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08 December 2009

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Subject: DRAFT minutes for the 08 December 2009 AFF meeting with TAC.

The meeting was held in the St. Helens Room at NOAA’s Portland Office.  In attendance:

	Last
	First
	Agency
	Office/Mobile
	Email

	Byane
	Alan
	IDFG
	
	

	Brandt
	Scott
	Shonsone-Bannock tribes
	
	sbrandtsbs@sbtribes.com

	Caudill
	Chris
	U of I
	
	

	Clugston
	David
	USACE-NWP
	503-808-
	David.a.clugston@usace.army.mil

	Ellis
	Stuart
	CRITFC
	
	ells@critfc.org

	Ehlke
	Robin
	WDFW
	
	Robin.ehlke@dfw.wa.gov

	Fredricks
	Gary
	NOAA
	503-231-6855
	Gary.fredricks@noaa.gov

	Fryer
	Jeff
	CRITFC
	
	fryj@critfc.org

	Kern
	Chris
	ODFW
	
	j.chris.kern@state.or.us

	Mackey
	Tammy
	USACE-NWP
	541-374-4552
	Tammy.m.mackey@usace.army.mil

	Rawding
	Dan
	WDFW
	
	

	Rerecich
	Jon
	USACE-BON
	541-374-7984
	Jonathan.g.rerecich@usace.army.mil

	Sharma
	Rishi
	CRITFC
	
	shar@critfc.org

	Whiteaker
	John
	CRITFC
	
	whij@critfc.org


Caudill, ? and Rerecich called in.
1. ACTIONS

1.1. TAC will put together a paper.

1.2. Byane can draft some PIT tag usage.
1.3. Further discussion on how to get the Accords Project’s sample rates.  
2. Bern started the meeting with introductions.  He would like to make some progress on the long term intent of the AFF at Bonneville Dam.  He reviewed the minutes from the previous meetings regarding the AFF and sampling needs.
2.1. CRITFC uses the facility for many purposes such as: stock reconstruction, Pacific Salmon Treaty work, genetics, etc.
2.2. There are issues with the use of the facility, namely temperatures and fish safety.
2.3. NOAA agreed to a new picket lead configuration.  CRITFC agreed to look at less intrusive methods of sampling.
3. Sampling at the Bonneville Adult Fish Facility and potential alternatives.
3.1. There are currently no other alternatives to getting data from the BON AFF.  If the AFF failed, TAC would have no method for getting their critical information.

3.2. Imaging software might be used to differentiate steelhead from salmon.  It may also be used to determine a jack from an adult.
3.3. Wide spread juvenile PIT tagging.  PIT tag data from these fish, as they come back as adults, would provide valuable information.  The drawbacks would be that the tagged fish would be predominantly hatchery fish.
3.4. Utilize parental based tagging.  This would still require handling of the fish, but the number of fish handled would be significantly reduced.
4. Differences between LWG and BON
4.1. The entire Snake River run passes through the LWG trap.
4.2. There is not an outcry about the sampling at LWG.
4.3. More fish are handled at LWG.
5. The importance of the scale data for steelhead.
5.1. Recovery efforts rely on good return estimates.
5.2. Ocean harvest management relies on the adult estimates.
5.3. In-river harvest is managed based on adult estimates at BON.
6. Discussion about the temperature criteria.

7. Ellis started with explaining the need for the scale data.  For spring and summer chinook they rely heavily on the age composition data for harvest.  They have been reliant on the scale analysis from the AFF for age composition.  They anticipate that need to be never-ending.  It is the primary method of spring/summer chinook and sockeye run forecasts.  Needed less for fall chinook due to the tag data.  Need the steelhead data.  Currently under the new 10 year management agreement, the mainstem harvest is managed on a total harvest rate of B index steelhead and the run size is the BON passage numbers.  Need a way to estimate larger sized steelhead at BON.  Used to manage for the wild B component but there was too much uncertainty.  This year has shown that may not be able to manage for the total B run.  The summer steelhead run has changed over the decades.  It used to have a bi-modal curve but now there are less defined peaks.  

