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From: Lance Kruzic - NOAA Federal [mailto:lance.kruzic@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 10:07 AM 
To: Daniel Vandyke <Daniel.J.Vandyke@state.or.us> 
Subject: Re: Rogue spring Chinook plan assessment 

Thanks Dan for sending this out.  This is a great assessment!  Very interesting as mix of status, actions, 
and plans in the future.  Very informative and comprehensive. Keep up the good work!  Lance 
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From: Richard Heap [mailto:heapr2003@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 11:36 AM 
To: Daniel Vandyke <Daniel.J.Vandyke@state.or.us> 
Subject: Rogue Spring Chinook 

Dan,   

Good meeting last night.  As always, you did a great job with your presentation and Megan did a good 
job keeping it on point and on time. 

Some follow-up to my comment on the desire status number.  In my review of the report, I find no 
mention of an SMSY number for this population.  I suspect that it may be lower than 15,000 but I don't 
have the background of serving on the advisory board.  For the purposes of adjusting lower river wild 
retention, you might be better served to use SMSY rather than the desired status level averaged over a 
ten year period.  All the salmon FMPs that I am familiar with have that number identified and all the 
recovery plans usually state that overfishing status is resolved when the three year geometric mean is at 
or above SMSY.  This provides a more flexible approach based on full seeding of the available habitat 
and would likely provide more angling opportunity during those windows provided by good ocean 
conditions.  Also, I think going all the way to April 1 with two fish might be too far using my 
scenario.  Perhaps April 15 would be enough to provide more opportunity.  My suggestions here are 
primarily intended for the creation of a multi-species Rogue plan where you will have an opportunity to 
tweak the existing plan. They are also intended to have the plan be more comparable to the other 
Council FMPs. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment, 

Richard Heap 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Rogue Man [mailto:rogueman950@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 12:00 PM 
To: Dan VanDyke <Daniel.J.Vandyke@state.or.us> 
Cc: Chuck Huntington <cwbio@gmail.com> 
Subject: Snagging and Salmon Mortality 
 
I have been fishing the Rogue River for spring Chinook salmon for 40 years. I have lived on the Upper 
Rogue for 30.  I fish from a drift boat and am very familiar with the river from Lost Creek dam to below 
the old Gold Rey dam site.  This is the last year I will fish for spring Chinook on the upper river due to 
illegal snagging. 
In my early fishing days, snagging seemed to be confined to holes easily accessed by bank fisherman 
from Shady Cove up to Lost Creek and below the falls in Rattlesnake Rapids.  It occurred at dawn and 
dusk for the most part. There also appeared to be law enforcement activity, which helped keep it under 
control. 
For at least the last 5-6 years, snagging has become prevalent in every salmon hole along the entire 
upper river from Lost Creek to Fisher's Ferry and also below Gold Hill, particularly at the silica plant. It 
goes on from before dawn until after dusk. There are a great many people involved in this activity with 
very little law enforcement.  On one occasion, I observed 3 men pitch forking salmon off a spawning 
redd in late September!  I reported this to State Police who refused to respond.  I have reported illegal 
snagging to State Police a number of times.  In discussion with them, they have admitted to not 
enforcing snagging for a number of reasons. The most common are that convictions are difficult to 
obtain and they have to appear in court on their days off. 
Illegal snagging at this level has to effect wild salmon mortality.  Snaggers wound many, many more fish 
than they land.  Many of these fish die. They are also more successful (if you call it that) than people 
fishing by legal means. People already breaking the law are not much concerned about bag limits or 
limiting their harvest to hatchery fish, particularly when it is well-known that there is virtually no law 
enforcement.   With the high value of these fish, many of them are being sold.  This activity also 
damages habitat with the creation of large wads of fishing line, hooks and sinkers.  Fish must get 
ensnared in these clouds of debris and die. 
The attempt to enhance wild spring Chinook survival needs to address this nasty problem. 
 
