that the language in
amendment ¢ is ambiguous encugh that it can be interpreted in a lot of different
ways. Later this Council will come to some agreement on a statement that explains
exactly what that number means SO that there is an official version that is in plain
English and unambiguous. Perhaps it would be better to only look at what this
Council has produced and leave the information produced by the PFMC and the
subcommittees alone for now.

MCISAAC: Here are some of the elements of the spawner recruitment curve exercise:
. Tnclude 1976 and every brood year up through 1393
L Recruits be defined as age 2 ocean population size. Dr. Hankin had an

alternative methed of doing the classic spawner recruitment analysis.
His alternative was to correct for ocean survival and try to take that
out of the status sheet. This method probably viclates some of the
agsumptions of spawner recruitment analysis but I would be interested in
seeing the Tech Team use his approach and see how much difference that
makes. They would need to look in the package that he put together for
that review. He got some coded wire tag collection rates of yearlings
that could be a source of ocean variability.

16



os (BITTS) : bon, how did yvou want spawners to be definsd in the Team's assignment?

A: {(McISRAC) : My first reaction is to use the definition for natural spawners in
the Xiamath River as they have been accounted in the past. That has got all of that
noise in there about hatchery fish and the aggregation of populations, but it would
be consistent.

BARACCO: Some of the things that vou want incorporated in the future analysis have
already been rejected on a technical level by the Hlamath River Technical Advisory
Team. The major one being Dr. Hankin and Dr. Lords methodology of results for
determining ocean mortalities. That veport, I believe was paid for with TF monies.
it was the general feeling of the TAT that it wasn’t a very useiul method. It was
no more useful, in fact, than varying the maturity schedule. For example, if vou
vary the maturity schedule, you can get the ocean survival or you can vary the ocean
survival and set the maturity schedule. I don't know why vou would place all these
micro-constraints on what basgically is a re-analysis of the spawner recrult
relationship in the Klamath Basin. The original spawner recruit relationship
information was based on a whole bunch of assumptions and & brood vears of data.
Anything done now is going to be based on a whole bunch of agsumptions and 13 brood
yvears of data. The Klamath Tech Team, not necessarily the Council, should be able to
decide what method they want to use next.

MeISAAC: I was unaware that that investigation had taken place and that it had
been rejected. Scratch that one off the list then. I don't want to constrain the
Tech Team.

Q. Could the Team evaluate the use of the May 1 age 3 population as an alternative
to the age 2 population if they were to find that that was a superior data point?

A: (McISAAC) : That c<ould be a component of the assignment. .
McISAAC: Any other discussion on spawner recruits?

Assignment: Project the '933 ocean age two ryecruits from the '83 brood.

McISARC: Are there any other assignments for the Tech Team to look at? Seeing

none, is there any other further business for the Council before we adjcurn? I don't

see anvbody new in the audience since the last public comment pericd so we will not
have another comment periocd.

QTHER REPORTS
Agenda Item #10: Report on the late season fisheriesg off the Elk and Chetco Rivers.

McISAAC: The '95 late season fisheries were similar to '$4. One thousand fish were
caught in the sport guota and 1,000 were caught in the troll gquota. There were 16
commercial boats participating in the fishery. The run was strong; 260 fish were
caught in the first day of the sport fishery. Off the Elk River, the fishery again
will be the same as the year before. Relatively small qguota of 400 will begin the
first of November. Most of the Council members may have received an ODFW Staff
recommendation packet. The limited arsas recommended by Staff were adopted exactly.

Q: (BARACCO) : Does Oregon have any plans for gathering stock compositicn data on
those fish?

A:; (McISAAC): They are going to be sampled for coded wire tag information. There
is not a genetic stock identification (GSI) effort in either of those two fisheries.
For the Elk River area, don't see cut of system tag codes. It is a very clean stock.

The Chetco fishery does have mixed history of incidents of "not-Chetco" tags.
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BARAOCO: Tn relation to Klamath Management Zone racreational fisheyy, I don’t kaow
rhat the manager really has a good feel 0y the amount and kinds of data that would
come out of these small fisheriea. Zven if we sampled the 400 fish at 100% rate, we
are likely to encounter less than 10 tags.

{(MCINNIS) :

Trem #11:. Report on ESA status roview of gz

COHO: On July 25, 199%, the proposed listing for soho was published in the Federal
register. This proposed threatensd listing encompassed three geographic areas: 1)
rhe central Califcrnia coast {(from Punta aorda south to the gan Lorenzo River (in the
ganta Crug area), 2) the northern ralifornia/southern Oregon coastal drainages {north
from Punta Gorda to Cape Blanco) and 3} a unit on the COregon Coast {from Cape Blanco
to just south of the Wilson River). The first twe unitzs affect the area chat this
council ig inveolved in. These units are described by the NMFS's poligy statements as
ESU's. ‘That proposal's public comment period ends October 23rd. There are hearings
being held tonight at Gold Beach, near Santa Rosa on October 17 and on Ogtober 18 in
Eureka, California. There are also hearings on October 17 in Portland, on the 18th
in Olympia, and the 16th in geattle. A final determination for listing these coho
ESU's, will be due July 25th, 1596, There is strong potential that that schedule
will be interrupted, Appropriations bills that have been passed in the House have
prohibited any of our budget from being used for pre-listing or listing activities
under the Endangered Species Act. So if similar bills hold true in the Senate and in
the Conference Committees, then that will put the brakes on any further listing
activities.

STEELHEAD: A proposed listing was published in March 31935 Federal Register. The ESU
that was identified was the Klamath Mountain Province steelhead. That iz, all the
drainages from Cape Blanco southward down to and including, the Klamath Trinity
drainage. That ESU was on a schedule ahead of the review for coast wide steelhead.
Hearings have been held on that already in June and July of this year. Public
comment closed in mid July and a final listing determination is due in March 1996
(with a couple of provisos). One proviso is that the west coast steelhead listing
may catch up to the Klamath province steelhead for the date of the final
determination. If this occours, the two could be combined. We have already been
served with a notice that the Sierra Cclub legal defense fund intends to sue us.
Naturally, we would like to keep it on schedule for that west coast ateelhead
listing. The second proviso on the Klamath Mountain Province steelhead final
determination date is, that could also be affected by the budget process 1f we are
precluded from spending any money on iisting or prelisting activities.

WEST COAST CHINOOK SALMON: We received a petition in January 1935 to list all the
west ceast chinook populations, excluding Alaska, in the lower 48 states. The status
review is in progress right now. The 12 menth clock is running.

Q: Can you tell us anything about the status of this petition for west coast ¢hincok
for this Klamath area? Have you had some public meetings? What is the next step and
could you give us a feel for the status of those considerations? Are you on schedule
for January of 19967 Do you expect this Council to assist?

MCOINNIS: 1 haven't been directly involved in the consultations. The review has
peen conducted by the Northwest Figsheries Science Center, the NMFS's Northwest and
Southwest Regional offices. I don't +hink NMFS has sat down to talk with the Tribes
and the states on the information we have pulled together on chinock. That will be a
phase that we will go through. As far as the January 1996 date, I am sure that we
are on schedule. All of the parties invelved in this Council will have an
opportunity to look at our information, so T don't believe that the Council entity
will need to respond.
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O: {MoISAAD) Alan, are yvou aware of any DFG aggregations of informatbion sant to
the NMFS on California chinook?

BARACCO: Ho, my recollection is that they are really -Just beginning the chinook
review. Stock determination and occean distribuvion will be locked at by the
Northwest Center.

Q:  Could vou explain the candidate status category?

MoINNIS: The only status that is gained by a species that is proposed for listing
as a candidate listing is that the Federal Agencies are encouraged to engage in
conferencing activity. If any action of that Federal agency or any action permitted
by that Federal agency is likely to affect the populations propesed for listing, then
conferencing needs to occur. This iz similar to the Section 7 Consultation process
that is required for listed species, however, it is not binding.

McISAARC: The public comment period for ccho closes GOotober 23rd.  BAbsent the
potential Congressional budget constraints, there will be a final determination on
the 28th of July, 19%. Can you give us an idea of what processes go on internally
between the end of the public comment period and final determination?

MCINNIS: Basically 1t is just reviewing the information that has been provided
during public comment period and determining if there is any more information that we
can use to make a final determination. It is not reguired that we use that full
length of time. That date is essentially the outer bounds of the listing process.

It could be that the final listing could be published before that.

GROVER: FWS also shaves responsibility under ESA. Beginning in FY96, we are

precluded from expending any money in the listing category or in any activity that

would lead towards any final determination or coming up with a final rule as far as .
listing status. This is different guidance than we received in '95. In '35, we were
given limited amounts so that when we had public¢ hearings, we could collect the
information, but, just keep it on file. Now, whatever information we get just goes

in a file and we are prevented from paying anyone to pursus the listing process.

BITTS: I am beginning to understand that your agencies may be caught in a double
bind; you cannot possibly comply with both the requirements of the ESA (to publish
the listing) and the requirement that you cannot spend any money to publish the
listing. Is that essentially correct?

A: {(GROVER): Yes, that is pretty much it.

GROVER: The FWS is treated separately from NMFS because we operate under different
committees for our appropriations. We have not vet been told not to proceed with
listings.

McISAAC: Many of you are aware that the Oregon Fish and Wildliife Commission
considered listing coho under the State ESA act. They concluded that coho did not
warrant listing, so the State of COregen is in & rebuttal mode to the Federal
conclusion that listing should proceed.

Agenda Item #12: Report on Klamath Riwv lows & tempe ures.

BROB DAVIS, BOR, XKlamath Falls: I work with Mike Bryan who asked me to pass on

the information to you (3 handouts). Handout I (page 15 in the left hand corner) is

a2 spread sheet that projected the water use by the Klamath Project. We expected 61% .
of average inflow after April 1st. The Klamath Proiject Operations Plan (KPCP) is an
annual plan for the 1995 irrigation season. Also on Handeout I, you will see the Izron

19



gate computations. These are [lows coming out of Iron Gate for various time periods.
The FERC license schedule for Iron Gate is: a) 1,000 cubic feset per sscond (¢fa)
during May, b) then it goes down to 7310 during June and July, ¢} then it starts back
up in August at 1,000 and d4) rhen in September through the rest of the year it is
1,200 ofs. On the first column of that same page, note that on October 18th to

.Oatober 31st, we proijected the elevation to be 4138.82. On Handout J, vyou'll notice
that the actual lake elevation is very close to our projected figure. Actual =
4139.43, Dcb. 1-1%. HNote that we achieved this goal and still delivered half a
miliien acre feet of water to the refuge and agricultural users. It is good to have
a lot of water and we did have a lot of water. Last year we had negative inflow for
several periods of time and in the drought of 1992, we had negative inflow into the
lake. Negative inflow occurs when evaporation and the amount being diverted is
greater than what is coming into the iakes. The graph {Handout X) shows how the year
compared with what we were projecting for this season. We plan te enter into Janpuary
with an elevation on Upper Klamath Lake of 4140.53. our operations are governed by a
biological opinion issued July 22, 1992 to protect the two endangered suckers that
reside within Upper Klamath Lake. It has some ievels that we have to meet in the
iake. The next lake level that we have to meet ig going to occur in March for
apawning. We really don't make firm projections for the water year until the first
of April.

agenda Item #4; ndate on the status of the Trinity Rest

GROVER: There is a bill before the House that is being negotiated. 1t is my
understanding that there will be a hearing in October, but no specific date was
given. At best, there could be a three or more year reauthorization of the Trinity
piver Authorigzation Program. At worst, a one year reauthorization. The bill may
authorize a three year extension or & seven year extension, depending on which
version is approved. At worst, without the legislation being approved, there is
money in the BOR's budget {through the Water and Sclence Committee) that would
continue funding for cperations and maintenance, construction, monitoring and work on
the EIS. Dave, have you heard anything from your people?

BITTS: Jerry, I haven't heard anything very recently or seen a recent draft
Bill. It was my understanding that progress had been made on the points over which
we were at odds. I understood the commercial fishermen were giving conditional
support to the draft bill but I haven't seen the draft bill so I don’t know
thegpecifics.

GROVER: I think we are pretty c<lose to having agreement.

UDPDATE: On November 29, we learned that a one year extension of the Trinity
Restoration program had received authorization from the President. The proposed
three year reauthorization hill (H.R. 2243) made it past the full House Resources
Committee two weeks ago by unaniwmous vote. The bill is expected to go to the fuil
House of Representatives reguiring two-thirds vote for passage.

public Comment Period.
No comments.

New Adgenda Iliem: Continued monitoring of salmon populaticns.

WILKINSON: I would like the Klamath Restoration Program to identify information
needs for monitering salmon populations as policy. Proposals to collect information
used in our haryvest management arena should not be up for consideration foxr continued
funding on an annual basis. The TF proposal review and ranking process should not be
used to consider these proposals.
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Gate computations. These are flows coming cut of Iron Gate . or various time periods.
The FERC license mchedule for ITron Gate isg:  a) 1,000 cublo leet per second {(cfa)
during May, b} then it goes down to 710 during June and July, <l then it starts back
up in August at 1,000 and 4) then in September through the reat of the yesar it is
1,200 afs. On the first column of that same page, note that on COctober 16th to
Ootobey 3lgt, we projected the elevation to be 4138.82. 0On Handout J, you'll notice
that the actual lake elevation is very close to ocur projected figure. Actual =
4139.43, Oot. 1-1%5. Note that we achieved thisg goal and still delivered half a
million acre feet of water to the refuge and agricultural users. It is good to have
a lot of water and we did have a lot of water. Last vear we had negative inflow for
several periods of time and in the drought of 1%%2, we had negative inflow into the
lake. HNegative inflow ogcurs when evaporation and the amount being diverted is
greater than what is coming into the lakes. The graph (Handout K) shows how the year
compared with what we were proijecting for this season. We plan to enter into January
with an elevation on Upper Klamath Lake of 43140.59. Qur operations are governed by a
piological opinion issued July 22, 19%2 to protect the twe endangered suckers that
reside within Upper Klamath Lake. It has some levels that we have o meet in the
lake. The next lake level that we have to meet is going to occur in March for
spawning. We really don't make firm projections for the water year until the first

cf April.