8. There are A run fish that return to the Snake and A-run fish that return everywhere else in the basin.  Due to the different run timing makes getting enough steelhead to get the B run fish has been problematic.  They also sample at LWG at a much higher sample rate than at BON.  They are handling 10-20% of the run during the year.  They get a very good sample of steelhead up there.  Due to the lower estimates at BON, due to the handling of less fish, the harvest rate is set lower.  CRITFC may have dramatically overshot the B-run population at BON.  Haven’t done the run re-construction yet, but when it is completed, it will show a huge run of B-run fish at BON and on paper it will show a huge loss of B-run fish.  
9. Byane said they are very comfortable with the estimates from LWG due to the amount of fish handled at the trap.  With the fish passing, plus those caught in the fishery and those going elsewhere, there is still about a 20K loss between BON and LWG.
10. 2009 saw the second largest steelhead run in history.  The few B-run fish seen at BON leaves a lot of uncertainty, especially when you start pooling the data in different ways. 
11. Ehlke indicated that 2009 is not a unique year in that TAC has a recurring problem getting enough steelhead for sampling.
12. Byane said the issue is real time.  The numbers need to be available for in-season harvest.
13. Rawding commented that one of the RPAs in the BiOp is to deal with the B-run steelhead.  He noted that when he was sampling in the AFF, in the 90’s, there were fewer restrictions on sampling and the estimates were more precise.
14. Ellis went on to say recovery depends on good estimates on what is returning.  
15. Sharma commented that he takes a lot of information from in-river estimates to regulate ocean harvest.  They are using BON to tag fall chinook to get better estimates of fish going to Deschutes and Hanford Reach.  If there are temperature restrictions then the precision on the estimates impacts national and international fisheries.
16. Klatte said he understood the concerns about precision but he wants to know how CRITFC and TAC can reduce the handling or if the AFF isn’t available.  Can video be used?
17. Ellis remarked that the visual differentiation between A and B run steelhead isn’t as clear as between jacks and adults.  Unfortunately, the 78cm criteria between A and B run is arbitrary.  Everyone agrees that there are larger steelhead that reside in the Clearwater and that they should be protected but defining what those fish are has been difficult.  CRITFC has talked about sampling at the windows or using window counts.  To get a really good look at those steelhead that are close to the line, you can’t do that at the count window.
18. Byane believes you can probably use imaging software to distinguish between steelhead and salmon and he thinks you might be able to use it to get sizes of steelhead.  He thinks it may be an avenue that could be explored.  Fryer said it is a lot more difficult that it seems.  There are some promising starts but nothing that meets the needs right now.  
19. Rawding said the crowder can’t be necked down to allow only one fish through at a time and to make sure the fish is equally distant between the window and the crowder.  He asked Klatte about the issue with the handling of the fish.
20. Klatte said there is the handling of the fish.  Fredricks added that there is delay, handling effects, mortality, potential delayed mortality or impacts on spawning.  Rawding indicated there is a lot of data from PIT tag data.  He suggested that maybe the questions could be answered with the existing information and if they can’t be, maybe people could look at the issue and everyone could learn something.  Fredricks said they have asked the questions but University of Idaho has tried, for years, to come up with answers.  Rawding suggested identifying what can be answered with the PIT tag and radio tag data.  If the data doesn’t answer the questions, then maybe other methods can be developed or utilized.  
21. Fredricks asked if the AFF failed, what would TAC do?  TAC would be at a complete loss.  They have no back up to the AFF and have no idea what alternatives would even be available.
22. Clugston and Fredricks commented that the facility was not built for the long term use by TAC.  Rawding said they have always used it for TAC so what has changed?  Clugston said it was developed for research by USACE for improvements at the Projects.  Once those needs are through, USACE doesn’t have a need for the facility.  The AFF was open to others due to the usage for USACE needs.  
23. Clugston also talked about the impacts of handling fish at high temperatures.  Those have long term and basin wide implications.  He also asked if the video could be used, couldn’t a ratio between large and small be developed such that the overlap could be estimated?  Rawding said no.  The unknowns wouldn’t be assigned a large or small category.  TAC is currently managing for specific stocks so they need to be able to determine large and small.  
24. Byane suggested that maybe we should look at improving the AFF if it is such a concern.  They do not have any of these issues at LWG.  Clugston and Fredricks said those ideas have been around for awhile.  The problem is funding.  Ellis said it isn’t the responsibility of TAC to fund the improvements.  