Thank you in advance for putting this on your agenda, 
 
Greg Layton 
950 Rogue Woods Drive 
White City, Oregon 97503 
(541) 944-0641 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Deborah and John Wilson [mailto:deborahandjohnwilson@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2018 11:10 AM 
To: Daniel.J.Vandyke@state.or.us 
Subject: Spring Chinook Plan review. 
 
           Hello Dan,  Here are some comments on the SCH Rogue Plan. 
 
          The presentation indicated that SCNP population is stable and  possibly on a slight increase. 
Considering the poor ocean conditions during some past seasons this is good news.  One problem, 
angler harvest, frustration with low numbers of hatchery fish, non retention for wild fish during prime 
fishing time, the perception that predator impacts are not being addressed, and hatchery production is 
totally inadequate to provide needed fishing opportunity.   Another problem, although less understood 
and recently revealed in real science is the increased number of hybrid SCHXFCH.  History has shown 
that entire populations of salmon can live or die by the actions we take.  The Klamath River has lost 
most of the spring run by poor dam and hatchery operations and hatchery production is of questionable 
genetic heritage.  I am pleased that the Plan will focus on this issue going forward. 
           Some comments from the audience centered around creating more habitat through gravel 
enhancement, creating other geographical locations for fingerling or hatchery smolt releases with the 
hope of extending habitat and increasing geographical diversity for suitable SPCH habitat.  The 
reluctance of ODFW to expand hatchery program diversity and aggressively expand production in 
underutilized natural ares may be a point to review.  These are all viable management options and merit 
consideration 
            With the new genetic marking for Rogue King separation of Spring Ch will be more accurate.  
Keeping the early run strong is key, but there are hatchery influences, that can help or hurt, and water 
management.  It would be a better practice to let less water out to draw up fall fish, and less drop in 
flow when reduction occurs to avoid dewatering of redds.  Protecting water quality “temp”through Flow 
release is the most important management tool. Hatchery production should be focused on early run 
fish to strengthen that component. 
             Better survival from hatchery releases, increased hatchery production, a change in plan harvest 
levels, removal of 10 yr average for desired levels of abundance and a replacement with shorter time 
period may provide more angler opportunity.  With the present % of hatchery fish being well below 
desired hatchery influence they are not excessive.  When survival increases hatchery production can be 
reduced.  
            Gravel is being depleted and the rate of restoration is minimal.  Increase gravel enrichment. How 
much is recruited but not delivered due to the dam?  This seems to have no down side. 
            Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  John Wilson 
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From: Steve Beyerlin [mailto:steve@internet-marketingservice.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 2:44 PM 
To: Tom Satterthwaite <tsbs53@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Dan VanDyke <daniel.j.vandyke@state.or.us> 
Subject: Elk Creek & Spring Chinook 

I ran across this old document that supports an observation I gave to the Spring Salmon Task Force 
about Spring Chinook using Elk Creek to spawn. I have seen Chinook spawning in Elk Creek and reported 
so at the Task Force meetings. Was told they didn’t I believe this Doc supports my observations.  

Note: the comment of 6 recovered carcasses that did not get caught and tagged in trap so trap counts 
were not complete – very sad that all 30 adult chinook were killed in trap or transport. I personally 
watched ODFW personnel throwing hauled fish from the top of the truck into Elk Creek likely a 10 foot 
throw and drop – mighty poor handling of a resource – I reported it at the time but as usual heard 
nothing after. 

http://docs.streamnetlibrary.org/CoastalCutthroatData/sn600268.pdf   1998 

Steve Beyerlin 

(541) 247-4138 
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Dec 8, 2018 

Daniel: 

My name is Gary Hawk. I was born in 1932 in Medford, then a very small town with open fields full of 
quail and pheasants.  My father, H. E.HAWK  had the plumbing shop next to the YMCA. I grew up as a 
plumber and later was the Chief Plumbing Inspector for Oregon State.  