GROVER : There iz a bill before the House that is being negetiated. It is my
understanding that there will be a hearing in October, but no specific date was

given. At besgt, there could be a three or more year reauthorization of the Trinitcy

River Authorization Program. At worst we could have a one year reautherization. The

bill may authorize a three vear extension or a seven vear extension, depending on

which version is approved. At worst, without the legislation being approved, there

is money in the BOR's budget {through the Water and Science Committee) that would .

continue funding for operations and maintenance, construction, monitoring and work on
the EIS. Dave, have you heard anything from your people?

BITTS: Jerry, I haven't heard anything very recently or seen a recent draft
bill. It was my understanding that progress had been made on the points over which
we were at odds. I understood the commercial fishermen were giving conditional
support to the draft bill but I haven't seen the draft bill so I don't know
thespecifics.

GROVER: I think we are pretty cleoge to having agreement.

UPDATE: On November 29, we learned that a one year extension of the Trinity
Restoration program had received authorization from the President. The proposed
three year reauthorization bill (H.R. 2243) made it past the full House Rescurces
Committee two weeks ago by unanimous vote. The bill is expected to go to the full
House of Representatives requiring two-thirds vote for passage.

Public Com Peri
No comments.

New da Ttem: Lipu monitoring of gsalmon ione

WILKINSON: I would like the Klamath Restoration Program to identify information

needs for monitoring salmon populations as policy. Proposals to collect information

used in our harvest management arena should not be up for consideration for continued
funding on an annual basis. The TF proposal review and ranking process should not be

used to consider these proposals. .
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O: {MoISARCY : Are there some hablitat issues that the TF would consider o be
policy level and of ongoing priority?

developing the prioritized funding list. TF members delegate people Lo the TWG Lo
try to even out the political/emotiocnal side of funding for projection, It just
atarmed me, as a KO member, to ses the preliminary list of funded regtoration
projects and see where those items critical to our process fell out. The monitoring
proposals were below the funding eut-off line,

.WILK_Z&SDN: T am not really arguing with their process. A lot of energy went into

BARACCO: How is this dissimilar to the situation on the Trinity? If the BCR had
not stepped up and provided funding for the operation of the welr this year and
funding for tagging the fish next year then it would have resulted in really serious
ramifications for harvest rate management. This would have been worse than not having
the age composition or data collection on how many figh are sgpawning in the mainstem
of the Klamath. I want to make very certain that the Council's needs are represented
in the proposed review and rating process.

MeISAAC: T can try to represent this concern at an upcoming Four Chairs meeting.
T could also emphasize that those people who sexve in dual roles on the TF TWG and

the XC Technical Advisory Team defend the importance of the monitoring proposals.

Decide on

PARKER: In the past, the Klamath Council has met primarily just prior to the
Pacific Council meetings. In the fall, you meet conce and then in the spring, you
meet at least 2 times: #1 to get the returns on what happened the previous

year and to hear stock size projections, #2 to develcp the harvest options, and #3
then to shape those options. The Pacific Council is scheduled to meet in Portland at
the Columbia River Red Lion the week of March 11lth and in South City at the Holiday
Inn the week of April 8th.

MoISAAC: Let's meet 3 times. Once to hear the technical information, again with
regard to the fishing season, and again for last minute advice to the Pacific
touncil. This would mean meeting in February, March and April.

BOLEY: Last year, the HAWG performed quite a bit of the discussions that led to
the season setting ideas during the same time frame of the Santa Rosa C(DFG meeting.
Hopefully, we can use that format again this year.

BARACCO: 'The projection of Klamath fall chinock stock strength for 1596 is produced
by the Klamath Tech Team prior to the time that the $TT meets {end of January or the
First week of February). The STT should be done with their forecast and mail it out
by February 16th, but people don't receive the information until the 26th or 27th.
CDFG's Santa Rosa meeting will occur during the week of February 19th. There are
some pieces of information, of course, that are not provided through the STT process
that the commercial fishing folks need for season shaping.

BITTS: The people I represent need to have time to receive and absorb the stock
projection information so they can decide what they want to do with it. If that
information could be mailed to the Council members as soon ag it is available, then
maybe that would be an acceptable alternative to an actual meeting.

McINNIS: Dave, you'll get the information that you are seeking in the California
DFG meeting in Santa Rosa.
McISAAC: One of the things we did not get from the Santa Rosa meeting and
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certainly did not get at the Newport meeting, was an in depth discussion of aptions.
In the past, we have had more discussion. Maybe a compromise situation could be for
the HAWG to get together informally around the date of the Santa Rosa meeting to have
more in depth discussions. This wouldn't be a full Council meeting (with all the
expense) , but key individuals would still be invelved. I know that last vear,
discussions on the conservative pature of the 2 forecasts plaved a lot into our
thinking and recommendations for seasons. 1 suggest people reserve some flexibility
in their calendars to attend a meebing like last vyvear's Santa Rosa meeting. Perhaps
a subgroup of the Council might get together that week. This would allow people to
come together and spend some time on the numbers that came ocut of 1885 and the
forecasts for 199%6. We should expect a full Klamath Council meeting the week of
March 4th. My impression ig most pile up situations of meetings running right into
more meetings doesun‘t work very well. People aren’'t energetic enough in the evenings
and if you don't have a strong recommendation coming in the very first day of the
March meeting, it is too late for the Salmon Advisory Subpanel (8AS) to consider.
This proposal for informal meeting is not an extreme cost cutting measure, but it
doeg eliminate a full Council meeting vet still allow some depth of discussion on
forecasts.

BARACCO: T agree with Don that if this Council wants to exert the maximum
influence that it can on what you consider reasonable for Klamath allogation, that
yvou should have discussion prigr to the March meeting. We need to have
recommnendations to the SAS by Monday.

KIRK: Let's have our first meeting in Fureka so the public along the southern Oregon
and Northern California coast can have access.

MoeTSARC: OK, I suggest we block out the 5th, 6th and 7th for a meeting in Bureka.
We will start at about noon on Tuesday and end at about ncoon on Thursday.

Q: (BARACCO) : Are we going to have that much business to block ocut 3 days? A 2 .
day meeting might be ample.

A: {(McISAARC) : It depends on what we give our Tech Team for their assignment and
how long it takes for them to report back to us.

** Aotion Items:

McISAAC: Everyone on the Council should expect a set of mailings during the week
of February 19th. The HAWG should expect to meet in Santa Rosa near the DFG meeting
and the Klamath Council will meet in Eureka March 5th, 6th and 7th. The Klamath
council will also meet in the afternoon (2 pm) of March 10th in Portland and the
morning of April 8th in San Francisco. The purpose of our April meeting is to
recommnend one of those 3 options or develop other options.

Agenda Item #5 (contipued): Identification of agenda items for future meetindgs.

Mo ISAAC: We will ask staff to identify normal agenda items for those time frames.
Are there any other agenda items for the next meeting?

No resgponse.

New agenda item; Technical Team resources.

BARNES: The TAT has two new members: The new Yurck representative 18 Dave

Hillemeier and NMFS replaced Robert Kope with Michael Prager. .
BOLEY: Dr. Michael Prager has taken up his spot on the Klamath Technical Team
and will assist with chinook modelling. He came to this coast from Miami where he
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- had been working on the bluefin tuna apd on the International Conventieon of the
conservation of the aAtlantic Tunas [ICCATY Progran. He came here to work on salmon
hecause he got tired of politics. in addition to Mike Prager, NMFS has approval to
nire 2 more people who will ke involved in work that will support salmon mapagesmant
and salmen restoration activities. John Wilson has been replased by Bob Jones.

KIRK: Mr. Jones was nominated to the Technical Team on 2 points; his interest
in the recreational fishery and his stature in the community.

ADJTOURN
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Field trips arranged for Klamath Council

Tuesday, October 10
Scott River Field Trip (Sari Sommarstrom):

The Scott River produces a large proportion of the natural fall chinook salmon in the
Klamath River system. In four of the last six years, the Scott was the largest contributor of
natural fall chinook spawners in any Klamath tributary (excluding the Trimty) or mainstem
reach. In 1994, severe low flow conditions in the Scott impeded access by spawners and the data
shows that the Scott’s count was lower than most other sections of the Klamath watershed.

On the field trip we will view habitat conditions (e.g. salmon spawning Sies, riparian
fencing/planting, bank protection, river flow) in the Scott River sub-basin.

Wednesday, October 11
Shasta River Field Trip (Dave Webb):

The Shasta River has long been recognized as the single most important tributary of the
Klamath Watershed from the perspective of salmon production. Spawner counts have been made
since 1930. In 1931, 82,000 salmon returned to the Shasta River to spawn. Inthe early 1990's,
as few as 530 returned. The future of much of the sport, commercial and tribal fisheries depends
on successfully returning the Shasta River to production. An understanding of the history, land
uses, opportunities and needs of the Shasta River is fundamental to decision making when
restoration money is in short supply.

We will visit and discuss the counting weir, irrigation impoundment sites and their
alternatives, irrigation tailwater recovery, a cattle exclusion fence, and the river near Big Springs.

Friday, October 13
Bogus Creek Fish Counting Facility (Mark Pisano):

The Bogus Creek Fish Counting Facility has been operated annually by the Department
of Fish and Game (DFG) since 1981. The counting facility is located on Bogus Creek
approximately 0.5 miles upstream of the confluence with the Klamath River. The purpose of the
counting facility is to provide a complete count of the number of fall chinook salmon migrating
upstreamn past the facility. Staff from DFG operate this station from mid-to-late September until
late October or early November. Coho salmon and steethead runs continue beyond this time-
frame so the data collected on these species are incomplete.

For the 1995 season, the facility will operate as a marking station. An estimate of the
total number of fish in Bogus Creek above the counting facility will be developed from the
recovery of spawned out fish that had been marked at the counting facility. This change of
operation (from previous years) is an effort by DFG to increase efficiency. More details about
the new procedures will be explained to us on site. '
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Klamath River Fishery Management Council

October 12, 1993
Yreka, California
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Revised September 27, 1995
DRAFT AGENDA
Klamath Fishery Management Council
October 10-13, 1995
Miners Inn Convention Center, Yreka, CA
Meeting #42

Field trip to the Scott River sub-basin

1:00 pm Meet at the Miners Inn. Announcement of field trip schedule and logistics
(Parker). Load into vans for transportation to Scott Valley.

1:45 pm Meet with Scott River CRMP Coordinator Sari Sommarstrom in Fort Jones

2:00-5:00 Field trip to view habitat conditions (e.g. salmon spawning sites, riparian
fencing/planting, bank protection. river flow).

6:00 Dinner in Etna or Yreka (group choice)
Wednesday, October 11

8:00 Convene Harvest Allocation Work Group meeting (Wilkinson)

11:00 Adjourn

Field trip to the Shasta River sub-basin

11:00 am Announcement of Shasta River sub-basin field trip schedule and logistics. Brief
slide show overview.

11:30 Depart for field trip in vans with Dave Webb, Shasta River CRMP Coordinator.
Visit habitat improvement projects such as fencing and tailwater recovery project
sites. View examples of habitat conditions and see the salmon counting racks.
Along the way, we will stop for lunch in the town of Montague.

5:00 Return to Yreka — Miners Inn.



8:00 am Convene Klamath Council meeting.
Introduce members. Review background materials (Parker).

ADMINISTRATION

1. Review and approve agenda.

2. Approve minutes of meetings held March 1, April 2, and April 5.

3. Report from members on re-appointment status
4. Update on status of Trinity Restoration Program {Grover}

9:00 3. Status of KRTAT assignments:
a. identification of funding for Trinity monitoring program
b. analyze the performance of the harvest rate model - schedule to be
announced
¢. analyze the appropriateness of the spawning escapement floor -
schedule to be announced

Break

1995 MANAGEMENT SEASON

10:00 6. Retrospective on 1995 season (tribes, agencies, trollers, sport fishing
representatives)

Lunch

1996 MANAGEMENT SEASON

1:30 7. Report from the Harvest Allocation Work Group (Wilkinson)

8. Council discussion
Break
3:00 9. Public comment
ction; Council assignments to KRTAT or identification of future Council

discussion topics in regards to agenda items #3-9



OTHER REPORTS

. 10. Report on late season fisheries off Flk River and Rogue River (Mclsaac)
11.  Reporton ESA status review of salmon and steelhead (Mcinms)
12.  Report on Klamath River flows/temperature (Ryan, Rohde}
13.  Council discussion
14.  Public comment

15.  Identification of agenda items for future meetings. Decide on date/s and
location/s.

5:30 Adjourn

Friday. October 13:
. Field trip to Iron Gate Hatchery and Bogus Creek
9:00 am Depart Yreka for Iron Gate Hatchery (45 minute trip in cars)
10:00 Brief overview of the hatchery (Kim Rushton/Curt Hiser, Hatchery Manager)
10:30- 11:30 Walk to Bogus Creek counting racks (20 minutes on nature trail). View natural
spawning and learn about the 1995 counting measures that are designed to geta

better estimate of hatchery straying (Mark Pisano, CDFG Fishery Biologist)

noon Depart



Attachment 3

. List of handouts given out at the meeting:

A

™

o Q

I

K.

July 21, 1995 letter to Patterson from Mclsaac regarding Trinity River salmon
monitoring in ‘96

August 28, 1995 letter 10 Raysbrook from Patterson regarding continued funding
of tagging and monitoring tasks

September 27, 1995 letter to Meclsaac from Bodenmiller regarding KOHM
predicted Klamath River fall chinook stock composition in the KMZ area

Status Report of the 1995 Ocean Saimon Fisheries off WA, OR, and CA. (PFMC
8/95)

CDFG Weekly Angler Summary; Weekly Fish Counts for Shasta River and
Bogus Creek

Yurok Reservation Harvest 1995 (preliminary data)

Hoopa Net Harvest through 10/7/95

Trinity River fish run data

Upper Klamath Lake Proj ected Elevations/Appendix 2

Upper Klamath Lake Projected Elevations/Projected Inflow Operations

Upper Klamath Lake ‘95 Operations - End of Month Elevations

Please contact KRFWO if you would like a copy of any of these documents.
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I. July 21, 1995 e

Mr. Roger Patterson

Director, Mid-Pacific Region
U.S. Department of the interior
2800 Cottage Way (MAP-720]
Sacramento, CA 98825-1 gss

RE: Trinity River Salmon Monitoring for 1996

Mr. Pattarson:

Coliection of in-river run data for Klamath Basin fail Chinook is
assential for mitigation assessment and fisheries management coast-wide,
aspaciaily in areas managed for Klamath impacts. in 1995, necessary data
will be collected by federal, state, and tribal agencles for the Klamath River
portion of the Klamath Basin. For the past ten years, collaction of Trinity

Handout A

Gamne (CDFG) with funding from the Trinity River Restoration Program. In FY

. River fishery data was accomplished by California Department of Fish &

1985 funding is uncertain. Given the essential need for these data, the
Klamath River Fishsry Management Council Is examining aiternatives by
which the 1995 in-river run data for the Trinity may be collected. The
has diracted the Klamath River Technical Advisary Team (KRTAT) to provide
an estimate of the scope and cost of the essential monitoring program

needed for Trinity Basin in 1895.

