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     Attached please find written testimony I would like provided to the Oregon Fish and
Wildlife Commission before their January 20th meeting when they will again be discussing
Columbia River salmon management.  There is a cover letter along with three documents. 
The cover letter explains why I am sending the other three items.  Please feel free to contact
me if you have any questions.  Thank you for your help with this request.

                                                                                                                                          Robert
Sudar      Longview, WA
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1/10/17

To: Oregon Fish & Wildlife Committee

From: Robert Sudar

Re: Columbia River Management Reform

     Commissioner Finley and Fellow Commissioners:

    I have testified before your Commission several times in regards to the Columbia River Reform plan initiated in 2012.  I was a commercial member of the Working Group that developed the current framework.  Since then, I have attended meetings in both Oregon and Washington regarding the progress, effects and results of the plan over the four transition years.  I have tried to base my testimony on facts, utilizing staff data and published fishery results to explain why the Reform plan has been bad for our industry, bad for lower river communities, and bad for the non-fishing public in the Northwest that values the high quality, local salmon we provide to the marketplace.

    In December I attended and testified at a Washington Commission meeting on their version of the Reform Policy.  I left that meeting especially frustrated because Washington staff, in their presentation, had cherry-picked the data from the hard work Oregon staff had put into their summary from November and presented a partial, and surprisingly inaccurate, picture of the Policy’s effects after 4 years.  There were blatant errors that we could not properly address in the time we had to testify.

     As a result I wrote three letters to the Washington Commission since then, each discussing points in what Washington staff presented and why they were wrong, mostly utilizing the information in the Oregon summary report.  I couldn’t see any other way to address this unfair situation.  I also feel it’s worthwhile to share those letters with all of you.  It has been very challenging to try and defend our fishery in two states, each with a little different perspective on salmon management and the role of commercial fisheries, so I wanted to offer a view as to what we face as an industry when defending our businesses in two jurisdictions that may not be totally aligned.

     Attached with this cover letter should be the three letters I sent.  All of my comments in the letters are based on staff documents, emails or presentations.  Thank you for taking the time to consider what I’ve written.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.  



                                                                                                             Robert Sudar

                                                                                                             Longview, WA


12/22/16

To: Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission

Re: Columbia River Reform Policy

What WDFW Staff Didn’t Tell You at the December Meeting

     This is the 5th Holiday season that our Columbia River commercial fishery has spent with the dark cloud of Columbia River “reform” hanging over our heads.  Four and a half years of letter writing, meetings, travelling, testifying, all while we also try and run our businesses and stay somewhat in sync with our families.  I have no doubt that I’ve spent thousands of hours on this topic over those years, trying to assess the impacts of our industry on the resource and digging for good data to answer questions about fishery management that were never really asked in the past.  So I found it especially frustrating to hear staff last week provide such a one-sided perspective on the Policy after those 4-1/2 years, including some outright inaccurate information, and I decided to provide you with some good data that staff had available but didn’t use.

     Staff shared a Policy scenario that Oregon presented in November, but ignored a lot of other good information that was in that same report.  For instance, I challenged the chart that staff showed you in regards to angler trips.  Below is the graph WDFW staff used:





At the meeting, I said that the pre-Policy angler trips in this graph were too low.  Staff did not respond to my claim.

     Here is what Oregon presented in their report in regards to angler trips before and during the Policy years:



     Notice that 2009-2012 were all in the 400,000/year trip range, though WDFW staff showed them as lower.  Staff didn’t include 2012, though that data was available.  Staff also showed the 2005-2008 trip totals as lower than what Oregon staff showed.  I am confident that the Oregon staff info is correct because it matches what the Northwest Sportfishing Industry Association (NSIA) showed and it also matches the graph I have constructed from the abundant department data available on this subject.  Notice, too, that angler trips now are about the same as they were in 2001.

     Between February 1st and October 31st there are 273 potential fishing days.  Since 2010, a major portion, or all, of the Columbia River below Bonneville has averaged around 245 open days for fishing.  In the spring, the allocation agreement with the tribes makes it almost impossible for fishing to occur between April 15th and May 10th.  That means that there are 25 days of those 273 when the river just won’t be open.  Oregon staff looked at how many extra sport fishing days the Policy produced in 2013, 2014 and 2015 and presented the following table:



          As you can see, in the spring the Policy has provided some extra days in some years but not necessarily in April when the recreational fishery is most popular and efficient.  In the summer season the Policy has provided no extra days because the recreational fishery can’t catch their allocation even though they took 40% of ours.  And in the fall there were some gains, but part of those were the result of the big runs so there were more fish to share.

     Oregon also presented that same information in a graphic form:



     I think this makes it pretty clear what the pre-Policy recreational fishery looked like, and also how much the recreational fishery benefits from the shift in allocation.  As I’ve said before, there already was a sport priority in Columbia River salmon management.  Suggesting it as a goal of the Policy indicates just how misguided the Policy was in the first place.  There isn’t a lot to be gained by the sport fishery if our commercial fishery is pushed out of the mainstem by this Policy, but there is a lot to be lost by the managers in terms of additional hatchery fish on the spawning grounds and lost harvest on strong wild runs that the sport fishery will not be able to access because they simply aren’t efficient enough.

     There is a lot more good information in the Oregon staff report but I’ll stop with those examples for now.  If you want to read it yourselves here is the link: http://www.dfw.state.or.us/agency/commission/minutes/16/11_nov/Exhibit_A_Attachment_1_Agenda_Item_Summary.pdf

     Thank you for taking the time to interrupt your Holiday season and look at this letter.  We realize that you are facing a difficult decision but I hope this information clarifies some of the concepts for you.  As always, we would be more than happy to expand on this issue if you have questions.  

                                                                                                     Robert Sudar, Longview
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1/3/2017

To: Washington Fish & Wildlife Commission

From: Robert Sudar, Columbia River Commercial Advisor

Re: Columbia River Reform Policy – What WDF&W Staff Didn’t Tell You, Part 2

Chair Smith and Fellow Commissioners:

     Greetings in the New Year!  Before Christmas I sent a letter discussing errors in the staff report given to the Commission on December 10th in regards to angler trips gained via the Columbia River Reform Policy in 2013-2015.  Next, I’d like to expand on that topic but first I’d like to frame our fishery for you.

     We are small businesses.  We recognize that salmon are a natural resource that will have variations in returns.  That has always been the case and we have no doubt it will continue in the future.  Our businesses can deal with that.  But we need to know we will have consistent access to the resource from year to year so our presence in the marketplace is equivalent in all seasons – spring, summer and fall – to the natural productivity of the salmon resource.  The Policy ignores the value of our mainstem salmon fishery to our industry as a whole, and denies us and the fish-consuming public a share of this resource.