As a boy I rode my bike to Gold Rey dam to fish. My neighbor was the fish counter at Gold Rey. I 
remember the days of 30 to 40 thousand Chinook counted at the dam. The salmon filled the river under 
the bridge next to the pillars. They were collected at the base of the dam and ladder.  

The fish commission put a fence at Riffles on the Rogue below Elk Creek. Fisherman came to help catch 
the fish and milk their eggs and sperm into large stainless bowls which were taken to the Butte Falls 
Hatchery to be fertilized.  

I remember the fish boxes and I remember the hatchery at Indian Creek, where thousands, upon 
thousands of fish were released into the river. 

As all fisherman will tell you, seals all the biggest enemy to the salmon. Fisherman were allowed to 
destroy the Sea Lions, which allowed the fish to survive and multiply. 

To save our fishing industry and our tourism, we must save our fish. There are so many ways to 
accomplish this. Here are some of my suggestions. Return hatch boxes. Release fingerlings in fast water 
where there is gravel all along the river.  Use the hatchery to its capacity. Stop clipping – use that money 
to raise the fish. We all know that hatchery fish came from wild fish. What used to be true wild fish have 
blended with hatchery fish and just because some fish are released unclipped from the hatchery does 
not make them wild.  Stop selling eggs. Listen to the guides. Talk with the old-timers. Eliminate the seals 
that make it into the river. 

Together we can once again boast of fishing the Mighty Rogue River. 

Thank you for your time. 

Gary Hawk 
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From: Tom Satterthwaite <tsbs53@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2018 7:54 AM 
To: Dan Vandyke 
Cc: 'Chris M Lorion'; Mark Vargas 
Subject:reviewer comments - Rogue CHS conservation plan assessment 
Attachments: 2018 Rogue CHS draft - Satterthwaite comments.doc 
 
Dan: 
 
I reviewed the draft document titled ROGUE SPRING CHINOOK SALMON CONSERVATION PLAN, 
COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT AND UPDATE, and would like to submit some reviewer comments.  I 
appreciate the opportunity to review the draft.  Feel free to email me if you have any questions about 
my comments, which are conveyed in the attached file. 
 
Tom 
 

 
Reviewer Comments 

ROGUE SPRING CHINOOK SALMON CONSERVATION PLAN,  
COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT AND UPDATE 

Tom Satterthwaite 
December 10, 2019 

 
General Comments: 
1.  District staff should be highly commended for producing annual reports each year, which 
were called for in the 2007 CHS conservation plan. 
 
2.  I think technical support/review of the draft would have been helpful before the draft was 
released for public comment. 
 
3.  I think it would have been desirable (for the public and for ODFW), if the plan-called-for five 
year status reviews (2010 and 2015) had been drafted and posted on the ODFW website.  Status 
review of plan metrics for desired status should not take much staff effort.  For example, pages 
8-10 in the draft would have sufficed, with edits, as the center piece of a status review (also see 
next comment). 
 
4.  I recommend changing the focus of the draft to a “Status Review” rather than a 
“Comprehensive Assessment” and that the resultant document directly address the following 
questions: (1) whether desired status criteria have been attained and (2) if desired status has not 
been attained, then whether (and when) time series regressions indicate that the criteria will be 
reached.  In general, interested parties seemingly just want to know whether or not it appears that 
the plan have/will attain stated goals.   
 

5.  The 2022 spawning escapement will basically mean that three complete brood cycles have spawned 
since plan implementation, because of the harvest constrictions adopted in 2007(08).  Salmonid 
populations can respond quickly and demonstrably (ie. one brood cycle) to changed environmental and 
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regulatory conditions, as exemplified locally by the marked and quick (first brood) increase in Applegate 
CHF after flow augmentation began in the early 1980s.  In my opinion, quantitative information in the 
current draft does not convey that NP CHS production has increased significantly as a direct result of the 
implementation of management strategies and actions detailed in the 2007 conservation plan. 