The KRTAT has concluded that continuation of welir operations, as

KFMC

pursued In the past 18 yesrs, is the most COst effective and accuratse method

for estimating fall Chinook in-river run-size for the Trinity River. This
conclusion is based on analysis and comparison of the following alternatives:
{1) correlation of hatchery fall Chinook returns with total natural escapement
as estimated from weir data, (2) correlation of upper Trinity Basin naturai
area carcass surveys with weir hased estimate of natural escapement,
correlation between Trinity and Klamath River natural escapement, and {4)

correlation of Hoopa Valley Tribal Fishery harvest with waeir estimated natural

escapsmsnt. All of these aiternatives were rejected because of the
unacceptable degree of error assoclated with their estimation.

The KRTAT further concluded that several other activitles of the

ongoing Trinity River monitoring program remain esseantlal for the

management of Klamath Basin fall Chinook salmon. These activities are: {1)

coded wire-tagging (cwt) and recavery, {2} fish scale collectior: and aging,

. and (3) estimation of recreational fishery narvest. In total, these efforts
including the Trinity River welr, when coupled with similar continuing

on the Klamath River, provide the basis for fishery management and
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Tuly 19, 1995

Mr. Jerry Barmes
U.S. Forest Service

Dear Jerry:

This is the cevised (from the March 13, 1995 letter) cost estimates for continuing out salmon.

and steelhead project in the Trinity River basin. Costs include staff benefits where appropriate
and administrative overhead, The estimates are based on actuai costs in prior years,

This revised estimate assumes that we would not be refilling the position left vacant by the-
transfer of our Weaverville biologist, With the reduced staffing, our reports would be brief
data reports. We would not be able to produce the comprehensive reports of previous years.

The reduced staffing may also require the one-time expenses of relocating an employee. This
possibitity would need further evaluation.

. Please note that with the exception of coho salmon and steelhead, this is a "package deal”.
For chinook, the various components (weirs, TRH recovery, and CWT) are interdependent
and it would make no sense to eliminate individual items.

Note that the costs associated with coho and steelhead monitoring are rclatively low. This is
because our infrastructure is in place and it is simply a mater of extending trapping and
recovery seasons a little beyond that required for fall chinook, Considering the sensitivity of
these species, I think it is imporant to continue monitoring their status.

Sincerely,

M anda, Zuagam

Mark Zuspan, Project Leader
Trinity River Project

ce: Ralph Carpenter (IFD, Sacramento)
George Kautsky (Hoopa Valley Tribal Fisheries Department)
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DRAFT

Department of Fish and Game cost estimates for continuation of Trinity River salmon and
steelhead monitoring. Federal Fiscal 95-96 (October 1, 1995 - September 31, 1996)

Fixed Conts:
Hiem Cost Description Function
Personnei 187,486 | 2 Biologists and 1 technical Supervise all field operations and maistain
positian. field equipmend. Fdit, validate, anatyza,
and make taoely reports detuiling salmon
and stecihead rans in the Trinity River
bagin.
Office costs 24,000 | Shared office expenses based Provide general oftice support.
on proportioning costs between '
theee projects.
Vehicle 2,160 | Vehicle Insurance Insurance for project vehicles (3 at
Per-diem 6,500 | Personnel training and Maintain / develop professional skills,
development, conference maintain coordination within and betwoeen
sttendance, inter- and intra- departmenis and agencies.
dngmalmdn;mcy
meetmgs.
Total: 220,146

Spring and fall chinook run-size, spawner cscapatnent and harvest estimates:

Item $Cont Dexcription Function
Junction City 53,000 - | JCW to operate mid-May JCW is used to trap and tag adult migrating
Weir (JCW) through mid-November. spring chinook. It alxo is used 1o make
Costs include seasonal aid independent fall chinook estimates. Scales are
time and operatitig coitectsd and forwsarded to U.S.F.W.S. for age
expenscs, snulysis
Willow Creek 43,000 WCW to operate mid- WCW is used to trap and tag adult migrating
Weir (WCW) August through mid- fall chinook. Scales are collected and
Noverber. Costs include forwarded to U.S.F.W.S, for age analysis
seasopal aid tine and
operating expenses.
Trinity River 14,600 TRH recovery to operate Tagged and untagged chinook are noted and
Hatchery Septcmber through biological data collected. Heads from coded-
(TRE) November. Costs include wire tagged fish are collected for use in
recovery sensonal aid tie and determining the numbers of spring end fall
uperating cxpouses. chinook cutering TREL This activity is also 2
pecessary component of the coded.-wire
tagging operations beiow. Scales are collected
and forwarded to U.SF.W.S. for age analysis
Totals: 110.600
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Co&ed_ -wire Tagging (CWT) spring and fall Tripity River Hatchery Chinook:
Ttem - | 3Com Description Function
Coded-wire | 43,000 ¥ | 600,000 CWTs Tag 200,000 eack fingerlings and 100,000 each yearting
tags (CWTs) spring and fall chinook. Analysis of sdult returns is used
to evatuste hatchery effectivences, determine the
numbers of spring and fall chinook emtering the harhery
{for producing ran-size estimates) sud performing cahort
ecopstruction needed for estimuating occam populations
snd resulting harvest sllocations.
Operating 21,000 ., | Seasonal xid time Supports tho coded-wire tagging operations.
expenses snd operating
pxpenses.
Totals: 64,000
Cobo aslmen run-sice, harvest, and spawner escapsmmnt, and hatchery evaluation:
e $ Cost Description Fanction
Weir 7,800 | Extend weir trapping Trap and tag coho salmon migrating after fall
aperations sessons two to threo weeks. | chinock migration is complete.
Tncludes scasonal aid thue
and opernting expeuscs,
TRH 3,500 ., Extend recovery st TRH Recover tagged and untagged coha entering TREH
recovery ooe month (through through their spawning period.
December)
CcwT 10,400 ¥ | CWT 50,000 coho. Costs Evaination of TRH ¢oho program. Recovery of
operations include seasonal aid time CWTs included in TRH recovery ahove. -
sod operating expenses.
Totals; 21,700
Fall steelbead run-size, barvest, and spawner escapement, and hatchery evaluation:
Hem $ Cost Description Function
Weir 4,400/ Extend weir trapping Trap and tag steeihead migrating after cobo
operations seasons one {0 two weeks. migration is compiete.
Includes seasonai aid time '
snd operating expenscs.
TRH 2,100 v Extand recovery at TRH Recover tagged and untagged steelhead entering
recovery three month (January- TRH ttrough their spawning period. Collect dats
March). peexded to evaluale steeihead production at TRH.
Totals: 6,500

Grand Total (all components)

422,946
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"Handout B

United States Department of the Interior

PBUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Mid-Pavific Reglonsd Office
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramestn, Californis g5%15-1898

AUS 2 8 1%
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Figure2. A compafisor oFmenthly percent Klamath chinook (3&4) expected
in the 1995 KMZ cormmercial toll fishery between scenarios of non-restricted
fishing south of Lap@’r"aﬂ%én ariu the adopted regulations based on KOHM.
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Figure 3. A comparison of preseascn and posiseason estimates of percent
Klamath chinook (3&4) in the KMZ May-August recreational fishery, 1988-1924.
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE MEMORANDUM "

DATE: September 27, 1995

TO: pon McIsaac

FROM: Don Bodenmiller SR

SUBJECT: KOHM predicted Klamath River fall chinoock stock -
composition in the KMZ area. ~.

Cconcern was expressed about. the performance of the Klamath Ocean
Harvest Model (KOHM) in predicting Klamath River fall chinook stock
composition in the Klamath Management Zone (KMZz) during the 1995
preseason Klamath impact assessment process. Fishers perceived
that fisheries outside the KMZ area excessively influenced, in this
case increased, the predicted percent Klamath stock within the KMZ
area. -

e

1 compared the monthly predicted percent Klamath chinook (3's and
4's combined) in the KMZ area petween scenarios of non-restricted i
ocean fishing south of Cape Falcon (full fishingj exploitation -
rates at 1.0) and the adopted 1995 requlations (Figures 1 and 2Z). ‘
The expected percent Klamath stock was higher in July and August

under the adopted requlation scenario. Some increase in the

percent Klamath stock should be expected in these later months as

ocean fisheries were gtructured to achieve a 9 percent Klamath

ocean exploitation rate on age 4 fish and allow access and

consequently higher exploitation rate on rhe CVI stock. Whether

the revised Klamath stock composition is excessive remains
questionable.

Concern was further expressed that an apparent over-orediction in
percent Klamath stock in the KMZ area in recent years may be due to
the mechz-ism in KOHM used to adjust monthly stock composition. I
compared .reseason and postseason annual estimates of percent
Klamath (3's and 4's combined) for the KMZ May through August
recreational fighery (Figure 3). The estimated percent Klamath
stock postseason compared surprisingly well with preseason
estimates during the more intensive south of Cape Falcon fisheries
from 1988 through 1990 (age-4 harvest rate average of 50 percent) .
postseason estimates of percent Klamath stock during the 1991
through 1994 pericd of restricted fisheries (age-4 harvest rate
average of 10 percent) were substantially less than preseason
estimates.

certainly the over-prediction of Klamath River £fall chinook in
recent years is a factor in this difference between preseason and
postseason estimates. Sample size due toO few Klamath CWT
recoveries is probably also a factor. How much of this difference
in recent years 1is due to the mechanism in KOHM used to adjust the

3

monthly Klamath stock composition remains unknown.

T recommend this issue be addressed at +he Klamath Council meeting
‘n October and the Klamath technical team investigate.

c. ODFW - Bohn, Jacobs, Kaiser, King, Lawson, McPherson, vVargas
Others - Barnes, Baracco, Boley, Henry, Rawson
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Klamath chinook (3&4) in the KMZ May-August recreational fishery, 1988-1994.



Handout D

Supplemental Attachment C.1.b
August 1995

STATUS REPORT OF THE 1995 OCEAN SALMON FISHERIES OFF WASHINGTON,
OREGON AND CALIFORNIA THROUGH JULY COMPARED TO
CATCHES IN 1994 AND 1993

catch data in this report are derived from both hard and soft data
systems and should be regarded as very preliminary. Some totals
may not add up due to rounding.

Pacific Fishery Management Council

South San Francisco, California

August 15, 1995



TABLE 1. Summary of 1995 PRELIMINARY Ocean Salmon Catches tThrough July
by Fishery and State with Comparative Catches in 1994 and 1993.

State

a/ Numbers in parentheses are for catches from May 1 through July.

gpecigs T -y W o) ¢ S o TR I 2 & ot = SRRt L B
1995 1994 1993
‘3‘4001(
Troll:

WASHINGTON;
Non-Indian 0 0 27,600
Treaty Indian a/ 1,700 5,500 24,500
(700) (4,400) (18,000)
State Total: 1,700 5,500 52,100

OREGON:

No.C.Falcon it 0 300
S0.C.Falcon 48,900 16,800 47,900
State Total 48,900 16,800 48,300

CALIFORNTA:
No. Pt.Delgada 0 0 o
Ft. Bragg 0 0 400
So. Pt. Arena 675,000 241,500 206,900

. State Total 675,000 241,500 207,300
GRAND TOTAL TROLIL 725,600 263,800 307,700
Recreational:
WASHINGTON: 100 0 3,400
OREGON:

No.C.Falcon <50 0 300
So.C.Falcon 2,100 2,200 3,200
State Total 2,100 2,200 3,500

CALIFORNIA:
No. Pt.Delgada 8,300 9,000 2,600
Ft. Bragg 14,100 9,500 3,600
So. Pt. Arena 299,000 102,200 75,9800
State Total 321,400 120,500 82,200

GRAND TOTAL
RECREATIONAL 323,600 122,700 89,100
GRAND TOTAL BOTH 1,049,200 386,500 396,800



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Preliminary Fall Chinook Salmon Weekly Angler Surnmary

KLAMATH RIVER PROJECT

Lower Klamath River - 1995 Season

Week Angler  Angler  Chinook salmon catch
ending trips hours Grilse Adult Total
’ bl ) G Rl a ] Aol 3 £E ALCE
12-Aug 1,506 3.983 3 25 43
19-Aug 1,715 5,464 38 112 150
26-Aug 2,611 8,769 31 379 410
2-Sep 2,399 7,303 12 945 957
9-Sep 1,109 3,595 84 1,884 1,968
16-Sep 438 1,274 48 2,157 2,205
23-Sep 386 1,313 39 1,373 1,412
30-8ep 123 256 0 21 21
7-Oct 224 812 12 203 215
Area | sub-totals 10,511 32,765 282 7.009 7.381
Highway 101 Bridge to Coon Creek Falls (Area 2)
12-Aug 352 1,301 12 16 28
19-Aug 784 2,578 187 93 280
26-Aug 1,336 5,172 319 269 583
2-8ep 1,735 7.145 143 360 503
9.8ep 1,504 6,118 446 1,561 2,007
16-Sep 1,149 5319 492 2,293 2,785
23-Sep 889 3,742 179 1,078 1,257
30-Sep 623 3,255 48 357 405
7-Oct 317 1,780 77 623 704
Area 2 sub-totals 8,689 36,410 1.903 6,650 8,553
Weekly totals
541 2,592 89 826 915
1995 Season totals
19,200 69,179 2,185 13,749 15,934
Comparative 1994 season totals”
15,379 54,704 1,392 3,420 4,812

“ {ncludes adult chinook harvested and caught and released
¥ 1994 season ended 30 September.

Number of adult chinook salmon harvested below the falls at Coon Creek Falls this season:

1,341

Number of adult chinook remaining in quota below Coon Creek Falls:

Number of adult chinook caught and released after implementation of size restrictions:

-441

12,408

Notes:

A} 1995 season began 6 August

Handout T

B) A size limit, restricting the harvest of adutt chinook salmon, went into affect Friday evening
August 25, 1995. Anglers were permitted to take adult chinook on Saturday and Sunday
of lLabor Day weekend.