25. Whiteaker reported the numbers of fish collected in 2009 and number of morts was around four or five dead fish.  Fryer felt that the new rules of not being able to use the smaller anesthetic tank has resulted in the increased mortality.  Using the smaller tank allows for researchers to keep a closer eye on the fish and aid in their recovery as necessary.
26. Ehlke commented that the information collected is worth the dead fish.  Fredricks said that the steelhead are not the only fish impacted.
27. Ellis commented that the entire run for the Snake river goes through the LWG trap and no one up there is complaining about that operation.
28. Rawding acknowledged the delay in the fishway due to the installation of picket leads and asked if there was a way to operate the Project differently to reduce the fish in the Washington Shore ladder.  Fredricks said there is a way and it is used, especially during high fish runs.
29. Fredricks said he understands the harvest needs and isn’t against harvest.  He wants to improve the AFF as best we can AND reduce the fish handling to the extent possible.  He wants to reduce the heavy fish handling.  
30. Caudill said that one way to frame the issue is to come to agreement on the definition of a significant impact to the resource.  There will always be handling affects, but if everyone agrees to what is significant, then we may an acceptable performance level of the AFF.  Fredricks said he wants Caudill to address the latent effects of handling.  
31. Fryer said he has been looking at the PIT tag data.  He is finding the new pickets heavily bias the sampling towards jacks.
32. Sharma asked what the ESA permit take allows.  Fryer indicated he lowered it this year but they do not reach the limit.  Sharma said if the ESA permit take is not exceeded then there shouldn’t be a problem.
33. Clugston brought up the fact that the facility has temperature protocols in the Fish Passage Plan, and that is in the BiOp.  Kern said he would be willing to reduce the mortality wherever possible.
34. Fryer said he is trying to get USACE to fund the PIT tagging of juveniles but he can’t get any funding.
35. Byane said for age comps, all hatchery chinook stocks get PIT tagged and when they come back as adults, you have your age composition.  There is already a substantial tagging program in the Snake River for chinook.  
36. Kern said the tagging of wild fish may be problematic due to not knowing your tagging rates.
37. Byane mentioned another alternative would be parental genotyping at hatcheries.  This still requires sampling at BON but it reduces the number of fish needed.
38. Rawding asked if USACE would close the facility if CRITFC wasn’t in there.  Clugston said the facility would be mothballed.  Fish would not be run through the facility.  The mothballing may occur in about five years or so.
39. Byane said there is technology to replace the AFF but it will take time to get them in place.  
40. Fryer asked how much money is required and how can they get it.
41. Kern asked if all the fish in the WS ladder go through the AFF.  It was clarified that in past years, that was true but new picket leads were installed for the 2009 season.
42. Ellis and Fryer wanted to talk about the new picket leads and how they are skewing the sampling towards jacks.  In 2009 and in recent years, too many jacks have been sampled.  They found a disproportionate number of jack aged scales and the data doesn’t make any sense when compared to the total run.  Spring chinook are managed on adult harvest impacts.  To do that, you need to know the adult run size.  
43. Ellis indicated that he has talked with the managers about the value of reducing handling and better stock based sampling but the answer is always “that’s great but it’s going to cost a lot of money”.  
44. Rawding said he would send the proposal he wrote several years ago.  If funding could be found, he would love to test it.
45. There is a PIT tag group in the basin trying to get at the PIT tag strategy for the basin.  There will be a meeting in January.  TAC is involved in that group.  Right now that group is part of the BPA/NWPPC RM&E plan.  Byane indicated that the Snake Basin may be far ahead of the rest of the basin.  They already PIT tag every stock of hatchery fish, except chinook.  PIT tagging small fish is very problematic due to the size of the PIT tag.  Byane said the PIT tag group also alluded to PIT tagging adults, up to 1000’s upon 1000’s of steelhead.
46. Byane says you don’t need scale samples for A and B run, you just need to measure them.  You could take a picture.  
47. Byane: all the hatchery steelhead stocks are PIT tagged.  All one ocean steelhead are less than 78 cm.  the two ocean fish are the candidates for the 78cm.  since all of those fish are PIT tagged, you will know when they start coming over the dam.  The B-run is dominated by hatchery fish.  The wild B-runs starts about seven days earlier.  For hatchery stocks you can see when they start to show up by looking at the PIT tag data.  Sample needs are less when proportionate tagging is skewed.  Early in the run, you need fewer fish.  Later in the year, you will get more detections from B-run fish.  Temps may not be an issue so you can up your sample rate.
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