    I would now like to discuss another portion of that report which I feel was incorrect – the economic impact of the Policy on the commercial fishery.  Staff stated that the $3.86 million “current” value of the commercial fishery calculated via the models known as Tables C4 & C5 in the 2012 Working Group documents should be the baseline value used when evaluating the effects of the Policy on the economics of the commercial industry during the transition years 2013-2016.  Though such a viewpoint coincided with the perspective staff was trying to create, it is incorrect for several reasons.  

     The model was created at the request of former Commission Chair Bobby Levy of Oregon, who wanted a Policy that created “no more than 5% harm for the commercial fishery in the transition, and an economic gain in the long term”.  As with all computer models, its purpose was to evaluate the plan and its effect on harvest and earnings, but it was never supposed to be a predictor in the absolute sense.  In 2012, the Working Group received the model a few days before the November 15th meeting so we had no chance to study it, understand it or to ask meaningful questions about it.  Afterwards our industry did write to staff with a list of questions about the assumptions used in the model.  Those questions were the reason the model value was increased about 7% for later meetings.  We also received the following comments about the model values from staff:

       Steve Williams, ODF&W Director of Fisheries at the time, said “ It should be noted that the modeling that has been done is to provide context to the economic analysis and should not be viewed as being objectives for future fisheries management.”

     Richard Hargrave, ODF&W Deputy Fish Administrator, said “the analysis is a relative, rather than absolute, comparison of these estimates among years.” 

     There is other evidence that the model is only a reference and should not be used as a baseline.  The salmon values in the model, especially for Chinook, are far lower than what we have received, even with the large returns during the transition phase when prices might be expect3ed to fall.  Also, the model assumes that all available fish are harvested, and in practice that almost never happens.  In the baseline years of 2009-2011 our fishery, on average, caught 77% of the Chinook assigned to us in preseason planning yet our actual average industry income in those years was about $4.38 million.  In practice, fisheries rarely go as planned but as an industry we recognize that reality.

     Staff did have reasonable comparative information for the effect of the Policy available for their December 10th staff report but they chose not to use it.  Several comparative tables were included in the Oregon report where staff obtained one of the Policy scenarios they presented to you but they apparently chose to not share them with you, so I will now:



    This table from the Oregon report shows the actual earnings of the commercial fishery under the first three years of the Policy.  The empty cells in the table are proposed fisheries included in the original model to utilize all available fish and to create the income needed to meet Commissioner Levy’s request, but they were never actually implemented, primarily because they didn’t fit the management realities in effect during in-season management.

     The next table from Oregon staff is a description of how the commercial fishery would have performed under the pre-Policy management sharing schemes.  It took a lot of work by staff in Oregon to look at all of the fisheries – mainstem and Select Areas – and re-evaluate them in the context of a pre-Policy world, but how else can you assess the performance and effects of the Policy?  The test of any model is to use actual data as a test.  The result of that approach is the table below:







     The final table Oregon staff presented, and which Washington staff could have referenced, was a composite of those results:



     As you can see, the average income of the commercial fishery via the Policy was about $640,000 less, or about a 10% loss.  The Policy hurt our industry and the lower river communities in which our fishermen live, and also removed local salmon from the marketplace.  That 10% also exceeds the maximum loss mandated by former Commission Chair Levy during the Working Group meetings in 2012.

      This table also shows that the Policy reduced our income in ALL mainstem seasons, which should be an obvious expectation if we lose impact allocations in all fisheries.  But in light of the Policy promise that more smolts in the Select Areas would compensate for no mainstem spring Chinook, please note that even though our Select Area spring Chinook fisheries in some years provided an increase in earnings (at least partially from increased smolt releases via the Policy) in no years did those gains equal the spring Chinook mainstem losses via the Policy.  And there is no summer Select Area fishery to compensate for the transition year losses and proposed complete end to our summer Chinook fishery.

     As I stated earlier, we recognize that salmon are a natural resource that will have variations in returns.  But our businesses need to know we will have consistent access to the resource from year to year so our presence in the marketplace is equivalent in all seasons – spring, summer and fall – to the natural productivity of the salmon resource.  Our markets expect that same access to this exceptional local food.  The possible scenarios presented to the Commission by staff cherry-pick fisheries to create just enough commercial harvest to make the Policy seem palatable, rather than seeking solutions that work for all user groups and that reflect the verifiable facts determined over the last four years.  Those facts shout out a failed Policy that needs significant adaptive management, not the window-dressing staff has chosen to offer.   

     Thank you for considering the information I have presented.  All of the information I have provided is from the staff report Oregon presented in November, and which Washington staff drew from selectively in their December 10th presentation to the Commission, or emails I received during the Working Group meetings in 2012.  If you have any questions about what I have presented, please feel free to contact me.

                                                                                                                                Sincerely,

                                                                                                                                Robert Sudar       

                                                                                                                                Longview, WA
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1/4/2017

To: Washington Fish & Wildlife Commission

From: Robert Sudar, Columbia River Commercial Advisor

Re: Columbia River Reform Policy – What WDF&W Staff Didn’t Tell You, Part 3

Chair Smith and Fellow Commissioners:

    In 2012, four members of our industry were included in the Working Group meetings but were not voting members. We were allowed to comment and provide testimony, but we were told at the first meeting that the Group was assembled to implement Governor Kitzhaber’s proposal, not to discuss any factual basis for it.  Since then, we have been allotted 20-25 minute panels at several yearly Commission meetings to discuss our perspective of the plan, along with recreational panels.  But never has our Advisory Group or our industry been engaged by the staff, or by the Commission, in an open discussion about the Policy or how to mitigate its impacts on us.  Therefore, these letters are the only way I feel I can convey information to you that I believe is critical to these discussions.  Thank you for your patience in reading and considering what I present.

     I would like to offer one more set of important information before your phone conference on the 6th, information which I think should be helpful in your consideration of the Columbia River Reform Policy.  Once again, this is information that has been available to staff and which should be integral to the discussion of what the Policy will actually achieve and how it will affect the harvest and the economics of the commercial and recreational fisheries. Perhaps you will want to ask staff to verify what I am presenting but I am confident of its accuracy.