 

Current data indicates that, in order to achieve a desired status of 15K NP CHS by the end of three brood 
cycles (2022 because there are so few age six fish in the run), that abundance will need to average about 
22K during the period of 2019-22.  Annual returns have yet to exceed 15.3K in any year since plan 
implementation.  Thus, it seems doubtful that desired status will be reached by 2022, or even by 2025 (NP 
CHS abundance would need to average about 17.5K NP during 2019-25). 

 

6.  You recently pointed out that the 2007 conservation plan contains no sunset clause if desired status has 
not been attained by a specific year.  It seemingly is in the best interest of the public and the agency if 
ODFW formally decides on a specific sunset year.  I recommend 2022 because it should be clear by then 
if desired status likely will/will not be attained.  Revision planning would not have to start from square 
one as modifications could be limited to the desired status metric of NP CHS abundance and/or 
management strategies.  Not choosing and conveying a sunset clause year could lead to increased public 
suspicion that the current plan could drag out indefinitely as long as some relevant metric shows short-
term improvement.  

 

Specific Comments that assume ODFW will retain the “Comprehensive Assessment”: 

1.  The primary portion of the draft (pages 14-43) describes management actions planned and/or 
completed by ODFW.  While very informative about ongoing actions (and there are some very good and 
relevant ones), the included material is mostly not directly relevant to a comprehensive review of whether 
employed strategies have lead to attainment, or lack of attainment, of desired status goals detailed in the 
2007 conservation plan.  This discussion, which includes some conjectural material, should be instead 
edited and included in an annual report; in order not to distract reader attention from the key issues related 
to attainment/non attainment of desired status goals.   

 

2.  The draft states, on page 5, “The Plan began to be fully implemented in 2008. Because most 
NPCHS return as four year old adults, the first returns produced by implementation of the suite of 
management actions in the approved strategy began in 2012. ODFW will refer to post-plan returns 
as returns of NPCHS beginning in 2012. This review is based on the results of one complete brood 
cycle 2012-2017.”  A revision to this statement seemingly would help readers better understand the 
temporal changes associated with plan implementation. 

 

A seemingly more clear conveyance statement would be something like: “The Plan began to be fully 
implemented in 2008.  Immediate reductions in freshwater harvest increased spawner escapement in 
2008-2011, but it was not until 2012 that offspring produced after plan implementation began to 
dominant the annual returns”.  In the remainder of this document, the term “initial post-plan 
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returns” refers to the 2008-2011 returns while the term “full post-plan returns” refers to the 2012-
2018 returns.  Verbiage in the remainder of the draft should be edited accordingly 

 

3.  The section titled “Abundance at Gold Ray Dam” conveys inconsistencies about whether 2007 or 2008 
constitutes the first year of impact by an implemented plan.  Choice of either year is reasonable, because 
the emergency closure of freshwater harvest for NP CHS in 2007, means in a practical sense, that 2007 
data could be pooled with the 2008-2011.  Regardless of choice, it seemingly is a good idea to be 
consistent throughout the document in order to convey an objective, rather than subjective, grouping 
choices of data.  If 2007 is chosen as the first year of post-plan data, then edit accordingly the preceding 
statement in item 2. 

 

3.  The section titled “Abundance at Gold Ray Dam” (pages 8-10) should be re-examined as some 
significant revisions are seemingly warranted, because: 

 

A.  Figure 2 should be revised to convey singular trends for the initial post-plan returns (200?-2011 and 
the full post-plan returns (2012-2018).  The 2018 carcass surveys are complete and the 2018 abundance 
estimate should be included in the plot and also should be included in all other analyses. 

 

B.  Initial and full post-plan returns should be compared with statistics.  Most importantly, the 2012-18 
returns should be analyzed with trend statistics and the results included in the document. 

 

C.  Produce and report projections of when (the year) desired status would be reached, based on the 
estimated rate of changes in abundance over two periods (200?-2018 and 2012-2018) of time relevant to 
plan implementation.  Include a brief discussion explaining the differences between the two projections. 