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
KLAMATH RIVER PROJECT

Preliminary Weekly Fish Counts for Shasta River - 1995 Season

Chinook Coho Steelhead
Week Ending Adultr Grilse Total adult Grilse Total Adult ¥ 1b Total

Sept 23 &2 o 42 0 0 0 2 0 2
Sept 30 224 15 239 G o 0 0 G 0
Oct 7 2,970 79 3,049 0 0 0 0 0 0

cumulative Season
Total 3,238 94 3,330 0 0 0 2 0 2

1494 Season
Torals 685 374 1,058 4 0 4 0 0 0

¥ g

Began operating 17 September 1995.
Preliminary Weekly Fish Counts for Bogus Creek - 1995 Season

Chinook Coho Steelhead
Week Ending adult Grilse Total Adult QGrilse Total Adult % 1b Total

Sept 30 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oct 7 g 0 G 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cumylative

Season Tohal 14 ] 14 0 0 0 0 0 0

1994 Season

Totals 264 15 279 0 Q0 0 0 0 0
"/ Began operating on 24 September, 1895, Beginning this season, the Bogus Creek fish
counting facility is being operated as a marking weir 4 hours/day, seven days/week.
salmon spawning ground surveys began the week of 9 October to recover fish previously

marked at the welir. —



CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
KLAMATH RIVER PROJECT
Preliminary Weekly Fish Counts for Iron Gate Hatchery - 1995 Season

Chinock Coho Streelhead
Week Ending rdult Grilse Total Adult Grilse Total adult ¥ 1b Total

Sept 23 78 0 78 G 0 0 0 0
Sept 30 311 0 311 0 0 0 0 0
Oct ¥ 1,912 8 1,920 0 0 0 0 0

o

Cumuiarive Season
Totals 2,301 g 2,309 0 0 1] 0 0

1994 Season
Totals 3,328 56 3,384 0 0 0 0 0

(¥4

Began operating on 21 September, 1995.



Handout P

pﬁgiimin%% Data
. YUROK RESERVATION HARVEST -- 1995

SPRING FISHERY

2700 SPRING CHINQOK

52 STEELHEAD
116 GREEN STURGECN

FALL FISHERY * |
MANAGEMENT SUBQUOTA DATE SUBQUOTA
AREA REACHED
E.STUARY 4838 06-Sep-95
MID-KLAM 2418 26-Sep-05
UP-KLAM 4838 07-Qct-95

- 200 FALL CHINQOK RESERVED FOR POLE AND LATE FALL FISHERY

SUMMARY OF FALL CHINOOK HARVEST

WEEK OF: ESTUARY MID-KLAM UP-KLAM
WEEKLY CUMULATIVE ~ WEEKLY CUMULATIVE WEEKLY CUMULATIVE
08-Aug-98 165.5 165.5 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0
15-Aug-95 356.9 522.4 14.0 16.0 6.0 8.0
22-Aug-95 1286.7 1809.1 34.0 50.0 356.3 362.3
29-Aug-35 2924.3 4733.4 628.2 678.2 761.0 1123.3
05-Sep-95 81.8 4815.2 571.7 1249.9 890.4 2013.7
12-Sep-85 148.4 4963.8 844.0 1893.9 813.9 2827.8
18-Sep-95 7.0 4970.8 548.7 24428 1060.0 3887.6
26-Sep-95 88.2 5052.8 0.0 2442.6 532.2 4419.8
03-Qct-85 420 5100.8 0.0 2442.8 168.8 4588.6

+ FO + 54

. Nole: Ths does it Aeduct afzfp,m‘ws‘f'e.lsz 172 ?\«u'fie Hhat were hacyested



# OF CHINOOK/NET HOUR

# OF CHINOCOK/NET DAY

45 ¢
a5 ¢
25§
15+

Q5
o

CATCH PER EFFORT IN THE ESTUARY

T ESTUARY DAY
U ESTUARY NIGHT

8nmes /8195 815795 ar2mes - 8/20/95

8/8/95 ans/mes 82295 8/28/95

WEEK BEGINNING

Figure 1. Average weekly catch/effort (# of chinook per net
hour) during the day (7:00 a.m.-7:00 p.m.) and night (7:00 P.m.~-
7:00 a.m.) in the Estuary on the Yurok Indian Reservation, 1995.

CATCH PER EFFORT IN THE MID-KLAM AND UP-KLAM

a/5/85 an28s A19/85 9/26/95 _

WEEK BEGINNING

in the Middle Klamath {101 Bridge to Surpur Creek) and Upper
Klamath (Surpur Creek to Weitchpec) Management Areas on the Yur:

Figure 2. Average weekly catch/effort (# of chinook per net da}b
Indian Reservation, 1995,



Handout G

Hcopa Net Harvest through 10/07/95

Chmook CPU E
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G Y51 53 5.5 6.2 6.4 72 7.4 82 8.4 9.4 0.3 10.1

Month.Week
Net Harvest Data
1995

Period Date Chinook Jack Adult Cumulative Period Cumuiative CPUE
Date End Code Catch Catch  Catch Aduits Effort Effort

05/06/95 51 0 0 0 0 10.50 10.50 0.00
05/13/95 5.2 g 0 0 0 41400 24.50 0.00
05/20195 5.3 0 o 0 0 11.70 36.20 0.00
05/27195 5.4 44 3 A1 41 77.00 113.20 0.57
06/03/95 55 74 6 68 109 47.88 161.08 1.55 S
06/10/95 6.1 53 4 49 158 119.00 280.08 0.45 P
06/17195 6.2 73 5 68 226 99.80 379.88 0.73 R
06/24/95 6.3 93 7 86 312 89.30 469.18 1.04 i
07101193 64 327 24 303 615 112.00 581.18 2.92 N
07/08/9% 74 153 11 142 757 12250 703.68 1.25 G
07115195 7.2 154 11 143 900 155.40 B859.08 0.99
07i22195 7.3 143 11 133 1033  128.33 8987.41 1.12
07/29/95 7.4 97 ri 90 1123 73.50 1060.91 1.32
Q8/05/98 8.1 39 3 36 1159 80.50 1141.41 0.48
08/12/95 8.2 17 1 16 1175 53.70 1195.11 0.32
08/19/95 8.3 12 1 11 1 32.70 32.70 0.37
08/26/95 8.4 227 17 210 224 102.70 4135.40 2.21
09/02/95 8.5 178 13 165 386 84.00 219.40 212 F
09/09/95 91 223 16 207 593 96.30 315.70 2.32 A
09/16/95 9.2 833 61 772 1365 201.60 547.30 413 L
09/23/95 9.3 1001 73 928 2283 194.30 711.60 5.15 L
09/30/95 9.4 828 61 767 3060 136.50 848.10 6.07
10107195 10.1 349 26 323 3383 10500 953.10 3.32
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Handout I

Actual & Actual & Aclual & A, . Aclizal & . iton Gale Compitations
Projected Projected Proiected | Average | Prof.. Projected
Manth L.ake Lake Infiow inflow Percent Outfiow Total in Notes
Elmsnlim Storage of g {Date Fiow Days Acre-feel
EOP £0P AF AF tnfiow AF goooary| o
1885
DEGC M, 1094 413858 165,640
AN 145 4139.40 221,048 §5.90 68.46 96% 10.50 JAN 1-15 See Actuss on pags 2
AN 48-3¢ 414027 281,940 73.00 73.00 100% 12.10 JAN 15-31 Sue Retuals o0 page 2
FES 115 L 4%41.38 364,740 50,50 7500 121% 175 FEB 115 Saa Actusty on page 2
FEB 16.28 444195 410,340 53.30 §5.00 2% T.70 FEB 16-28 G Actusit o0 prpe ¥
R 110 §142.50 456,140 30.00 57.70 87% 4.20 MAR 1.10 Sau Actusts on page 2
mm 420 £142.80 481,440 §0.850 57.70 140% 55.60 MAR 11-20 S Actultt on pags 2
21-31 SH2TS 475,440 123 63.45 114% 78.30 MAR 2131 See Actushs on page T
AR 110 4142 93 433132 B7.23 57.23 100% 39 54 APR 1-10 2,800 10 5554
APR 1120 414208 505,246 4578 57.23 80% 367 APR 11-20 2,000 10 3967
PR 3130 414327 52%.788 4578 57.23 80% 7924 APR 21.30 1,500 10 175
MAY 110 414327 521,966 74 44 94 51% 2¥ 24 MAY 110 1,000 10 19.84
HAY 1120 £143 24 519,144 2748 44 94 61% 30.24 MAY 11-20 1.000 10 19.84
S0 2131 4143 20 16078 3015 49.43 61% 3322 MAY 21.31 1.000 H 21.82
L 410 444302 500,452 1576 2583 61% 31.38 JUN 1-10 714Q 10 14.08
BN R0 4442.79 480,82% 1576 2583 51% 3538 JUN 1120 710 10 408
LN 2130 444252 458 188 1578 25.83 1% 3w | JUN 21-30 710 10 14.08
LR ) 4142 12 424 550 773 1488 61% £1.38 SR 110 Ti0 10 1408
K Y20 414172 381,902 773 12688 81% 40.38 JUL 11-20 110 10 1408
JUE £131 414135 35260 851 31958 B1% 719 JUL 21-31 710 1t 15.49
ALG 1410 434082 329,932 805 1318 61% 4074 ALG 1410 1,000 10 19.84
[&IG 11-20 4140 56 303,243 B.O5 13148 51% 3474 AUG 15-20 1,000 10 19.84
AL 23 414016 274,375 883 £4.5% 81% v ALG 21-31 1,000 11 2182
SER 14 4133 83 250,893 1230 PR 51% BTy SEP 1-10 1,300 10 2578
SEP 1130 4139 4% 227 412 12.30 2087 1% 3578 SEP 11-20 1,300 10 2579
iR 2130 4135 12 233,830 1230 W47 61% 3578 SEP 21.30 1,300 1C 2579
Q0T 1415 4124 87 185,245 450 40 16 51% 43 18 OCT 115 13K 15 B 68
0T s 4138 83 & 181,625 811 42 84 Bi% 2876 OCT 16-31 1.300 16 4126
WO 115 4138 B4 193,068 3312 54,30 51% 24 68 MOV 118 1.30¢ 15 I Es
NN 1530 £138 86 191,514 3312 54,20 81% 31.68 MOV 16-30 1,300 15 3868
EC 15 413813 pitaeti 40 26 860 61% 28.68 DEC 1-15 1,300 13 3868
DEC 1631 4139 78 246 D40 A42.84 706,40 81% 3426 DEC 16.31 1300 16 4126
otal March-December 710,48 - . _ ]
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Handout J

. Reoretions to the Klamath Trrigation T T '
Comments

Mot
Dpvarsion Klamath | Diversion | AdyfNorih | A Canal Fotal
Channet Pump P-FF Balance | Channel Canals Release | Release Draft [ Status . .

BN §35 TTAEAS 985 1810 0.00 [§:3] 0.00 3848 10.50 iAciual 500 cis Min flow below lron Gale
AN 834 oae 143 1897 £.00 5.43 0.00 3178 12,40 Actual 500 cfs Min flow below lion Gate
FER .45 g38 .57 nm 4.00 1149 4.00 3138 T Actual 500 ofs Min flow below lron Gale
FEB 18.28 il 541 a2 0.00 5.15 4.00 2307 7.76iActual GO0 cfs Min. flow below hion Gale

{-i0 rar £.05 1337 2.00 378 .00 27,44 4.20 jActual BOO ofs Min flow below hon Gale
mm 1420 ©15.83 8.02 858 .00 2.21 8.00 110.83 55,60 |Actual FERC Min or above for the of the year

2139 16,72 10681 16.64 8.00 £.99 0.00 115.28 T8#.30 |Actual
PR 140 £00 400 800 0.00 2.00 o0 5554 3954
PR 19-20 200 400 B.OG 208 2.8G 500 3967 3367
APR 2130 (313} £00 B OO a0 280 10.4G B7s 2924
BEAY §.10 0 £00 B oG 1.00 400 14.40 1984 2724
MAY $4-20 e 400 800 400 400 14.40 19.84 3024
MAY 2431 000 400 800 500 400 14.40 182 332z
JUBE 1-10 Q.00 100 70 800 300 17.30 1408 31.38
BRE1-30 0.6 200 108 1000 300 1730 14 08 3538
S 200 o o0 dOG o 0o 6.00 17.30 1408 38 38
WAL 1D G0 Do 5.00 1000 6.00 19,30 1408 4138
WL 4R 14444 .00 500 1 o] 6500 19.30 14.08 4638
AR A B GO0 2.6 600 5.00 800 16.30 15 45 3778
AL 10 Q00 pR1.4] 8.00 7.00 5.00 16.90 19.84 4074
AUG 1120 00 LY 8.00 190 500 16 90 19.84 3474
AL 2131 .00 0 800 200 500 16.90 2182 772
BEP LA 000 .00 700 300 400 12.00 2579 3579
SEP 1120 0.00 00 7.0 300 400 12.00 578 35.79
SEP XS0 0.00 00 700 300 400 12.00 25.79 BT
T 415 200 S5 100G 0.00 200 1500 38.68 4318
OCT 18-31 100 250 1008 qo0 260 o0 4128 978
NOY 115 1.0 408 1200 000 300 0.00 3866 2468
MOV 1820 100 .00 1200 0.00 10.00 DoG 3868 31.68
LEC 445 1.0 1y MO0 cuo 189.06 Q.0G 38.68 868
DT 1831 1.0¢G Hixy 1400 Q.08 10.00 o0 41.26 3126
TOTALS 82.15 T35 ) 33720 EicRes) 150 83 271,18 1028 .40

Agriculturat & Refuge Totals A N T B R
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Pactlc Powse Substation Praciitalion since Oclober 1, W0 oo

hetual Sumenation Surmation  Peroent

poRL of of of

Prac. Precip. Avsrape Avacage

Procip. Prach.
Bk T AT 1% L4
Nov 3.61 3 Z.85 132%
Dec 8.9% 470 488 96%
Jan 338 8.08 685 118%
Fab .31 $.38 87 irt%
Mar 3.08 11.44 251 120%
Apr ) 11.44 10234 111%
May 1.4 1.3 10M%
Jun 11.44 12.40 o5%
Jul ad 12.40 ’ w»#.
Aug M&M& ’ Jm.um ) BS%
. Sep 11.44 1338 8%

Page 17

NOTES: i

The Naturat Resources Conservation Service snowtelt sites show that the Klamath Basin is
at 84% of normal as of March 9. The present stotn systems should increase that percentage
significantty. Since March 1, the PP&L Subsiation has reported over 163" of precipitation.