     Starting again with the Oregon staff report from November (which you can view at: http://www.dfw.state.or.us/agency/commission/minutes/16/11_nov/Exhibit_A_Attachment_1_Agenda_Item_Summary.pdf), they included a table which compared angler trips, ex-vessel values and economic impacts under the “baseline”, the full implementation plan, a continuation of the current sharing scenario and a “rebalancing” scenario that Washington staff did share, at least in part, in December.  Here is that table:



     Please note that angler trips show little variation under any of the three proposals, but there is a big impact on commercial industry income and on personal income impacts.  Angler trips, a key indicator of Policy success, show a gain of only 4-7.6% under any of those plans. In 2012, predictions of angler trip improvements were 15% during the transition and 22% long term, and that was without the expectations of the many record salmon returns we have experienced since then.  Commercial incomes show a decline under all scenarios.  It should also be noted that the “rebalance” scenario is calculating commercial income predicted to be attained in 2022, which requires successful introduction of new Select Areas in both Washington and Oregon, at proposed sites which have no financing, no infrastructure and no dedicated smolts.

   Another critical question should be “how many days and harvested salmon will the sport fishery gain if they are allocated the commercial share?” Staff provided those predictions in 2012 for some fisheries, and we have results in others since then that we can reference.

     In the spring, catch is controlled by catch balance limitations which reduce the predicted return when structuring March and April fisheries to ensure fair sharing of the upriver Chinook between tribal and non-tribal harvesters.  If the run is reaching predicted levels after the update in early May, then recalculated allocations provide additional spring Chinook for harvest below Bonneville.  This creates two separate spring opportunities, which are shown in the table below from the 2012 Policy report:



    Note that this table was based on an upriver return of 225,000 Chinook and a Willamette return of 65,000, levels which have only been achieved three times in the last ten years (and only twice concurrently) – clearly an optimistic baseline.  And even under such excellent returns, removal of our entire mainstem spring Chinook fishery might only add 2-3 early season days to the sport fishery, and none after the update.  This coincides with what Oregon staff showed in November and which I included in my letter before Christmas.  Is it really worth eliminating our spring fishery, and the public’s access in the marketplace to upriver, Willamette and other lower river spring stocks, in order to give the sport fishery a couple more days?  Staff also showed that fewer hatchery spring Chinook would be harvested overall with this shift in allocations.  How does that benefit HSRG goals?

     In the summer the disparity is even more obvious.  There are no ESA Chinook stocks in the summer run.  There have been recent record returns and the wild portion has increased to over half of the run.  The non-tribal fisheries are already designed to allocate most of the harvest to the upper Columbia.  The recreational fisheries are unable to harvest their current summer Chinook allocations in any of their areas – below Bonneville, in the mid-river, or upriver where the Chinook are headed.  Below Bonneville, they have gained no days with the 60% of our share they have already been given because they weren’t utilizing their original share.  And proposing that in the future, with the elimination of our selective commercial fishery, any unused sports share below Bonneville should be transferred to the upriver sport fishery, is like taking coals to Newcastle.  I repeat, THE RECREATIONAL FISHERY HAS NOT BEEN ABLE TO CATCH THEIR CURRENT SHARE – why assign them more and take that harvestable salmon quota away from the consumer?  At the 50% mark rate for hatchery summer Chinook, removing our fishery will just put more hatchery fish on the spawning grounds, again in conflict with HSRG goals, and remove another portion of the public’s access to healthy Columbia River salmon runs.

     In the fall the value of our mainstem gillnet fishery is apparent because even with only 30% of the tule impacts, and fishing behind the primary sport fisheries, our August gillnet harvest exceeds the sport catch of wild upriver and hatchery Chinook.  Retention of our Zones 4-5 gillnet fishery is an obvious decision, especially since staff did show you in December that we catch thousands of Chinook per “B” steelhead impact, so that healthy Chinook runs can be harvested for the marketplace while the majority of the non-tribal ESA steelhead impacts are reserved for the sport fishery in the Snake River.

     Out late-fall fisheries are important, too.  We continue to harvest upriver Chinook along with healthy lower river stocks after the tule Chinook have moved into the tributaries and we can move back into Zones 1-3.  The mark rate is very high for late hatchery coho so in years with good coho returns we can remove thousands of fish from the spawning grounds with our gillnet fishery, helping achieve HSRG goals while staying within ESA impact guidelines.  The coho sport catch in the mainstem above Buoy-10 is minimal because they don’t bite well, and the fall tanglenets have so far failed to be as effective at harvesting coho as our conventional 6” gillnets.  Both tools – tanglenets and gillnets – should be available to the managers to harvest late hatchery coho.

     To summarize this trio of submissions prior to your upcoming meetings, my first letter pointed out that what staff showed you regarding angler trips on December 10th was wrong.  Oregon showed that information correctly, and I shared their graphs to confirm the verbal challenge I made on the 10th to what staff provided.  My second letter, again utilizing Oregon staff information, discussed economics and what the modelling in 2012 was intended to do, how we have lost ground via this Policy, and how the Select Areas have failed to grow in proportion to our overall industry income.  And this letter focused on harvest – what improvements the sport fishery might actually achieve if allocated our mainstem harvest shares.  Oregon staff information was again the foundation, and should make it clear that our gillnet and tanglenet fisheries are integral management tools in all seasons and that lower river communities, the fish-eating public, and our industry will lose far more than anything the sport fishery might gain by moving ahead with Policy C-3620.

     Thank you again for taking the time to read this.  As always, if you have any questions please feel free to contact me.  

                                                                                                                 Sincerely,

                                                                                                                 Robert Sudar     

                                                                                                                 Longview, WA
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1/10/17 

To: Oregon Fish & Wildlife Committee 

From: Robert Sudar 

Re: Columbia River Management Reform 

     Commissioner Finley and Fellow Commissioners: 

    I have testified before your Commission several times in regards to the Columbia River Reform plan 
initiated in 2012.  I was a commercial member of the Working Group that developed the current 
framework.  Since then, I have attended meetings in both Oregon and Washington regarding the 
progress, effects and results of the plan over the four transition years.  I have tried to base my testimony 
on facts, utilizing staff data and published fishery results to explain why the Reform plan has been bad 
for our industry, bad for lower river communities, and bad for the non-fishing public in the Northwest 
that values the high quality, local salmon we provide to the marketplace. 

    In December I attended and testified at a Washington Commission meeting on their version of the 
Reform Policy.  I left that meeting especially frustrated because Washington staff, in their presentation, 
had cherry-picked the data from the hard work Oregon staff had put into their summary from November 
and presented a partial, and surprisingly inaccurate, picture of the Policy’s effects after 4 years.  There 
were blatant errors that we could not properly address in the time we had to testify. 