 

D.  To help readers, relocate Figure 3 in order to immediately follow the paragraph that discusses 
comparative NP CHS returns.  Add in references to document data sources. 

 

E.  Add statistical information related to the trend lines shown in Figure 3 in order to document that 
inferences were made appropriately about trends.  Choice of confidence level does not have to be 
conservative.  An 80% confidence level is reasonable provided that at least two populations compose the 
analysis.  If only a single population comparison is made, it’s probably best to rely on a 95% confidence 
interval. 

 

F.  Re-examine the decision to include Trinity NP CHS in the analysis.  It’s clearly appropriate to do so if 
there is some documentation that indicates the population co-varied significantly with Rogue NP CHS at 
least during some period of time that exceeds 10 years.  If no such co-variance is determined, and if also 
Trinity NP CHS do not co-vary significantly with conglomerate Klamath CHF freshwater returns, the 
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author(s) should be very reticent about including Trinity NP CHS abundance in this assessment; because 
of the good possibility that basin-specific impacts have greatly varying impacts on Trinity NP CHS 
recruitment. 

 

G.  Figures 4-6 have nicely stacked bar graphs, but the varied years of combined data can lead to the 
suspicion that the data groupings were subjectively chosen in order to reinforce an assumed conclusion.  
Given results reported by ODFW (2000), the segregation of years used in the North Umpqua comparison 
(Figure 4) are good choices; but maybe change 2008 to 2007 grouping criterion as outlined above.  
Change groupings for Rogue CHF to 1975-80 and 1981-200?.  Show no first bar for Klamath CHF and 
2nd bar should be 1982-200?  Also add 2018 estimates to the graphs because all estimates should be 
available with the exception of Klamath CHF.  Re-assess inferences after modifying the analyses.  
Finally, add verbiage so readers know what the brackets represent. 

 

H.  Perhaps most importantly, the draft does not convey any estimates of the number of Rogue NP CHS 
recruits that have been produced since plan implementation.  Given that estimates of ocean impacts in the 
KMZ are reported annually by NMFS, it does not take much effort or technical knowledge to generate 
annual estimates of the number of NP CHS alive at age 2.  This metric is the best choice for an index of 
recruitment (as discussed within ODFW 2000).  In conjunction with the 1972-2000 brood year estimates 
reported in Appendix Table F-2 in the 2007 conservation plan, time trend analyses would provide a much 
better method to assess whether NP CHS recruitment has increased significantly since implementation of 
the 2007 conservation plan.  I believe that it is very important that any “comprehensive review” include 
this specific analysis. 

 

4.  The draft states, on page 12, “The presence of redds in early September coming with post-Plan 
returns is believed to be an indication that early run NPCHS are increasing in abundance, 
because this component of the population is protected from direct harvest.”.  This statement is 
difficult to justify given that spawning in early September was previously demonstrated, even for those 
NP CHS produced after construction of William Jess Dam (page 174 and the Methods Section in ODFW 
(2000). 

 

Obviously, spawning escapement of early run NP CHS increased in recent years because fewer were 
harvested after plan implementation.  However, the primary question remains unanswered because of the 
absence of relevant data.  That question is: Has the production (recruitment) of early run NP CHS 
increased as a result of plan implementation?  Consequently, it probably best if this section was deleted 
from the draft because contention presented in the above statement in italics runs counter to historic 
survey findings. 

 

5.  The Age Structure section on page 12 of the draft is perhaps the most confusing portion of the 
assessment.  In the Conclusion section on page 39, there is the following statement: “ODFW believes 
that in the context of environmental conditions experienced during Plan implementation, progress 
has been achieved, with positive signs observed in abundance…..”.  However, Figure 7 shows a line 
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that indicates that the number of age 4 spawners (predominant age class) decreased, rather than 
increased, through time during the period of 2010-17.  Thus, the decreasing trend line runs counter to 
the statement in the Conclusion section.  Section verbiage, and/or Figure 7, should be revised to 
address the discrepancy between results and the interpretation of results. 