Esplanation of Columng:

Diversion Channel - Amount of water that is diverted from the Lost River to the Klamath River
below Link River Dam and above keno Dam.

Pump F-FF - Amount of water that is returned to the Kiamath River from the Lower Hamath
Lake ares including the Wildlife Refuges

Kiamath Balance - This amount represents accretions o the Klamath River that ate not
readily quantified, Such as, misc. tributaries above iron Gate Dam, irrigation demard over
which Reciamation has no controt and springs glong the rivet

Divergion Channel - During the summer months it is necessary to divert walter from the
Kiamath River system to the Lost River system for delivery to profect lands. The amoun
represents a draft on the Klamath River.

AdyfNorth Canals - These canais diven water from the Klamath River for defivery o the Lowe

Kiamath Lake area. Refuge water is delivered through the Ady Canal.

A Canal - This canat Is the main diversion om Upper Klamath Lake for the project.  Water
diverted through this canal is delivered directiy and Indirectly to all other dislricts withie the
project that rely upon upper Klamath Lake

lron Gate Release - This represent the total flow in acre-feet betow tron Gate Dam fo the
Kiamath River The amount is transferred to this column from Page 1, fron Gate
Cernputalions

pper Kiamatl: Lake Projections
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Bt & Actust & Actual & Actual & {ron Gate Computations
Projected Projecied Projected | Average Projected
Mo Lake Lake Infiow Infiow Percent Dutflow Total in Notes
Eevation Storage of Avg Date Flow Days Acre-feet
ELF ECF AF AF Inflow AF {1000 AF)
1885
DEC 31, 1884 | 4913858 165,640
JAM 15 4139.40 221,040 65.50 68.46 95% 10.50 JAN 115 Ses Actusis on page 1
WAN 16,31 4448.27 281,940 73.00 73.00 100% 12.10 JAN 1631 Sen Actusts on page 2
FEE 115 4141.38 364,740 80.50 75.00 121% .7 FEB 1-15 See Actusis 0 page T
FES 16.28 414495 410,340 53.30 5506 82% 7.70 FEB 16-28 See Acusis on page 2
MAR 110 £142.50 456,140 50.00 57.70 8% 4,20 MAR 1-10 Sus Acfums on pugs 2
g $1-20 4142.80 481,440 §0.80 57.70 140% 55,60 MAR 11-20 See Aclusis on page 2
; 2131 4142.73 475,440 7230 §1.4% 114% 78,30 MAR 21-31 Sae Achisis on page 2
[APR 110 4142.B8 488,550 55.40 57.23 99% 43.20 APR 1-10 S4e Achums on page 2
APR 14-20 4142.96 494,950 §5.70 57.23 115% 59.30 AFR 11-20 Saw Aciusls on page 2
AFR 2930 AH43.2% 516,150 5450 57.23 88% 23,30 APR 21.30 Sew Actusie on page 3
MAY .10 4143.25 518,550 §8.60 #4.84 148% 6320 MAY 1-40 See Actusis on page I
T»&, 120 4142.99 497,550 52.60 44.54 "MT% 74.60 MAY 14.20 Sue Acius o page 2
MAY 2131 443,10 506,850 47.30 43.43 96% 38.00 MAY 21-31 Sae Aciins ofs page 2
WUN 110 4143.07 504,450 820 2583 105% 30.60 JUN 1410 ot Actusls on paga 7
WL 120 414323 517,950 3840 2583 149% 24,90 WJUN 11.20 Sea Actustz on page 2
WMUN 21-30 414311 501,750 22.40 25.83 8T% 32.60 JUN 24-30 Sen Actils on pags 3
LU 1410 414078 480,550 10.90 12.68 86% 38.10 FlL 1-10 Ses Actusts on page 2
WL 14-20 414281 485,450 20.60 12.68 158% 35,10 UL 11-20 Sea Actusls on page 2
WL 1134 £142.21 431,950 5.90 13.95 47% 38.40 UL 2431 Sew Actumls on pape 2
[AUG 110 14173 392,850 G20 13.18 % 39.50 ALIG 1-10 Saw Actusls on page 2
AUG 11.20 414118 348,350 45,18 13.18 G% 42,60 ALG 11-20 e Actuels on page 2
ALUG 213 4141.74 316,350 .70 14.51 57% 42.7¢ AUG 21-31 Sue Actumts on page 2
SEP 110 454038 2B4.350 840 20,47 471%, 4144 SEP 1-10 Sas Achiels 00 DEgs 2
SEP 11.20 413887 260,850 15.36 2017 6% 33.80 SEP 11.20 Ses Actsals o pags 7
SEP 2130 4135.68 241,250 15.00 a7 T4% 34.80 SEP 2130 Sea Actouls ot page 2
OCY 115 41394317 223,154 2810 40,16 65% 44.20 OCT 115 1,300 15 38.68
DT 18-31 4120.30 214243 27 .85 42,84 £5% 36.76 OCY 16-31 1,300 16 4128
MOA 1R 413058 232,008 43 44 54,30 BO% 25.68 NOV 1-15 1,300 15 38.68
O 430 413873 243787 4344 84,30 BO% 3168 NOV 15-30 1,300 15 38.68
DEC 115 4140.07 267 888 52 BO 66.00 BO% 28.68 DEC 1-15 1,300 15 ip.68
280 1851 414085 | 324,208 5632 7040 BO% 31.26 DEC 16-31 1,300 18] 4126
Tolal Est Inflow 1905 | 124965
UPPER KILAMATH LAKE
PROJECTED ELEVATIONS
4144 000
m \ké\..-}.-\#ifk\kk‘..yiufdrﬁ
W 4142000 m it PR USSR N U DO B I/I/CJ -
BT e s ot o Ted \
W .. ,.?rF\&\I\
2 "
T o s o 0 o S 8 [ IO Y Y 0 St o 8
§
4136900 m
IRl bl Mul May | sl t Sept
Apr § bani } Augt it Novi Dacl Declo
1995 Catendar Year "
Projected Inflow
_ -+ Projected & Actual _ Operations
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Accrstions Lo the Kiamath [erigation
Month lron Comments
Lawersion Klamath AdyiNorth 1 A Canat Gate Keno Totat
Chanmet (Pymp FFF Balance Canals Release | Release Draft Status

FEUERLE HES T IR Y- T Bt X ] TETTERT] U008 004 ol " 10.50 |Actual 500 cfs Min. Row below iron Gate
AN 1831 CIBeZE O 343 LIRS COOR . 943 o 000 3379y $2.10 jActual BOG ofs Min. flow below iron Gate
FER 115 829 1.57 b3 X 11.48 0.00 3338 7.70 Actuat OO cfs Min. flow betow jron Gate
FEB 15-28 z88 544 13.22 [X: 1N K £ 4.00 3.07 7.70 Actual B0 cfs Min, flow below lron Gate
MAR 140 i TAT .05 4RI {130 LR N L] S 0.0 27.44 L. A0 Actual b efs Min. Tlow below {ron Gate
ﬁg 420 0.0 ISR B0 2888 CEBR R G0 11083 . .55.60 jActual FERC Flows or above for the of the yeas
BAR 2431 CURFRLLOADSY 1884 Qoa 8RS 600 T 11528 - 18.30 [Actual
APR 110 5.2t 5.88 288 0.00 {0.48 2.52 61,44 43,20 iActuat
APR 1120 4.54 2 20,79 0.00 358 B3.84 59,30 |Actual
APR 2130 3.22 4.18 1.0 0.25 447 43,35 ~28.30 |Actual
MAY 440 0501 00 382 L ARE3L B 1NN & V-4 424 . 88A% o 83,20 Actual

Y 4420 84 ABRE U RAZE: wogl 08t o BAGL T2 ST 14,60 Actual
MUAY 2938 Q000820 B80T AT g 4T .73 - 38.00 Actual
UM 1140 0.00 2.53 5.84 5.22 3.56 15,08 14.71 30.60 |Actual
WHLIN 11-20 .12 284 10,10 .00 .26 1H0Is 24.91 24.90 |Actuai Pulse fiow to move hatehery fish
WU 30 0.0 .85 8.65 477 316 12.84 2133 32.60 Actual
WUL 148 g.00 48110343 SRAGL 0 ABY 1088 14.34 38.406 1 Actual
UL $4-20 [ ) SR 31 - S BURREARY &) § B3 BATL o 485 C46.65] o 1448 35.10 Actual
WUL 134 4.00 187 08 £3817 0 A4 48.79 16.24 39.40 |Actual
ALIG 410 0.00 140 5.32 4.15 430 17,43 20.34 39.50 |Actual
AUG 11-28 2.00 1.47 421 .39 4.01 1721 20.37 42.60 |Actual
ALG 2131 .00 1.37 843 X 5.33 18.00 pr&gl 42,70 [Actual
SEP 110 0001 167842 c.. 508 1547 26,60 41.40 Actual
SEP 1120 087 g.661 - 4.8 .00 483 fa8y; 2650 “Tl38.80 IAchual
SEP 2430 287 S QTR 4.13 001 4.40 11.33 26.59 © 3460 [Actual
T TS 4 50 100 5.0 .08 400 14.90 3890 44 20
OCT 1831 2.0 250 10.00 GO0 4.00 500G 41268 38.76
OV 115 oot o 4000 IR0 0008 4000 . 0000 38.68 o 2568
NOW 1830 100 40017 10 600 000] 00 33.68 31.68
TG 15 1.00 500 14.00 40 1000 0.00 3568 28.68
DEC 15.3% 5.00 500 1400 2.00 1000 G 41.26 3.26
TOTALS 10852 1310 34568 54.18 136.22 23877 1251.29

Agricuttural & Refuge Tolals 427 15
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NOTES:
Aetust Boerwration  Suenenation Pwcert .
PRAL of of of Tre Natural Resources Conservation Service snowtell sites show that the Kiamath Basin is
Pracie. Precip. Average  Avarage af 64% of normal as of March 8, The present storm systems should increase thal percentage
Pracip. Pracip, significantly. Since March 1, the PP&L Substation has reported over 1.63" of precipitation.
Bt X7 TIE T8 Licea Explanation of Columns:
Moy 184 37T 2.85 137%, [iversion Channet - Amount of water that is diverted from the Lost River 1o the Klamath River
below Link River Dam and above keno Dam.
Dec 493 4,78 4.89 #6%
Pump F-FF - Amount of water that is returned ta the Klamath River from the Lower Klamath
Jan 338 808 5.55 118% Lake area Including the Wildlife Refuges
L
Falh 84 8.8 B.27 1014% Klamath Balance - This amount represents accretions to the Klamath River thal are not
readily quantified, such as, misc. fributaries above tron Gate Dam, irrigation demand over
Mar 3.08 1144 9.54 120% which Reclamation has ne conirol and springs along the river.
Apr 2,48 1400 .34 436% Diversion Channet - During the summer months # Is necessary to divert water from the
Kiamath River system fo the Lost River system for defivery to project lands.  The amount
May 079 14.88 1.4 £32% represents a draft on the Klamath River.
Jun 1.88 16.74 2,16 438%, AdyMorth Canals - These canals divert water from the Klamath River for delivery to the Lowe
Kiamath Lake area. Refuge water is delivered through the Ady Canal.
Jugt 0.29 17.03 1240 137%

A Canal - This canal is {he main diversion from Upper Klamath Lake for the project. Water
Aug 0.00 17.03 12,79 133% diverted through this canal is delivered directly and indirectly to alt other districts within the
project that rely upon upper Klamath Lake

Bap 0.02 17.85 1338 128%

ron Gate Release - This represent the iotal flow in acre-feet below lron Gate Dam to the
Klamath River. The amount is transferred o this column from Page 1, lron Gate
Computations

Page 3of 3 1995 Upper Kiamath Lake Projections 10111755
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STATE OF CAUFORPIA-THE RESOURCES AGEMCY PETE WIHSOM, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

G NINTH STREET
‘Il'gmmeuﬂw
§4e %55 1T

October 25, 1995

Mr. Ross Burgess, Chairman

Trinity County Board of Supervisors
P. 0. Drawer 1258

Weaverville, California 96003

Dear Chairman Burgess:

The Governor has asked that I respond to your Board of
Supervisors’ Emergency Proclamation and Petition which requests
that he issue an emergency executive order which would rescind
the regulation against the taking of salmon over 22 inches on the
mainstem of the Trinity River.

October 20, our approach to this issue was from the positive
side, that is we examined the various factors involved with a
view to how the request might be granted rather than why it
should not. Nevertheless, our final recommendation to the Fish
and Game Commission which has the statutory authority for setting
hunting and fishing regulations was that for it to take action to
reopen the season on the upper reaches of the Trinity River would
not be appropriate.

. As T mentioned in my telephone conversation with you on

The Department is pleased with the abundance of fall-run
chinook salmon this year. From trapping at Willow Creek weir,
general observations and fishing reports, estimates of the run
put it as substantially greater than last year, somewhere on the
order of 70,000 fish. We fully expect to satisfy the egg take
goal of six million eggs at the Trinity River Hatchery (the goal
for spring-run chinook of four million eggs has already been
catisfied). The adult fall-run chinook escapement objective of
71,000, i.e., 9,000 at Trinity River Hatchery and 62,000 in the
Trinity River, has a very good chance of being met. However,
please keep in mind that although there may be a surplius of
hatchery fish this is not necessarily the case with natural
spawners. We could safely say, based on these considerations,
+hat there would not be damage to the resource if the season were
reopened and only hatchery fish could be targeted.



Mr. Ross Burgess
October 25, 1995
Page Two

Governor Wilson is responsive to the needs of local
government, is certainly aware of, and addressing separately, the
general economic situation in Trinity County. Reopening the
salmon season would generate some additional business there.

From the Department’s perspective, 1t might also generate license
sales and would allow more consumpiive use of a resource without
undue concern over impact to it. At the same time, it is
important to acknowledge the validity and value of the agreed-to,
collaborative process involved in the establishment of the salmon
fishing regulations for the Klamath Basin, even if earlier
projections of the magnitude of this year’s fall-run were
inaccurate.