     As a result I wrote three letters to the Washington Commission since then, each discussing points in 
what Washington staff presented and why they were wrong, mostly utilizing the information in the 
Oregon summary report.  I couldn’t see any other way to address this unfair situation.  I also feel it’s 
worthwhile to share those letters with all of you.  It has been very challenging to try and defend our 
fishery in two states, each with a little different perspective on salmon management and the role of 
commercial fisheries, so I wanted to offer a view as to what we face as an industry when defending our 
businesses in two jurisdictions that may not be totally aligned. 

     Attached with this cover letter should be the three letters I sent.  All of my comments in the letters 
are based on staff documents, emails or presentations.  Thank you for taking the time to consider what 
I’ve written.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.   

 

                                                                                                             Robert Sudar 

                                                                                                             Longview, WA 
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12/22/16 

To: Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission 

Re: Columbia River Reform Policy 

What WDFW Staff Didn’t Tell You at the December Meeting 

     This is the 5th Holiday season that our Columbia River commercial fishery has spent with the dark cloud of Columbia 
River “reform” hanging over our heads.  Four and a half years of letter writing, meetings, travelling, testifying, all while 
we also try and run our businesses and stay somewhat in sync with our families.  I have no doubt that I’ve spent 
thousands of hours on this topic over those years, trying to assess the impacts of our industry on the resource and 
digging for good data to answer questions about fishery management that were never really asked in the past.  So I 
found it especially frustrating to hear staff last week provide such a one-sided perspective on the Policy after those 4-1/2 
years, including some outright inaccurate information, and I decided to provide you with some good data that staff had 
available but didn’t use. 

     Staff shared a Policy scenario that Oregon presented in November, but ignored a lot of other good information that 
was in that same report.  For instance, I challenged the chart that staff showed you in regards to angler trips.  Below is 
the graph WDFW staff used: 

 

 

At the meeting, I said that the pre-Policy angler trips in this graph were too low.  Staff did not respond to my claim. 
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     Here is what Oregon presented in their report in regards to angler trips before and during the Policy years: 

 

     Notice that 2009-2012 were all in the 400,000/year trip range, though WDFW staff showed them as lower.  Staff 
didn’t include 2012, though that data was available.  Staff also showed the 2005-2008 trip totals as lower than what 
Oregon staff showed.  I am confident that the Oregon staff info is correct because it matches what the Northwest 
Sportfishing Industry Association (NSIA) showed and it also matches the graph I have constructed from the abundant 
department data available on this subject.  Notice, too, that angler trips now are about the same as they were in 2001. 

     Between February 1st and October 31st there are 273 potential fishing days.  Since 2010, a major portion, or all, of the 
Columbia River below Bonneville has averaged around 245 open days for fishing.  In the spring, the allocation agreement 
with the tribes makes it almost impossible for fishing to occur between April 15th and May 10th.  That means that there 
are 25 days of those 273 when the river just won’t be open.  Oregon staff looked at how many extra sport fishing days 
the Policy produced in 2013, 2014 and 2015 and presented the following table: 
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          As you can see, in the spring the Policy has provided some extra days in some years but not necessarily in April 
when the recreational fishery is most popular and efficient.  In the summer season the Policy has provided no extra days 
because the recreational fishery can’t catch their allocation even though they took 40% of ours.  And in the fall there 
were some gains, but part of those were the result of the big runs so there were more fish to share. 

     Oregon also presented that same information in a graphic form: 

 

     I think this makes it pretty clear what the pre-Policy recreational fishery looked like, and also how much the 
recreational fishery benefits from the shift in allocation.  As I’ve said before, there already was a sport priority in 
Columbia River salmon management.  Suggesting it as a goal of the Policy indicates just how misguided the Policy was in 
the first place.  There isn’t a lot to be gained by the sport fishery if our commercial fishery is pushed out of the mainstem 
by this Policy, but there is a lot to be lost by the managers in terms of additional hatchery fish on the spawning grounds 
and lost harvest on strong wild runs that the sport fishery will not be able to access because they simply aren’t efficient 
enough. 

     There is a lot more good information in the Oregon staff report but I’ll stop with those examples for now.  If you want 
to read it yourselves here is the link: 
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/agency/commission/minutes/16/11_nov/Exhibit_A_Attachment_1_Agenda_Item_Summar
y.pdf 

     Thank you for taking the time to interrupt your Holiday season and look at this letter.  We realize that you are facing a 
difficult decision but I hope this information clarifies some of the concepts for you.  As always, we would be more than 
happy to expand on this issue if you have questions.   

                                                                                                     Robert Sudar, Longview 
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1/3/2017 

To: Washington Fish & Wildlife Commission 

From: Robert Sudar, Columbia River Commercial Advisor 

Re: Columbia River Reform Policy – What WDF&W Staff Didn’t Tell You, Part 2 

Chair Smith and Fellow Commissioners: 

     Greetings in the New Year!  Before Christmas I sent a letter discussing errors in the staff report given to the 
Commission on December 10th in regards to angler trips gained via the Columbia River Reform Policy in 2013-2015.  
Next, I’d like to expand on that topic but first I’d like to frame our fishery for you. 

     We are small businesses.  We recognize that salmon are a natural resource that will have variations in returns.  That 
has always been the case and we have no doubt it will continue in the future.  Our businesses can deal with that.  But we 
need to know we will have consistent access to the resource from year to year so our presence in the marketplace is 
equivalent in all seasons – spring, summer and fall – to the natural productivity of the salmon resource.  The Policy 
ignores the value of our mainstem salmon fishery to our industry as a whole, and denies us and the fish-consuming 
public a share of this resource. 

    I would now like to discuss another portion of that report which I feel was incorrect – the economic impact of the 
Policy on the commercial fishery.  Staff stated that the $3.86 million “current” value of the commercial fishery calculated 
via the models known as Tables C4 & C5 in the 2012 Working Group documents should be the baseline value used when 
evaluating the effects of the Policy on the economics of the commercial industry during the transition years 2013-2016.  
Though such a viewpoint coincided with the perspective staff was trying to create, it is incorrect for several reasons.   

     The model was created at the request of former Commission Chair Bobby Levy of Oregon, who wanted a Policy that 
created “no more than 5% harm for the commercial fishery in the transition, and an economic gain in the long term”.  As 
with all computer models, its purpose was to evaluate the plan and its effect on harvest and earnings, but it was never 
supposed to be a predictor in the absolute sense.  In 2012, the Working Group received the model a few days before the 
November 15th meeting so we had no chance to study it, understand it or to ask meaningful questions about it.  
Afterwards our industry did write to staff with a list of questions about the assumptions used in the model.  Those 
questions were the reason the model value was increased about 7% for later meetings.  We also received the following 
comments about the model values from staff: 

       Steve Williams, ODF&W Director of Fisheries at the time, said “ It should be noted that the modeling that has been done is 
to provide context to the economic analysis and should not be viewed as being objectives for future fisheries management.” 