 

6.  The Recruits Per Spawner section on page 13 is a valuable addition to the assessment.  ODFW should 
consider adding another paragraph to this section.  This addition should convey that a revision to the 
stock-recruitment analysis should be completed when there is sufficient data to do so.  A revised analysis 
is warranted because of (1) the change in sampling methods (carcass counts versus fish passage counts) 
and (2) results of the ongoing genetic assessment will be used to better refine the best areas to count 
spawned carcasses of NP CHS. 

 

Depending on the results of the ongoing genetic assessment of natural spawners, it may be possible that 
separate stock-recruitment curves could be established for CHS-type, CHF-type, and hybrid-type 
components of chinook that spawn upstream of the Gold Ray dam site.  Break-up of the S/R analyses 
would only be appropriate if the spatial distributions of the different types of Chinooks did not differ 
among years.     

 

7.  The draft correctly conveys that a major focus of the 2007 conservation plan was to try and increase 
the production of early run NP CHS.  The conservation plan identified harvest and water temperature 
during egg and alevin incubation as a primary limiting factor on this portion of the population, as per the 
findings of ODFW (2000).  The draft further conveys that production appears to have increased between 
the initial (200?-11) and full (2012-17) periods of implementation and that there have been significant 
improvements to reservoir management practices. 

 

Apparently, the USACE has completed, and has used, a water temperature model for Lost Creek Lake.  
Has this model been used to help develop annual reservoir management plans?  If so, then for the affected 
years, the draft should convey resultant incubation temperatures and compare those results to previous 
years.  Such a comparison should be easy to complete because water temperature data for 1970-2010 at 
the near McLeod USGS gage has been summarized. 

 

8.  If not already planned, ODFW should post public comments of this draft document on the web page 
for the Rogue CHS conservation plan. 

 

9.  It seems that any document titled “Comprehensive Assessment” of the Rogue CHS Conservation Plan 
should be (1) based primarily on technical assessments of measurable data and (2) should be subject to 
external review by at least one knowledgeable, qualified scientist.  If ODFW decides external review is 
advisable, Dr. David Hankin, Professor Emeritus, Department of Fisheries Biology, Humboldt State 
University, would be an outstanding choice.  Dr. Hankin is very knowledgeable about Chinook 
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populations in the ecoregion and provided ODFW with technical review of the 2007 Rogue CHS 
conservation plan and the 2013 Rogue CHS conservation plan. 

 

10.  Finally, depending on any draft revisions, significant edits may be warranted for the 
Conclusion section. 
 

References: 

ODFW (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife).  2000.  Effects of Lost Creek Dam on spring 
Chinook salmon in the Rogue River.  Phase II Completion Report.  Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, Fish Research Project DACW 57-77-C-0033, Completion Report, Portland. 
 
Supplemental Comments on other items presented on pages 14-43 of the draft: 
A.  The following statement appears on page 17 of the draft: “The number of NPCHS spawning 
the first week in September appears to be increasing, and is a sign that the early run fish are in a 
rebuilding phase.  This contention should be supported by metrics, if available.  If no appropriate 
metrics are available, then the statement is simply conjecture and should be deleted. 
 

B.  The following statement appears on page 20 of the draft: “While Big Butte Creek is the lone 
tributary of the Rogue that supports a spawning population of NPCHS on an annual basis, Little 
Butte Creek is the focus of significant effort to restore fish habitat for a variety of native fish species, 
including restoration of safe upstream and downstream fish passage. Restoration may provide a 
window of opportunity for NPCHS”. Verbiage in the last sentence should be re-considered after 
review of the third paragraph on page 31 in the 2007 conservation plan.  It seems very unlikely that 
any significant natural production of NP CHS could occur on a regular basis in the Little Butte Creek 
watershed. 
 