As you know, numerous parties representing federal and state
governments, California Tribes, ocean commercial and sport
fishing interests, downriver and upriver users all contribute
inputs to the Pacific Fishery Management Council which develops
allocation numbers that are in turn incorporated into fishing
regulations set by the Fish and Game Commission through an open-
hearing rulemaking process. It is even noted that the regulation
this year to set a time-~certain season on the Trinity River was
configured and adopted by the Commission in response to requests
from Trinity County (albeit, the relative success of the fall-run
was not anticipated at the time). The point is that there is a
multi~party allocation scheme based on trust that should be
adhered to; the proposed relaxation of the 22~inch size limit in
the Trinity upper reaches would cause the in-river allocation to
be exceeded. Department liaison with other user groups alluded
to above indicates that they would be very concerned with the
imbalance and would likewise expect special consideration. To
initiate something like a new allocation process to fit present
circumstances, late in the season, and find agreement among all
the participants is not realistic.

Further, the ability of the Fish and Game Commission to take
timely unilateral action is questionable; whether or not the
current situation constitutes an emergency pursuant to the
pertinent section of the Fish and Game Code (Section 240) is
uncertain as is its consistency with the emergency standard(s)
which the Office of Administrative Law would apply. Moreover,
unilateral action does not appear to be good policy when seen in
the context of maintaining the integrity of the present
allocation system.




Mr. Ross Burgess
october 2%, 1995
. Page Three

T think that it is worth noting that biologically speaking,
the Trinity River is not "saturated" and the spawning activity
which is now taking place is very beneficial. The 1995 brood
year should be a great one. AS for the near term, the Commission
is prepared to discuss allowing an "additiconal season" for the
Trinity, similar to that which exists below Iron Gate Hatchery on
the Klamath River, wherein if the fishery exceeds expected return
and hatchery production goals are satisfied the Commission would
have the authority to effectively extend the salmon fishing
season. The Department of Fish and Game and the Commission look
forward to working closely with you, the Board, and Trinity

county citizens to explore the options before we begin the
process to set new Klamath-Trinity regulations next spring.

Sincerely,

(T

C. F. Rdysbrook
Interim Director

. cc: Governor’s Office

Resources Agency

The Honorable Tom Woods
Member of the Assembly

The Honorable Maurice Johannessen
Member of the Senate

Mr. Robert Treanor, Executive Director
California Fish and Game Commission
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Klamath Management Council Membdg
Don McIsaac, Chalrman
P. O. Box 59
Portland, OR 97207

Dear Chairman:

The Klamath Management Zone Fisheries Coall
would like to request a review of the Klamath Ocean
Harvest Model (KOHM). We feel that the KMC
Technical Advisory Team needs to reevaluate
sections of the model's input.

Under present harvest conditions, the KOHM does not
appear to adequately reflect the chinook impacts
win or out" of the Klamath Management Zone. As you
know, the KMZ fishes on a fixed gquota, same as
in-river sport, whereas cells to the north and
south of the Zone fish on projections (season
management). Given this gquota management process
in the KMZ, the Klamath Management Zone Fisheries
Coalition would like the Technical Team to review
all aspects of the model input for accuracy and
improved data collection.

There is additional concern as to the KOHM being
able to successfully predict small quota fisheries
that take place in the KMZ. To address this
concern, we are asking the Klamath Management
council to consider and investigate season
management as an alternative to gquota management.
Recognizing the social and economic impact the
fishery has on the communities in the Zone, we are
requesting that the Council initiate assignments
and appropriately prioritize these two requests.

Sincerely,

BA Sy
Bob Jones
Vice~-fhairman

BJ/es

P.O.BOX 545 BROOKINGS OREGON 97415 OFFICE: (503) 469-2218  FAX:(303) 469-0672
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By
California Corservation Corps s Department of Boating & Walpnvays # Department of Consenation
Prepartment o Fish & Game » Depariment of Forestiv & Fire Frotection @ Depurtment of Parks & Recrestion « Department of Water Hesourees
December 19, 1995
TO: Interested Parties
FR. John Amodio, Assistant Secretary, Resources Agency

RE: Coastal Salmon Natural Community Initiative

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide information on the
Coastal Salmon Natural Community Initiative, an effort involving 22 state,
federal, tribal and local government agencies as well as stakeholder interests.
The goal of the Initiative is t0 develop an integrated program to provide long-
term protection of coastal salmon natural communities, while providing
certainty for landowners and local communities.

This effort came about partly due to the increasing realization that the
current fragmented resources management and regulatory approach was not
working. It clearly creates costly duplications of effort for both the private and
public sector. Currently, there are separate regulatory efforts in regards to the
Northern Spotted Owl, the Marbled Murrelet, timber harvesting on private lands,
the federal Forest Plan, the Clean Water Act and others. All of these are well-
intended and seek to protect important public values. However, at times, the
different regulatory goals and processes seem in conflict with one another and
place the landowner in a catch-22 situation.

The current reguiatory approach also has failed to fully protect the health
and productivity of the environment. Conservation biology is increasingly
documenting the imperative to take a systems approach, with strong emphasis
on sustaining functional habitat over time.

Given this new emphasis, we are committed to fully and fairly assessing
how we can integrate environmental and economic values on a sustainable

basis.

The Resources Building Sacramento, CA 95814 (9167 653-5656 FAX (916) 653-8102
California Coastal Commission California Tahoe Conservancy # Colorado River Board of California

Energy Resources, Conservation & Development Commission e $in Francisco Bav Conservation & Development Commission
State Coastal Conservancy ® Stale Lands Commission ¢ State Reclamation Board

@ printed on recycied paper



The process developed as follows. In the summer of 1994, Governor
Wilson was requested by four Northern California coastal counties to petition
the President to declare a Natural Disaster as a result of El Nino's impact on
ocean fishing. The Governor's Office of Emergency Services concluded that El
Nino was a meaningful factor in the immediate reduced ocean fishery season
and that California’s fishery dependent, coastal communities warranted federal
emergency assistance.

Simultaneously, the Resources Agency recognized that a number of
other factors were contributing to a general decline in our anadromous
fisheries. The Agency determined to undertake a review and assessment of
California’s existing policies and efforts regarding salmon protection and
restoration. Due to existing commitments, particularly intense efforts focused
on the Bay-Delta, the review was deferred until February 1995.

In February, leaders of the Fish, Farm and Forest Communities (Three F
- an association of forestry, recreational and commercial fisheries and
agricultural interests) requested the Resources Agency to participate in their
continuing cooperative efforts to devise ways to better protect Coho salmon.
The Three F describes itself as:

“...working to develop environmentaily sound and economically feasible
solutions to issues facing resource based economics...The first task of the
FFF will be to address issues surrounding the possible listing of the Coho
salmon as a threatened species under the federal Endangered Species Act.”

After meetings in February and March, the Three F Chairman, Gil Murray,
requested the Resources Agency to coordinate an expanded effort of the
relevant government entities, as well as the environmental and economic
stakeholders. He also noted that a number of the key stakeholders would be
unwilling to engage in any process uniess and until the many State and federal
entities, particularly those with regulatory responsibilities, would commit to
working cooperatively towards common goals

The Agency initiated a series of consuitations. Through this, we learned
that other environmental problems besides the Coho were also rapidly coming
to a head. Specifically, a similar decline in coastal Steelhead Trout would likely
lead to their proposed listing under the federal ESA . Additionally, the federal
EPA was under two Notices of Intent to be sued by environmental interests over
the alleged failure to enforce provisions of the Clean Water Act. Specifically, the
environmental piaintiffs were seeking establishment of additional restrictions
on seventeen Coho bearing streams that EPA previously listed as “impaired.”

These additional challenges bolstered the need for a broader and more
comprehensive approach to securing the environmental and economic values
dependent on these coastal salmon watersheds. As a result of these .

2



consultations, the Agency determined that an effective effort would require
bringing together both a bottom-up and a top-down approach. The bottom-up
element refers to the need for the major stakeholders and local government to
play a central role in such a collaborative effort. The top-down element refers to
the necessity for State and federal policy leaders to commit to engage ina
cohesive and constructive manner in support of such an effort. The Framework
Agreement embodies this approach.

We recognize that there are many players already doing important and
significant work toward addressing these problems. The intent of this effort is
not to displace them or “throw the baby out with the bath water”. Rather, it is to
understand and work with these existing efforts in order to better support them
and supplement them as needed to achieve broader protection for our public
resources while providing increased certainty for landowners and local
communities. We believe that achieving a balanced environmental and
economic outcome can best, and probably only, be accomplished through a
combination of:

1) greater cooperation and coordination among existing players and

efforts in order to allow their "sum to be greater than the parts”

2) modifying or augmenting existing efforts to achieve a broader set of
goals than most were originally designed to accomplish.

The signing process for the Framework Agreement has been completed
for the state and federal signatories. Several local governments (Mendocino,
Santa Cruz, and San Mateo) have become signatories, and other counties (Del
Norte, Humboldt, and Sonoma) have designated laisons to the effort.

The Framework Agreement directs the conduct of a feasibility
assessment. Attached is a gquestion and answer document which provides
more detail. A workplan for the feasibility assessment is currently under
preparation and will be available for review in late January.

We look forward to your participation in the feasibility assessment.
Please forward any corrections or changes to your mailing address to the
Resources Agency as soon and possible. If you have questions or comments,
please contact Rebecca Fawver at (916) 653-5656, Resources Agency, 1416
Ninth Street, Suite 1311, Sacramento, CA 95814,



COASTAL SALMON NATURAL COMMUNITY INITIATIVE

November 3, 1995

The first specific effort under the Framework Agreement is to conduct an
assessment as to how a cooperative ecosystem-oriented program can be effectively
tailored to the unique set of variables and challenges in the coastal salmon region.
While there is general agreement that this type of approach conceptually makes
sense, different parties have different ideas, concerns and needs in relationship to

such an effort.

Prior to formally launching an actual program with the significant resources
required of such an effort, we have determined to carefully examine the biological,
economic and political basis for such an approach. A number of parties have raised
questions regarding the conduct of the feasibility assessment. We hope this
additional information can answer those questions.

First, an acknowledgment is important. We recognize there are many players
already doing important and significant work towards addressing these problems.
The intent of this effort is not to displace them or seek to start from square-one on a
completely new approach. Rather, it is to understand and work with these existing
efforts. We believe that achieving a balanced environmental and economic
outcome can best, and probably only, be accomplished through a combination of:

1) greater cooperation and coordination among existing players and efforts in
order to allow their “sum to be greater than the parts;”

2) modifying or augmenting existing efforts to achieve a broader set of goals
than most were originally designed to accomplish.

1. What is the goal of this feasibility assessment?

The goal is to determine the feasibility of a process through which
landowners and communities can achieve protection and restoration of coastal
salmon natural communities as well as provide certainty for the landowner’s
economic use of their land. It is important that landowners will be able to meet or-
exceed the existing requirements of law in a more effective and efficient manner.

2. Why try to improve upon the existing regulatory process?

The current fragmented regulatory approach clearly creates costly duplications
of effort for both the landowner and government sector. At times, the different




regulatory goals seem in conflict with one another and place the landowner in a
catch-22 situation.

The current regulatory approach also has significant defects in achieving its
purpose of protecting the health and productivity of the environment.
Conservation biology is increasingly documenting the imperative to take a systems
approach, with strong emphasis on sustaining functional habitat over time.

Given this combination of flaws in our existing approach, we are committed
to fully and fairly assessing how we can better facilitate restoring, and sustaining
environmental and economic values.

Different means will be evaluated during the feasibility assessment. One
approach certainly to be scrutinized is development of integrated resource
management plans. Such Plans have been utilized, or are in process of being
developed, in other resource areas with encouraging progress. These plans are being
developed under the leadership of community based groups, particularly Resources
Conservation Districts, as well as individual landownerships.

3. How does this program contemplate dealing with existing regulatory
processes or planning efforts?

This program will seek to consolidate existing efforts whenever feasible. A
review of existing efforts will occur early in the feasibility assessment to determine
their value and compatibility as elements of an integrated program. The desire is to
develop a process which integrates appropriate existing efforts and builds upon or
augments them as needed. By way of example, forest landowners of greater than
2,500 acres now have the option of developing sustained Yield Plans (SYPs). Itis
conceivable that an SYP could be the basis for meeting the diverse requirements of
State and federal law. Coordinated Resource Management Plans also are a proven
process that might be broadened in purpose to serve as vehicles for meeting the
diverse requirements of law, as well as blue-print for enhancing the productivity of
a natural community.

4. What has been done to date to pursue this approach?

In February 1995, the Resources Agency determined that a review and
assessment of California’s existing policies and efforts regarding salmon protection
and restoration was timely. This reflected concern that the state's salmon
populations were generally, and for some runs significantly, in decline. The Central
Valley winter-run had already been listed under the federal ESA, and the coastal
Coho salmon was under consideration for listing. If Coho was listed, a traditional
single species approach could have far-reaching adverse impacts on California's

Northcoast.



Also in February, leaders of the Fish, Farm and Forest Communities (Three F)
(an association of forestry, recreational and commercial fisheries and agriculture
interests) requested the Resources Agency to discuss expansion of their on-going
cooperative efforts to devise ways to better protect Coho salmon through inclusion
of government officials and representatives of other stakeholder interests. The
Three F describes itself as:

" .working to develop environmentally sound and economically feasible
solutions to issues facing resource based economies...The first task of the FFF
will be to address issues surrounding the possible listing of the Coho salmon
as a threatened species under the federal Endangered Species Act.”

After meetings in February and March, the Three F Chairman Gil Murray
requested the Resources Agency to coordinate an expanded effort of the relevant
government entities.

The Agency determined that an effective effort would require bringing
together both a bottom-up and a top-down approach. The bottom-up element refers
to the need for the major stakeholders and local government to play a central role in
such a collaborative effort. The top down element refers to the necessity for State
and federal policy leaders to commit to engage in a cohesive and constructive
manner in support of such an effort. The Framework Agreement and the feasibility
assessment embody this approach.

5. Who will perform the assessment; who will pay for it?

The feasibility assessment will be conducted by the California Resources
Agency with the participation of the signatories to the Framework Agreement and
other interested parties. There is not a specific budget for the conduct of the
assessment. The principal expense will be staff time, which will be provided by the
participating government entities from existing budgets.

6. How will the assessment effort be structured?

A Policy Group of government and non-government leaders will be
established by the Resources Agency to help guide and oversee the assessment effort.
This Policy Group will make the key decisions regarding workplan scope and
determination of the recommended program approaches. A core staff from State
and federal agencies will gather needed information, perform necessary analysis and
prepare draft work products. In addition, an Applied Science Panel will be created to
provide science-based recommendations.