     Richard Hargrave, ODF&W Deputy Fish Administrator, said “the analysis is a relative, rather than absolute, comparison of 
these estimates among years.”  

     There is other evidence that the model is only a reference and should not be used as a baseline.  The salmon values in 
the model, especially for Chinook, are far lower than what we have received, even with the large returns during the 
transition phase when prices might be expect3ed to fall.  Also, the model assumes that all available fish are harvested, 
and in practice that almost never happens.  In the baseline years of 2009-2011 our fishery, on average, caught 77% of 
the Chinook assigned to us in preseason planning yet our actual average industry income in those years was about $4.38 
million.  In practice, fisheries rarely go as planned but as an industry we recognize that reality. 

     Staff did have reasonable comparative information for the effect of the Policy available for their December 10th staff 
report but they chose not to use it.  Several comparative tables were included in the Oregon report where staff obtained 
one of the Policy scenarios they presented to you but they apparently chose to not share them with you, so I will now: 
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    This table from the Oregon report shows the actual earnings of the commercial fishery under the first three years of 
the Policy.  The empty cells in the table are proposed fisheries included in the original model to utilize all available fish 
and to create the income needed to meet Commissioner Levy’s request, but they were never actually implemented, 
primarily because they didn’t fit the management realities in effect during in-season management. 

     The next table from Oregon staff is a description of how the commercial fishery would have performed under the pre-
Policy management sharing schemes.  It took a lot of work by staff in Oregon to look at all of the fisheries – mainstem 
and Select Areas – and re-evaluate them in the context of a pre-Policy world, but how else can you assess the 
performance and effects of the Policy?  The test of any model is to use actual data as a test.  The result of that approach 
is the table below: 
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     The final table Oregon staff presented, and which Washington staff could have referenced, was a composite of those 
results: 

 

     As you can see, the average income of the commercial fishery via the Policy was about $640,000 less, or about a 10% 
loss.  The Policy hurt our industry and the lower river communities in which our fishermen live, and also removed local 
salmon from the marketplace.  That 10% also exceeds the maximum loss mandated by former Commission Chair Levy 
during the Working Group meetings in 2012. 

      This table also shows that the Policy reduced our income in ALL mainstem seasons, which should be an obvious 
expectation if we lose impact allocations in all fisheries.  But in light of the Policy promise that more smolts in the Select 
Areas would compensate for no mainstem spring Chinook, please note that even though our Select Area spring Chinook 
fisheries in some years provided an increase in earnings (at least partially from increased smolt releases via the Policy) in 
no years did those gains equal the spring Chinook mainstem losses via the Policy.  And there is no summer Select Area 
fishery to compensate for the transition year losses and proposed complete end to our summer Chinook fishery. 

     As I stated earlier, we recognize that salmon are a natural resource that will have variations in returns.  But our 
businesses need to know we will have consistent access to the resource from year to year so our presence in the 
marketplace is equivalent in all seasons – spring, summer and fall – to the natural productivity of the salmon resource.  
Our markets expect that same access to this exceptional local food.  The possible scenarios presented to the 
Commission by staff cherry-pick fisheries to create just enough commercial harvest to make the Policy seem palatable, 
rather than seeking solutions that work for all user groups and that reflect the verifiable facts determined over the last 
four years.  Those facts shout out a failed Policy that needs significant adaptive management, not the window-dressing 
staff has chosen to offer.    

     Thank you for considering the information I have presented.  All of the information I have provided is from the staff 
report Oregon presented in November, and which Washington staff drew from selectively in their December 10th 
presentation to the Commission, or emails I received during the Working Group meetings in 2012.  If you have any 
questions about what I have presented, please feel free to contact me. 

                                                                                                                                Sincerely, 

                                                                                                                                Robert Sudar        

                                                                                                                                Longview, WA 
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1/4/2017 

To: Washington Fish & Wildlife Commission 

From: Robert Sudar, Columbia River Commercial Advisor 

Re: Columbia River Reform Policy – What WDF&W Staff Didn’t Tell You, Part 3 

Chair Smith and Fellow Commissioners: 

    In 2012, four members of our industry were included in the Working Group meetings but were not voting 
members. We were allowed to comment and provide testimony, but we were told at the first meeting that the 
Group was assembled to implement Governor Kitzhaber’s proposal, not to discuss any factual basis for it.  Since 
then, we have been allotted 20-25 minute panels at several yearly Commission meetings to discuss our 
perspective of the plan, along with recreational panels.  But never has our Advisory Group or our industry been 
engaged by the staff, or by the Commission, in an open discussion about the Policy or how to mitigate its 
impacts on us.  Therefore, these letters are the only way I feel I can convey information to you that I believe is 
critical to these discussions.  Thank you for your patience in reading and considering what I present. 

     I would like to offer one more set of important information before your phone conference on the 6th, 
information which I think should be helpful in your consideration of the Columbia River Reform Policy.  Once 
again, this is information that has been available to staff and which should be integral to the discussion of what 
the Policy will actually achieve and how it will affect the harvest and the economics of the commercial and 
recreational fisheries. Perhaps you will want to ask staff to verify what I am presenting but I am confident of its 
accuracy. 

     Starting again with the Oregon staff report from November (which you can view at: 
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/agency/commission/minutes/16/11_nov/Exhibit_A_Attachment_1_Agenda_Item_S
ummary.pdf), they included a table which compared angler trips, ex-vessel values and economic impacts under 
the “baseline”, the full implementation plan, a continuation of the current sharing scenario and a “rebalancing” 
scenario that Washington staff did share, at least in part, in December.  Here is that table: 

 

     Please note that angler trips show little variation under any of the three proposals, but there is a big impact 
on commercial industry income and on personal income impacts.  Angler trips, a key indicator of Policy success, 
show a gain of only 4-7.6% under any of those plans. In 2012, predictions of angler trip improvements were 15% 
during the transition and 22% long term, and that was without the expectations of the many record salmon 
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returns we have experienced since then.  Commercial incomes show a decline under all scenarios.  It should also 
be noted that the “rebalance” scenario is calculating commercial income predicted to be attained in 2022, which 
requires successful introduction of new Select Areas in both Washington and Oregon, at proposed sites which 
have no financing, no infrastructure and no dedicated smolts. 