7. What will be the geographic scope of this program?

A goal of the feasibility assessment is to determine whether a program could
be developed which can then be implemented in all or part of the coho's geographic
range in California. According to DFG (1994), populations of coho in California
occur from California’s most northern coastal river, the Smith, south to the San
Lorenzo River in Santa Cruz County.

3. How will the public and interested parties participate in the assessment?

In order for any program to be successful, it will require broad-based public
involvement. Consequently, we will pursue every feasible effort to provide
information and forums for discussion and dialogue. This will include public
meetings early in the assessment effort in several locations within the Coastal
Salmon region. These meetings will be designed to both inform the public about
the assessment and to benefit from their perspective on the key issues to be assessed.
Another round of public meetings will be held to present the draft findings and
recommendations of the Policy Committee, and to receive comments or suggestions
regarding them.

In addition to public meetings, we will utilize mailings. We are further
exploring the use of the Resources Agency’s CERES program on the Internet to
facilitate timely distribution of information and as another forum for dialogue.

Additionally, the Policy Group and Core Staff will structure involvement of
the major economic and environmental stakeholder groups in their assessment
efforts and development of draft findings. '

9. What will be the role of local government?

Local governments possess tremendous knowledge, experience and authority
regarding the spectrum of land uses and the special variables of their area. Their
participation in shaping and guiding the assessment, and making final decisions, is
particularly valuable. Their possible roles in the implementation of a feasible
program will be explored and considered through the feasibility assessment.
Ultimately, the role they serve in both the feasibility assessment and program
implementation will be determined by them. It is recognized that their ability to
participate is severely constrained by lack of resources. Any potential role for them
in program implementation will need to address the means to finance such a role.



10. What is the role of science in this process?

A primary goal of the feasibility assessment is to structure the program based
on the best scientific information. An Applied Science Panel will be created for
making specific science-based recommendations, such as protocols for watershed
assessment. The Panel would solicit the ideas and critique of the broader scientific
community. Early in the feasibility assessment existing scientific information will
be surveyed and analyzed for its adequacy to support the program goals.

11. Would integrated resources management plans be required and who is the
appropriate local entity to devise a plan?

Development of such a plan would be voluntary. The decision of whether to
develop such a plan will be a landowner or landowners decision. Some landowners
may be able to develop such a plan for their own property; others may desire to
work with other landowners through such cooperative mechanisms as Resource
Conservation Districts or Watershed Associations. In some areas, local government
might be a convening or lead entity. Therefore, the appropriate local entity to
develop a plan would be whatever entity a landowner or landowners view is most
appropriate for their situation.

12. Who will pay for the development of integrated resource management plans?

Possible funding sources will be thoroughly explored during the feasibility
assessment. The cost for development of a plan may be covered by individual
landowners or cooperative partnerships with the public and private sectors.
Additionally, resources in terms of staff and other assistance would be invested by
the signatories to the Framework Agreement.

13. Who will review and approve the plans?

Review and approval of the plans will be conducted by the government
entities with legal responsibilities for the laws with which the plan seeks to comply.
Thus, the number of agencies involved will depend upon the range of laws that the
plan is intended to cover.

14. Will all ownership sizes and land uses have the same requirements under this
approach?

While all landowners have the same broad obligation to meet the
requirements of law, we are seeking to move away from the one-size fits all
regulatory approach to solutions tailored to the greatly varying realities of different
landscapes and land-uses. The means towards that common end may vary in order




to reflect the special needs and opportunities associated with different ownership
sizes and uses.

15. What is meant by “...integrating private, public and tribal land management
within a watershed”?

It is recognized that private, public and tribal lands have different legal
standings and requirements. The goal is not to blur these long-recognized
distinctions, but to foster effective cooperation and coordination to optimize the
overall public benefits of the different ownership goals and management.

16. How much would a full-blown program of this nature cost, and who would pay
for it?

The determination of the cost of such a program will be a key focus of the
feasibility assessment. Part of the feasibility assessment will be to research all
possible funding options. Perhaps the most meaningful measure of the value of
any proposed program will be whether the private and public sector are willing to
finance its implementation.
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KLAMATH RIVER BASIN FALL CHINOOK SALMON RUN %&ZE IN-RIVER HARVEST
AND SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT - 1995 SEASOUR :

he 1995 adult fall chinook salmon run size into the Klamath River system was the second highest
on record and considerable higher than the preseason projection. The erilse run was the sixth
highest on record and the highest since 1986.

Fisheries scientists projected that 75 000 adult fall chinook would return to the Klamath River this
fail. Using this figure, they project an in-river harvest of 18,400 fish (including 1,300 unlanded
mortalities), teaving 36,600 aduits to spawn naturally or in the natcheries. The following table
presents, in abbreviated form, 1995 preseason adult harvest and spawner escapement projections *

along with corresponding postseason estimates.

Preseason Postseason Percent of
projection estimate projected
Harvest
Indian net 15,300 15,557 101.7%
Angler 1,800 4,558 253.2%
Net & angler mortalities (unlanded) 1,300 1,336 102.8%
Subtotals 18,400 21,451 116.6%
Spawner Escapement
Natural _ 35,000 150,641 430.4%
Hatchery 21,600 28,625 132.5%
Subtotals 56,600 179,266 316.7%
Totals 75,000 200,717 267.6%

Complete run-size, harvest and spawner-escapement estimates for both adults and grilse for years,
1978-1995, are presented in the accompanying table.

¥ prepared December 18, 1995 by the California Department of Fish and Game, Klamath-
Trinity Program.

¥ from “Preseason Report 111, Analysis of Council-Adopted Management Measures for
1995 Ocean Salmon Fisheries™. Prepared by the Salmon Technical Team and Staff Economist -

Pacific Fisheries Management Council. Aprl 1995




Whantath River Basin Fall Chinook Salmon Spawner Excapement, In-river Harvest and Run-size Estimares.
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.‘__ _ N SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT o - |

1978

Hatchery Spawners Grilse Aduits Totals L Grise Adults Totals 1 Grise Adus Totals
ron Gate Hatchery (Gt 512 5028 7.840 i1 257 2301 2568 | 451 2412 2,863 |
Trinity River Hatehery (TRID 1325 _ 6034 7359 - 964 1335 2205 | 27256 208§ 6,385 |
Subtotais S5an Tiaese  is1%e 1221 | 3,636 4857 | 2707  BEU 5218
Natural Spawners -
Trinity River basin ;i !

(sbove Willow Cresk, excluging TRH) 4712 31,052 35764 3936 8028 11884 | 16837  7.700 24,537 |
Saimon River basin . 4400 2,800 4000 ;. 150 1,000 1930 200 §00 1000 |
Scott River basin 1908  3.423 5332 || 428 3396 3824 2245 2032 4,277 |
Shasta River basin  B707 12026 18731 | 1,040 71 8,151 47334 3782 8,096
Bogus Creek basin . 651 4828 5579 ! 494 5444 5938 1748 32321 5070
Main Stem Klamath River : ?

{exciuding IGH) 300 1700 2000 486 4190 4836 | 857 2488 3,335 |
Misc. Klamath tributaries ‘ '5 P %

{abave Hogpa and Yurok Reservatians) . T35 2,765 3,500 i 147 1,068 1,215 | % 500 1,000 1,500 |
Hoops and Yurok Reservationtdbs. . — @ - b ey 100 ¢ 400 . 500 c| i 280 - 200 & 650 <
Subtotals TiE 414 58482 74906 || 6761 30637 37,388 || 26,982 21483 48465 E

T
1

' Total Spawner Escapement ' Tige54 71451 90105 j. 7,982 343273 42,255 W 28688 27984 57,683 |

. i IN-RIVER HARVEST ]

4980
Analer Harvest ! Grilse Aduits Totals || Grlse Adults  Totais Grilse  Adults  Totals
Klamath River (setow Hwy 101 bridge) 122 854 o976 a ‘E 218 484 700 835 77 1,562
Trinity River basin {sbave Willew Creck) | - 4 - @ o ¢ | 765 1,157 1,922 2.456 £s88 3,454
Ralance of Klamath system ©1.860 840 2,800 1 1,200 500 1,700 2,600 2.771 5.371
Subtotals L2082 1,634 3776 | 2181 2,141 4322 5,881 4488 10,387

indian Net Harveste
Klamath RIver {below Hwy 101 bridge) - - - - - - 495 9805 10,100
Klamath River (Hwy 101 to Trinity mouth) | - - - - — - 272 1,528 1,800
Tronity River i ' —

- - — - ~ 220 §80 1,100

Subtotals 1,800 18,200 20,000 1,350 13,680 15,000 g87 12013 13,000
i Total In-river Harvest 3882 19894 23776 || 3.531 15791  18.322 {6878 16509 23,387 |
1 IN-RIVER RUN i

1980

Totals | Grilse Adults Tetals 1 Grilse Adulls Totals Grilse Aduits Totals

In-river Harvest and Escapement ! 22.538 01,345 113,881 || 11,513 50,064 61,577 36,567 44,503 81,070

Angling Mortality (2% of harvest) f j 42 34 76 i 44 43 87 118 90 208

Mortality (3% est) | | 144 1,456 1,600 | 108 1,082 1,200 | 79 ¢61 1,040
Total In-river Run c 22,722 92,835 115.857 [116865 51,199 62.884 || 36764 45554 82.318 i

Prepared 12/14/%5 feoptiaued noxt pagc)
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. ' _ SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Page 2of 7

1983

Hatchery Spawners CGrise Aduts Totals | Giise Aduts  Totals || Gise Aduis _Totals
tron Gate Hatchery 061D f 540 2,085 2. 595 ; {1,833 B.A53 10188 i 514 8,371 8,888
~mity River Hatchery (TRID 1004 2470 3374 | 4235 2088 8293 |1 271 5494 5768 -
Subtotals TTGas  A425 58969 | BOBE 10411 16479 || 785 13.865 14,650
Natural Spawner y -
Trinity River basin _ ¥
(above Willow Creek, excluding TRH} | 5908 15,340 21,246 | E 8,148 9274 17,423 B53 17,264 18,137
Saimon River basin : 450 750 1.200 i 300 1,000 1,300 ¥ 1,200 1,275
Scott River basin ‘1 3,408 3,147 6,556 ! 4,350 5,826 10,176 170 3,388 3,568
Shasta River basin I 4,330 7,880 12,220 f 1,822 §,533 8,455 753 3118 3.872
Bogus Creek basin | 912 2736 3,642 E 2.32% 4 818 7,143 335 2,713 3,048 ¢
Main Stem Klamath River ; 5 ' E '
(axciuding IGH) 1,000 3.000 4000 ;; 1.000 3,000 4,000 200 1.800 2.000
Misc. Klamath tributaries ‘, 5 |
{above Hoopa and Yurok Reservations] | 200 1,000 1.500 &00 1,500 2.100 140 1,270 1,410
Hoopa and Yurck Reservationtribs. |~ s - 5 e B - & - s - b N
Subtotais Po18,507 33,857 50,3564 18 646 31,851 50,587 2.528 30,784 33310
Total Spawner Escapement 18051 38282 56,333 | (24714 42352 67076 || 3311 44649 47.960 :
. ; IN-RIVER HARVEST
Angler Harvest | Grise Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals
Klamath River below Hwy 101 bridge) | 536 1714 2250 1252 3538 4781 60 750 810
Trinity River basin (above Willow Creek) 1,456 3,174 4,830 2,554 2.3 4,875 116 2.360 2,478 |
Balange of Kiamath sysiem 5,260 1,085 6,385 8,678 2478 11,157 175 1,125 1,300 .
Subtotals | 7,252 5,883 13,235 12,484 g 339 20,823 351 4235 4,588 |
Indian Net Harveste
Kiamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge) g12 23,087 24,008 280 4,547 4 837 12 800 812 !
Klamath River (Hwy 101 to Trinity mouth) 1,104 8,405 2,509 1,185 8,424 9518 121 5,700 5821
Triniy Riv ki 449 1,531 1,980 314 1,011 1,825 30 1,390 1,420 '
Subtotals 2,468 33,033 35,498 1,798 14,482 16,281 163 7880 8,053 !
" Total In-river Harvest [ 9717 39016 48733 || 14,283 22821 37104 10 514 12125 12,639 |
i IN-RIVER RUN j
Totals | Grilse Adulis Totals ] Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals
In-river Marvest and Escapement i 27,788 77,268 105066 38,997 65,183 104,180 3,825 86,774 60,538
Angling Martality (2% of harvest) 1 145 120 285 250 167 417 7 &8s g2
Net Mortality (8% of harvest) | | 4g7 2643 2840 || 144 1159 1303 | 13 631 644 |
. Totat In-river Run [ 357110 80,051 108,171 |{ 39391 66509 105,900 [| 3,845 57.480 61,335

Prepared 12/14/85 {continued next page)
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1985

@

Halchery Spawners Grilse. Adults Totals Grilse  Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals
ron Gate Hatchery (6D 764 5,330 5,084 | 2,158 18,821 22110 % 1,481 17.086 18,557
Trinity River Hatchery (IBID 768 2,186 2832 1 18166 2,583 20748 | 3809 15,785 19,404
Subtotals &30 Tage 0026 | 20325 2253 42,858 0 S.07C 32891 37961
Natural Spawners ‘ -

Trinity River basin o : :’

{above Wiiow Creek, excluding TRH) 3,418 55654 8070 ‘ 29,454 G217 38671 ; 20,4589 52,848 113,007
Satmon River basin 218 1226 5 1442 ¢ ; 805 2,258 3,164 1 948 2,718 3,865 .
Scott River basin 358 1,443 1801 || 1357 3051 4408 | 4865 3176 8041
Shagta River basin 480 2,382 2,842 ‘t 2,227 2,887 5124 1 6883 3274 3,887
Bogus Creek basin L 45 2038 3504 | 1156 3,491 4647 'lo118s 824 7308 |
Main Stem Klamath River E i zE

{axcluding IGH) 200 1350 1,550 ii 156 468 g24 i1 196 603 799
Misc. Klamath tibutaries |

(abave Hoopa and Yurok Ressnations) 180 980 1,140 t 648 4214 4 860 » 508 4,819 5,825
Hoppa angd Yurok Reservation ks - - b - % &0 n 80 » 130w ; - B - —_ g
Subtotals 5,285 18,064 21,349 {1 35851 25877 51,828 || 28942 113,360 142,302
" Total Spawner Escapement 6818 23,580 20,375 | ' 55276 48211 104,487 ] 34.012 146251 180,263