   Another critical question should be “how many days and harvested salmon will the sport fishery gain if they 
are allocated the commercial share?” Staff provided those predictions in 2012 for some fisheries, and we have 
results in others since then that we can reference. 

     In the spring, catch is controlled by catch balance limitations which reduce the predicted return when 
structuring March and April fisheries to ensure fair sharing of the upriver Chinook between tribal and non-tribal 
harvesters.  If the run is reaching predicted levels after the update in early May, then recalculated allocations 
provide additional spring Chinook for harvest below Bonneville.  This creates two separate spring opportunities, 
which are shown in the table below from the 2012 Policy report: 

 

    Note that this table was based on an upriver return of 225,000 Chinook and a Willamette return of 65,000, 
levels which have only been achieved three times in the last ten years (and only twice concurrently) – clearly an 
optimistic baseline.  And even under such excellent returns, removal of our entire mainstem spring Chinook 
fishery might only add 2-3 early season days to the sport fishery, and none after the update.  This coincides with 
what Oregon staff showed in November and which I included in my letter before Christmas.  Is it really worth 
eliminating our spring fishery, and the public’s access in the marketplace to upriver, Willamette and other lower 
river spring stocks, in order to give the sport fishery a couple more days?  Staff also showed that fewer hatchery 
spring Chinook would be harvested overall with this shift in allocations.  How does that benefit HSRG goals? 

     In the summer the disparity is even more obvious.  There are no ESA Chinook stocks in the summer run.  
There have been recent record returns and the wild portion has increased to over half of the run.  The non-tribal 
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fisheries are already designed to allocate most of the harvest to the upper Columbia.  The recreational fisheries 
are unable to harvest their current summer Chinook allocations in any of their areas – below Bonneville, in the 
mid-river, or upriver where the Chinook are headed.  Below Bonneville, they have gained no days with the 60% 
of our share they have already been given because they weren’t utilizing their original share.  And proposing 
that in the future, with the elimination of our selective commercial fishery, any unused sports share below 
Bonneville should be transferred to the upriver sport fishery, is like taking coals to Newcastle.  I repeat, THE 
RECREATIONAL FISHERY HAS NOT BEEN ABLE TO CATCH THEIR CURRENT SHARE – why assign them more and 
take that harvestable salmon quota away from the consumer?  At the 50% mark rate for hatchery summer 
Chinook, removing our fishery will just put more hatchery fish on the spawning grounds, again in conflict with 
HSRG goals, and remove another portion of the public’s access to healthy Columbia River salmon runs. 

     In the fall the value of our mainstem gillnet fishery is apparent because even with only 30% of the tule 
impacts, and fishing behind the primary sport fisheries, our August gillnet harvest exceeds the sport catch of 
wild upriver and hatchery Chinook.  Retention of our Zones 4-5 gillnet fishery is an obvious decision, especially 
since staff did show you in December that we catch thousands of Chinook per “B” steelhead impact, so that 
healthy Chinook runs can be harvested for the marketplace while the majority of the non-tribal ESA steelhead 
impacts are reserved for the sport fishery in the Snake River. 

     Out late-fall fisheries are important, too.  We continue to harvest upriver Chinook along with healthy lower 
river stocks after the tule Chinook have moved into the tributaries and we can move back into Zones 1-3.  The 
mark rate is very high for late hatchery coho so in years with good coho returns we can remove thousands of 
fish from the spawning grounds with our gillnet fishery, helping achieve HSRG goals while staying within ESA 
impact guidelines.  The coho sport catch in the mainstem above Buoy-10 is minimal because they don’t bite well, 
and the fall tanglenets have so far failed to be as effective at harvesting coho as our conventional 6” gillnets.  
Both tools – tanglenets and gillnets – should be available to the managers to harvest late hatchery coho. 

     To summarize this trio of submissions prior to your upcoming meetings, my first letter pointed out that what 
staff showed you regarding angler trips on December 10th was wrong.  Oregon showed that information 
correctly, and I shared their graphs to confirm the verbal challenge I made on the 10th to what staff provided.  
My second letter, again utilizing Oregon staff information, discussed economics and what the modelling in 2012 
was intended to do, how we have lost ground via this Policy, and how the Select Areas have failed to grow in 
proportion to our overall industry income.  And this letter focused on harvest – what improvements the sport 
fishery might actually achieve if allocated our mainstem harvest shares.  Oregon staff information was again the 
foundation, and should make it clear that our gillnet and tanglenet fisheries are integral management tools in all 
seasons and that lower river communities, the fish-eating public, and our industry will lose far more than 
anything the sport fishery might gain by moving ahead with Policy C-3620. 

     Thank you again for taking the time to read this.  As always, if you have any questions please feel free to 
contact me.   

                                                                                                                 Sincerely, 

                                                                                                                 Robert Sudar      

                                                                                                                 Longview, WA 
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OREGON STATE SENATE 

900 Court St NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

         
  
 
 
Director Curt Melcher and Chair Michael Finley, 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
 
January 10, 2017 
 
Dear Director Melcher and Chair Finley, 
  
It has come to my attention that some members of the Fish and Wildlife 
Commission are attempting to undermine the Joint State Columbia River 
Reforms, primarily by rewriting the underlying economic baseline.   
 
Their attempt disrespects the efforts of the Bipartisan support that passed SB 
830, as well as disrespecting the 175,000 license holders who pay $9.75 extra 
to support better conservation and economics of the river's fisheries, 
scheduled for full implementation in 2017.   
 
I would like to have department staff model for me what commercial and sport 
fisheries would look like today, had the sport and conservation community not 
abandoned their support for the initiative to ban gill and tangle nets in Oregon 
waters.  Former Governor Kitzhaber went much further than asking these 
communities to abandon their initiative for a joint state process; he requested 
that they actively campaign against the ban.  The Sportfishing organizations 
did so, while the conservation community distributed “vote no” information in 
areas where the initiative had the most support.   
 
Even with this impressive “vote no” effort, roughly 1/3 of the voters still voted 
against gillnetting in state waters.  I'm convinced these same organizations 
and their allies would have prevailed, had they put their efforts into educating 
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the public about the conservation and economic problems inherent 
in mainstem gillnetting.  
  
I'm requesting an ODFW report outlining the conservation and economic 
outcomes that would be in place today, if these groups had not put their trust 
in the Commission and Legislature in 2012 and 2013.  The report should 
include the effects of the ban, and model the elimination of smolt transfers 
from tributaries and other expenditures designed to benefit mainstem 
Columbia River commercial fisheries from license or tax dollars since 2013.   I 
would like to see this analysis as soon as possible. 
 
Additionally, I would like to see a report on what the management costs to 
ODFW are attached to the managing the Columbia River commercial fishery, 
such as enforcement, fishery management, costs of raising smolts, etc.    
 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Senator Rod Monroe 
503-760-4310 home 
503-986-1724 office 
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From: KATHRYN AND BOB HOVERKAMP
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gillnets off the river
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 12:30:15 PM

Stick to the plan.
Do what you agreed to do!
Other wise refund all the money back that you took under false pretence!!
A class action looks like its in your future!!!

Sent from Samsung tablet
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From: Art Jessee
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: gillnet plan
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 12:31:40 PM

As an active sport fisherman, I urge the commission to implement the gillnet plan as it was
previously decided and to do so without delay or changes. Our depleted runs of Salmon and
Steelhead need all the help we can give them.
Art Jessee, Eugene
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From: John Gmail
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gill Nets on the Columbia
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 12:36:58 PM

Please abide by the existing agreement. Modifying it now to benefit commercial gill netters is bad on both an
economic and conservation basis. Helping +/- 100 commercial operators at the expense of 1,000's of sport guides &
fishermen is just bad business & bad faith.

JR
John Robinson
6548 Artemis Ct
West Linn, OR 97068
Cell - 503-781-1917
Jhrjrpdx@gmail.com
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From: Marty_Laurie
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Please don"t delay getting gill nets off the Columbia River
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 12:38:19 PM

Once the gill nets are banned there will be incentive to make the sein netting work
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From: chuckpatchin@yahoo.com
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Salmon Bi state plan
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 12:45:10 PM

I hope you follow through on the Bi state plan as agreed upon by both Oregon and Washington.
Thank you
Charles Patchin

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ted
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gillnets
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 1:15:32 PM

Please proceed with the agreement to better manage gillnets on the Columbia River. Protect our wild fish.
Ted Giannoni. Sandy, OR

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Bob Askey
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia River Reform Implement 2017
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 1:17:13 PM

Hi,

Hearing a lot on efforts to postpone the Columbia River Reform and SB 830.  I am a very
active Recreational Angler and one of thousands paying $9.75 extra money every year for
the last four to implement Selective Harvest and SB-830.  I find it really upsetting that the
Oregon Commission and ODFW are working on postponing and probably ending the
reform as planned.  

Governor Kate Brown promised that Bruce Buckmaster would not influence the
commission which everyone knew was a joke.  He is a lobbyist for the Commercial
Gillnetters.  That's like putting the fox in the chicken house.  Have heard of Bruce
Buckmaster claiming gillnets are selective.  There is no such thing as a selective gillnet.
 Look up how a gillnet works.  Once a fish is caught by its gills it is pretty much damaged
and even if released will swim off and die.  

I have heard that no suitable method has been found to harvest selectively.  My plan would
be freeze all Commercial Gillnet Harvest main stem Columbia River till a Selective Method is
found.  Until a method is found have Commercial Gillnetting only in SAFE areas.  The areas
recreational anglers have paid to stock with hatchery fish for Commercial Gillnet harvest.

With license fees going up.  ODFW claiming to have a $32 million short fall it seems totally
backwards to screw the people that pay 60% of your funds.  Then support the people that
only pay 2% of your funds instead.  That is totally ridiculous and no excuses can make that
OK. 

Keep hearing that Commercial Gillnetters catch the fish for the people who don't fish.  That
is an exaggeration.  Have you seen how much their fish costs??  It goes for around $21 a
pound and up.  No one I know can afford that much per pound.  The only people that can
afford buying fish at $21 a pound and higher are wealthy people.  Commercial Gillnetters
do not from what I have seen over the years support people that want to buy and eat
salmon in the Pacific Northwest.

Please  support the Columbia River Reform as planned.  The right thing to do is to follow
the plan and make the Columbia River right again.  

Thanks,
Bob Askey
Newberg, Oregon
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From: rmgoodmanelk@yahoo.com
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gillnet reform
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 2:09:08 PM

 It's important that you vote to reform and decrease gillneting on the Columbia
Thanks Roger Goodman

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Dick Frahler
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia River Gillnet Reform
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 2:33:47 PM

I was disappointed to learn that you are wavering from this historic agreement that was crafted by
then Governor Kitzhaber. As disgraced as he may have been when leaving office, I am confident that
he would have maintained his pursuit of this fair and balanced reform that at that time had support
of both Oregon and Washington. It is my hope that Washington will honor this agreement and
implement the reform. This about face is truly an insult to all the sport fisherman that have
contributed financially to this reform with no apparent accounting to the use of the designated
funds. Do you really feel that the action you are considering will build a stronger sport industry that
funds the ODFW or generate the meager dollars that are contributed by the gillnet industry. I am
sure that you should be concerned about the budget deficit and lack of growth in the sales of
hunting and fishing licenses, and this considered action certainly will not help.
 
I would like this email be added to public testimony, thank you.
 
Dick Frahler
19550 SW Kruger Rd.
Sherwood, Oregon 97140
503-625-6007
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From: Les Johnson
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gillnet Columbia River
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 2:42:21 PM

Let's do away with the gillnets on the Columbia River. Should have happened long ago.

Les Johnson
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From: Tom Parr
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gill Netting on Columbia River
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 2:45:28 PM

I would think that as a commission, you would consider yourself bound by the agreement reached to get gill nets off
the Columbia River. 
When you look at the overall economic value that sportsmen and women bring to the state and compare it to what
gill netters bring to the state ODFW budget there is no comparison.  More importantly the need to improve fish runs
should be of your primary concern.  Indiscriminate netting is not what is needed to make these improvements in
threatened salmon runs.
Please do the honorable thing and follow through with the original agreement to get gill netters off the main stem of
the Columbia River.

Tom P
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From: Kathryn Peldyak
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia River gillnetting
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 2:59:26 PM

Even though Commissioner Buckmaster was recently appointed, it is time for him and all his cronies who
vote along with him to leave.  The bi-state reforms between Oregon and Washington must go through as
planned in 2017.  I hope Gov. Brown can lead the ODFW in the right direction for the sake to the fish that
have to die in non-selective gill nets.  I've been paying the $10.00 Columbia River Basin Endorsement for
four years along with everyone else.  Where did this money go?  Money from the endorsement will help
fund the transition to eliminate non-tribal commercial gill nets on the lower Columbia River and provide
additional salmon and steelhead for sport fishing.  (pg. 86, Oregon Sport Fishing Regulations.) 
Commissioner Buckmaster is the spear head of what is very wrong with gillnetting on the Columbia
River.  The agreement was meant to end gill nets in the last river in our country.  If gill nets are allowed in
2017, where the bi-state agreement fails, I think there should be a class action lawsuit for everyone who
paid into the endorsement.  On Jan. 14th, I hope Washington's commission votes in favor of the reform. 
They are the sport fisherman's and endangered fish's only hope to get back on track.  ODFW needs this
issue to be resolved to move forward with a more favorable view from is paying customers.