IN-RIVER HARVEST
4984 1986

Angler Harvest :_ Grilse Aduits Tatals Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals |
Klamath River (below Hwy £01 bridge) 175 548 723 1,479 2,427« 3,808 704 2,456 3,160 |
Trinity River basin (above Willow Creck) 383 738 1,128 5,442 184+ 5,586 3,438 12,038 15477 ‘
Balance of Klamath system : 384 2.056 2,440 4274 100t 5278 52688 6532 11798 |
Subtotals 5 852 3,340 4292 11,185 3882 14777 || 8408 21027 30,435 |

Indian Net Harveste
Klamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge) ' 132 11878 12,010 132 5700 5,832 191 15,286 15477 |
Klamath River (Hwy 101 to Trinity mouth} I 183 5,622 5 805 476 3,925 4 401 377 5,033 5410 |
Trinity. River (Hoapa Beservation) ! 140 1,170 1,310 Q47 ; 1,841 2,888 286 4.808 5084 l
Subtotals I 455 18670 19125 1,555 11,566 13,121 854 25127 25981 |
Total In-river Harvest | 1,407 22,010 23,417 112750 15,148 27.898 | (10,262 46,154 56,418 |
| IN-RIVER RUN |

1984 1986

Totals | Grilse Adults  Totals || Grise Adults  Tetals || Grise Adults  Totals |
In-river Harvest and Escapement : 8222 45570 83,792 68,026 §3,358 132,385 | 44274 182,405 236679 I
Angling Mortality (2% of harvest) f } 19 a7 86 | 224 72 298 188 421 608 l
Mariaity (2% costy . 36 - 1484 1.530 i 124 925 1,048 1 &8 2,010 2,078 |
Total In-river Run | 8277 47131 55408 || 69374 64356 133730 | (34530 194.836 239366 |

Prepared 12/14/95

{continued next page)
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I A—— _ __ i | _ L
Hatchery Spawnars Grilae Adults  Totals | Grilse Adulls  Totals Gilse Adults Totals
iron Gate Hatehery (G 7825 15488 17.014 . 6pg 16706 16715 831 10858 11650
Trinity River Hatehery ORI 2,453 13,934 16,387 4752 17,352 22,104 238 11,132 11,371
Subtotals 4278 29,123 33,401 - 5301 33,458 38818 1,070 21,981 23061
Natural Spawner -
Trinity River basin . :

(above Witlow Craex. excluging TRH} 5,849 71,820 FT.EB9 . 10828 44 616 55242 2,543 28 445 31,888
Salmoen River basin i 118 3,832 3,850 327 3,273 3800 895 2915 3610
Scoit River basin 787 7,768 8,566 473 4727 5200 ¢ 1,188 3,000 4188
Shasta River basin g8 4288 4687 256 2,588 2842 137 1,440 1.577
Bogus Creek basin 1208 9748 10956 || 225 16215 16440 &, 444 2218 2662
Main Stem Kiamath River : s E

{excluding IGH) 65 863 928 184 2,882 3148 214 1.011 1,225
Misc. Klamath tributaries : o

{sbeve Hoopa and Yurak Reservations) : 237 3,288 3,523 418 4167 4 585 248 3,238 3,487
Heopa ang Yyrok Reservation tibs, - 5 - b - t:i : 55 « 820 « B7S K 40 & BOD « 840 «
Subtotals fo8772 101717 110,489 i 12,544 79386 91930 5500 43868 49377
" Total Spawner Escapement | | 13,050 130,840 143890 | 17605 112.844 130749 || 6,579 65859 72,438

. IN-RIVER HARVEST
_ ' 1988 1989
Angler Harvest | Grise Aduts  Totals || Grise _Adufts = Totals || Grise _Adults Totals
Klamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge) 146 2,455 2801 1 124 3,367 3,481 137 1,328 1,465
Trinity River basin (sbove Witlew Creek) | 923 9,433 10,358 | | 2735 8,341 12,076 | 208 3,054 3,263
Balange of Klamath system {4387 8,281 12.648 | 2,582 5485 12047 3 1,921 4,393 5314
Subtotals | 5436 20,168 25,605 5411 22203 276814 | 2,267 B775 11,042
Indian Net Harvesie
Klamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge) 36 39,678 40,014 138 36,814 37052 0 37,130 37130
Klamath River (Hwy 101 1o Tringty mouth) 117 8,136 8,253 173 9,667 9,840 120 4,961 5,081
Trinity River {Hoopa Ressrvation) 262 4,982 5,244 267 5,070 5337 71 3,474 3,548
Subtotals 415 53,098 53,511 578 51,651 52,229 191 45565 45758
! Total in-river Harvest | (5851 73265 79116 || 5989 73854 79843 12458 54,340 56,798
% IN-RIVER RUN
1988 1989
Iotais Grilse Adults _Totals Griise  Adults  Totals || Grilse _Adults = Totals
In-river Harvest and Escapement 18,901 204,105 223,008 23,894 186,698 210,582 g.037 130,189 129,236 |
Angling Mortafity (29 of harvest) f 108 403 912 108 444 552 . 45 176 221
ity (8% of harvest) f 33 4 248 4281 | 45 4,132 4178 15 3,645 3,660
.! Total In-river Run | 715043 208756 227799 || 24048 191274 215322 || 9097 124020 133117

Prepared 12/54/95 (continued next page)
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Hatchery Spawners “Grise Adults  Totals || Grse  Aduts_ _Totals || Geise  Aduts  Totals

iron Gate Hatchery uGin 321 5704 7,025 65 4002 4067 || 3737 3581 7318 !
inity Ri v TRED 371 1,348 1719 205 2482 2687 | 21 3779 389

Subtotals T BgZ 8052 8744 270 6484 6754 | 3948 71380 11,308

Natural Spawners -

Trinity River basin '

(above Witlow Cresk, sxciuding TRH} 241 7.682 7,923 382 4867 5249 | 2563 7138 8702
Salmon River basin : 5861 40711 4887 1, 143 1,337 1,480 547 778 1,325
Scott River basin . 238 1379 1615 || 146 2019 2165 865 1,873 2838 .
Shasta River basin © 118 415 533 | 10 716 726 66 520 586 .
Bogus Creek basin 53 732 785 | 26 1,281 1,281 556 598 1,154 |
Main Stem Klamath River f : i

{excluding 1GH) : 58 505 5684 - 8 572 580 234 366 800 |
Misc. Kiamath tributaries : E

(abuve Hoopa and Yurek Reservations) | 30 684 724 ; g 485 504 153 280 433

copa and Yurok Reservation lribs, | 7%  118x 135, Ox 382«  382x 50« 474« 5334
Subtotal [ 1,350 15506 16946 i 718 11649 127367 5143 12,028 17171 |
[ Total Spawner Escapement | | 2042 23648 25690 |[ 988 18,133 19,121 | { 9081 19,388 28479
{ IN-RIVER HARVEST .

1992

Angler Harvest Grilse Adults  Totals Grilse  Adults  Totals Grilse Aduits  Totals
Klamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge) 58 281 349 18 314 333 13 20 33
Trinity River basin (sbove %illow Croek) 22 328 350 94 1477 1271 158 314 472
Balance of Klamath systern 2,020 2934 4954 573 1892 2465 3,949 668 4,617
Subtotals 2,100 3553 5653 686 3383 4068 4120 1002 5122
Indian Net Harveste
Kiamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge) 13 3648 3,661 7 3902 3,909 124 1,152 1276
Klamath River (wy 101 1o Trinity mouth) 141 3,447 3,588 25 5016 5041 200 36687 3,887
Trinity River (Hoopa Reservatisn) 36 811 847 30 1,280 1,310 42 946 988
Subtotals 190 7906 8,096 62 10,198 10,260 366 5785 6,151
[ Total In-river Harvest [ 2200 11,459 13749 || 748 13581 14329 || 4486 6787 11273 |
T IN-RIVER RUN ;
Totals Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Aduits Totals
In-river Harvest and Escapement 47332 35107 38,439 1,736 31,714 33,450 13,577 28,178 39,752
Angling Mortality (2% of barvesty { 42 71 113 14 €8 82 82 20 102
Net Mortality (8% of harvess f 15 632 647 5 816 821 29 463 492 |
Total In-river Run [ 4389 35810 4019¢ |[ 1755 32598 34353 || 13688 26658 40.

(continued next pag

Preparcd 12/14/95
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SPAWNER ESCAPEMENT

Halchery Spawners Gﬁa Auits Te_}ta;is ! | Grise f:iulis ' T:}taés i “ : Grilse éutts ' ?és
iron Gate Hatchery (G#D T 883 20828 24711 |f 788 1147w 12233 @ 258 13749 a 14008
Trinity River Hatchery (IR 736 818 1551 11 4442 3.264 7706 (1 109 14878 14,985
Subtotals 1618 21643 23282 '] 5200 14739 19,939 368 28625 28,923
Naturai

Trinity River basin b

{above Wiliow Creek, exciuding TAM) 2,465 5,805 8,370 2,505 10,906 13,411 ;0 13.018 52,694 95713 .
Satmon River basin 456 3,077 3,533 7T 3,216 3,493 g i 1,650 3,980 5,830
Scott River basin ; 265 5,035 5,300 505 2,358 2863 |1 3200 9,457 12,657 |
Shasta River basin 85 1,341 1,426 1,840 3,383 5203 | 490 12,740 13,230
Bogus Creek basin | 431 3,285 3,716 443 7,817 8,260 % 1,002 31,333 32,335 |
Main Stem Klamath River i ; % ;

{excluging IGH) 31 n 647 » 578 825 3,249 » 3874 | 1322 6480« 7,802
Misc. Kiamath tributaries ‘ ! ;

{above Hoopa and Yurok Resamtzons) 92 2,470 2,562 &0 1,202 1,252 831 -, 3544 ¢ 4375
Hoopa and Yurok Reservation tribs. | 0 g8 98 » 0 n 222 » 222 ? 34 5 413 » 447 !
Subtotals . 3825 21,858 25683 || 8245 32,333 28,878 |, 21,548 150,641 172,188
Total Spawner Escapement | | 5444  43.501 48,045 |[ {1445 47072 58517 | 21916 179,268 201,182 |

. IN-RIVER HARVEST |
. Ancler Harvest I Grilse Adults Totals Grilse Aduits Totals |1 Grise Adults Totals |
Klamath River (below Hwy 101 bridge} | 23 869 622 246 662 808 i 282 747 1,028
Trinity River basin (above Willow Crask) i 172 391 £63 547 B0 807 1 734 1,687 2,481
Balance of Klamath system 1,730 2412 3,842 1,763 910 28673 ! 3768 2,124 ¢« 5392
Subtotals {1,928 3,172 5,097 2.558 1,832 4,388 || 4344 4 558 8902

indian Net Harvest.
Klamath River (below Huwy 101 bridge) 62 3,017 3,079 81 4,362 4,443 137 5119 5,258
Kiamath River (Hwy 101 1o Triniey mouth) 80 5,127 5,207 118 5,064 5,182 152 7.0585 7,207
Riv ; 33 1,482 1,525 94 2,266 2,360 268 3,383 3,651
Subtotals 175 9,636 9811 293 11,892 11,985 557 15,557 16,114
% Total In-river Harvest | 2100 12.808 14908 || 2849 13,524 16373 || 48071 20,115 25016 |
1 IN-RIVER RUN |
Totals Grlse Aduits Totals Grilse Aduits Totals Grilse Adults Totals
in-river Harvest and Escapement 7.544 56,309  £3,853 14294 60,596 74,890 26,817 199,381 226,188
Angling Mertality (2% of harvest) £ 38 53 102 51 37 88 87 91 178
Net Mortality (8% of hapvests 14 771 785 23 935 258 45 1,245 1,290
Total in-river Run | (77597 57143 64740 | [ 14368 61,568 75936 || 26,949 200717  227.665 |

. Prepared 12/13/55

{continued next page)
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All figures are California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) counts/esumates uniess otherwise indicated, All ﬁgur’
Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries represent counts of fish entering those facilities. All spawner escapement figures (0

the Shasta River basin for 1978-1987, plus those for Bogus Creek basin for 1980-1991 are based on counts made at countine
stations located near the mouths of those streams.  All remaining spawner escapements and all harvest figures are estimates
developed from data obtained through ongoing field investigations n the Klamath-Trinity system. Figures for years 1994 are
fipal; 1993 figures are preliminary, subject to revision,

Figure not available.

{SFWS estimate.

In 1978, the Klamath River system sport saimon fishing season was closed August 25, There was essentially no sport
harvest of fall chinook in the Trinity River basin in 1978.

USFWS estimates for years through 1932; 1983 through 1993 estimates jointly made by USFWS and Hoopa Valley Business
Council Fisheries Department (HVBCFDY); 1994 estimates jointly made by HVBCFD for the Hoopa Reservation and Yurok
Tribal Fisheries Department (YTFD) for the Yurok Reservation.

Factors for non-landed catch mortality caleulated by the Klamath River Technical Advisory Team (KRTAT, 1986,
“Recommended Spawning Escapement Policy for Klamath River Fall-run Chinook™).

1.8, Forest Service estimate,

HVBCFD estimate. Estimate for streams in Hoopa Reservation only.

In 1985, the Klamath River system sport salmon fishing season was closed to the taking of 2ll salmon below the U.S.
Highway 101 bridge from September 9 through December 3]; the Klamath from the U.S. Highway 101 bridge to Iron Gate
Dam and the Trinity River from its mouth to Lewiston Dam were closed to the taking of salmon 22 inches and longer from
Septermber 23 through December 3], 1985,

Estimates. for Hoopa Reservation portion of catch (=947 grilse and 1,941 adults) are of cateh occurring during open fishing
periods only. :
Estimates jointly made by USFWS and HVBCFD.

Fipal figures for Salmon River basin natural spawners shown in the December 11, 1991 table were incorrect. Corrected
figures, plus pecessary revisions to the 1990 totals, are presented here.

Figure does not include adults that, following entry into Iron Gate Hatchery, were returned to the river alive and unspawned,
and which are presumed to have spawned naturally., This includes 2,333 fish in 1994 and 8,932 fish in 1995.
CDFG estimate based on USFWS redd count data,

CDFG and USFS estimates.
HVYBCYFD and YTFD estimates. :
708 of these adult chinook were harvested between I-5 and IGH after the river reopened to sport angling.