Sincerely,
Greg Peldyak
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From: Mike Sweet
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia river reforms
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 3:02:28 PM

To whom it may concern;
It is very disturbing to hear that the commission is considering not implementing the agreed upon reforms to
eliminate gill netting on the main stem Columbia.
As a sport fisherman, I have been paying the Columbia River endorsement for the last few years. I have also fished
with barbless hooks, even though the science does not support increased mortality with barbed hooks. The only
studies that have been done show that the type of hook doesn't matter. Mortality is determined more by where the
fish is hooked and how the fish is handled and released. Gill nets on the other hand kill everything including ESA
listed salmon as well as sturgeon.
Should the commission decide to shelf the reforms, then I, and most other fishermen, would expect the elimination
of the Columbia River endorsement as well as the elimination of the silly barbless hook rule. I also feel that all funds
collected by the endorsement should be refunded since they were not used for the earmarked purpose of
transitioning the gill net fleet to more selective techniques.
Sincerely,
Michael Sweet

Sent from my iPhone
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From: jerrymc55
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Stop the gill nets now.
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 3:17:26 PM

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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From: Antar Pushkara
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia River Gillnet Reform
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 3:21:06 PM

1/12/17

I am formally requesting that you stay the course and move
 forward to implement the agreed upon Columbia River Basin
Salmon Management Policy C-3620.

 Oregon has a responsibility to ensure that Columbia River
fisheries do not harm threatened and endangered species.

Sincerely,
Antar Pushkara
85091 Larson Rd
Eugene, OR 97405
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From: Dave Hogue
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Cc: "Dave Hogue"
Subject: Columbia River
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 3:40:15 PM

Please do not allow Gill Netters on the main stream Columbia River.
Thank you,
Dave Hogue
Host Campers
www.hostcampers.com

Exhibit D, Supplemental PC, Page 30 of 38

mailto:dave@hostcampers.com
mailto:odfw.commission@state.or.us
mailto:dave@hostcampers.com


From: MICHAEL
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia River Gillnet Reforms
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 4:23:49 PM

Please uphold the Columbia River Gillnet reforms and do not delay there implementation!

Myself and countless others have NOT purchased and DO NOT plan to purchase Oregon
Angling Licenses and Harvest Tags unless you defend and uphold the original reforms.

I will not support the State of Oregon or the ODF&W if they do not support recreational
angling. 

Michael McGuire
25630 Cheryl Drive
West Linn, OR 97068
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From: Brad Braman
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia gillnet plan
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 4:41:46 PM

Hello,
My name is Brad Braman and I am an avid sport fisherman from Oregon.
Please do not kowtow to the shortsighted  pressure from the gillnet industry to dismantle the conservation efforts
that will, in the long run, make fishing better for everyone including them.
Thank you,
Brad
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From: Michael Drais
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gillnetting
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 5:34:09 PM

Dear Commissioners:  

As a native Oregonian, I have waited for nearly 60 years to see the archaic practice of
gillnetting be eliminated on the Columbia River. It is time for the Commission to act. Please
vote to implement the agreed upon plan to move gillnetting off the main stem Columbia. 

The plan was amazingly crafted to preserve gillnetting, while diminishing its unacceptable
impact on ESA protected species.  It is a remarkable compromise, one that subsidizes
and allows non-selective gillnetting to continue. The  record before the Commission shows
that  gillnetters have profited by the existing changes, even as their impact on endangered
species diminishes. What better solution could have been created?

It is time for the Commission to set aside any prejudices it may have,  and to endorse the plan
supported by the vast majority of those who care about preserving our fisheries in Oregon. 
We are your constituency.  Please do your job and implement the plan to get the gillnets off
the mainstem Columbia.

Thank you, 

Michael Drais and family, Oregon fishermen for over 100 years

-- 
Sent from Gmail Mobile
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From: ï»¿Joe Dwight
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Gill Net Ban
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 6:33:16 PM

Please stay with the original agreement which all party's involved agreed to.
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From: Randy White
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Columbia River Gillnet
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 8:25:30 PM

I am opposed to the indiscriminate harvesting of endangered species for commercial gain. Gill netting also damages
sturgeon as well as damaging fish that escape the nets.
For over 20 years my family spent our vacation staying in Washington while fishing for steelhead and salmon. Our
sport fishing dollars were a bonus to the economy's of Oregon and Washington. Our frustrations with the
mismanagement of this fishery prompted is to vacation somewhere else.
Randy White

Sent from my iPhone
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From: kris@anglerinnovations.com
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Your credibility is at risk! Please uphold the gillnet ban!
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 6:00:57 AM

Dear ODFW:  Fishermen will not stand for this breaking of promises that you propose to
enact!

Kris Lumsden
Angler Innovations, Inc.  . . .  the edge for the passionate.
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From: Bruce Tolonen
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: gillnet fishing
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 6:19:48 AM

I have history on both sides of the debate over gill net fishing on the Columbia River.  A
compromise between opposing views is possible and desirable.  Sportfishing advocates should
not get all the fish they 
want nor should commercial fishermen.  Here is my complaint for your consideration.  At the
mouth of Big Creek (Clatsop County) in the fall there has been a fleet of gill net boats that
target the September and October runs of salmon.  They are in the Blind Slough special
fishing zone.  Many people I have fished with at that location for many years are ok with
commercial fishing in the area but there is one problem.  On evenings when they can fish, the
gill netters lay their nets in a zig-zag pattern many times across the mouth of Big Creek.  They
can catch a lot of the fish destined for Big Creek.  On the other hand, I have to use barbless
hooks trying to catch any of the few fish that can evade the nets.  The conclusion is that those
two runs of salmon have been given entirely to commercial interests.  The solution is simple in
my view.  Restrict gill netting within 500 feet of the the mouth of Big Creek so some of the
fish can be sought by sport anglers in the creek.  Thank you for considering this solution for
Big Creek and any other tributary that may have the same problem.
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From: d.ketler
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Disbanding of the Gill net plan
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 8:25:08 AM

Do not disband the Gill net plan gillnets are harmful to all of the fish in our Columbia River
they should be disbanded completely this is a concerned Citizen and sportsman who purchases
fishing licenses every year

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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