C.  The following statements appear on page 23 of the draft: “The dominant habitat was rapids 
throughout the survey of South Fork Big Butte above the falls. Little spawning gravel was found, and very 
little quality spawning habitat is available (see figure below). The result of this evaluation shows that 
releases of spring Chinook adults upstream of Butte Falls will not substantially increase production due 
to a lack of spawning habitat. Furthermore, because of the high gradient, rapid dominated habitat, 
ODFW will not pursue gravel augmentation within the South Fork.”  

 

“In 2007, ODFW completed an expanded spawning ground survey for spring Chinook in Big Butte 
Creek between river mile one and six. Findings indicated few fish spawned anywhere except in the 
lower gradient section between river mile one and two. In addition, ODFW reviewed historical data 
and findings of habitat surveys completed in 1995 and 1997. Results from the habitat surveys 
indicated that much of Big Butte Creek is in a constrained channel with little spawning habitat, but 
that there are localized low gradient sites that show potential for projects designed to improve 
spawning habitat.”  
 
Seems that both statements indicate that there is minimal spawning habitat within major portions of 
both spatial areas of the Big Butte watershed, yet gravel supplementation is warranted within only 
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one area.  This apparent contradiction should be clarified.  If gravel supplementation within the South 
Fork is judged not justifiable because of the natural barrier to adult migration at Butte Falls, then that 
conclusion should be conveyed to the readers. 

 

D.  The following statement appears on page 27 of the draft: “This angling regulation framework also 
matches well with recent genetic findings about spring migration alleles. We are currently not 
allowing direct harvest on the fish most likely to be pure spring Chinook.” Verbiage in the last 
sentence could be misinterpreted to mean that subjective judgment is guiding fishery management.  
Perhaps more clear would be deletion of the last sentence and an addition to the preceding sentence.  
Ie.   The angling regulation framework resulting from implementation of the conservation plan also 
matches well with recent genetic findings about spring migration alleles. 

 

E.  The following statement appears on page 32 of the draft: In December 2017, the OFWC reviewed a 
public petition for an experimental spring Chinook fishery as an amendment to the Plan. The 
proposal was for opening wild harvest one month earlier than allowed in the current regulations 
without consideration of abundance, and monitoring effects by analyzing changes in the various 
elements of biological status in the plan. The Commission denied the petition, preferring that intent 
of the petition be considered through the development and finalization of this Plan review. ODFW 
considered the merits of this petition when devising the fishery management changes described 
above. 

 

In my opinion, this statement misrepresents the stated intent of the petition.  The degree is 
misrepresentation is large enough to cause one to wonder whether the misrepresentation was 
intentional.  First, the petition provides empirical evidence that the population has failed to 
significantly respond, over the course of two complete brood cycles, to a marked decrease in 
freshwater harvest rate – which was identified as one of the two manageable primary limiting factors 
in the 2007 conservation plan.  Second, the petition identified the uncertainty associated with plan’s 
estimation of freshwater harvest rates and proposed a measurable, scientific approach to improve the 
estimates of a one month change in fishery impact rates – leading to better management of the 
freshwater fishery.  Third, in contrast to the draft verbiage, the macro-purpose of the experiment was 
to estimate how much a one-month change in fishery regulations would impact spawner escapement 
– so abundance was considered.  Fourth, ODFW may have “considered” the merits of the petition, 
but still after the passage of one year, have failed to produce any reviewable document that addresses 
the scientific merits of the experiment proposed in the petition.  Failure to produce such a review 
document causes one to question the credibility of the agency’s stated “consideration” of the petition. 
 
A reasonable re-write of the statement would read something like: In December 2017, the OFWC 
reviewed a public petition for a five-year experimental spring Chinook fishery as an amendment to 
the Plan. The proposal called for restoration of a one-month harvest opportunity in order to (1) 
improve estimates of fishery impact rates and (2) test for significant impacts to metrics reflecting 
status criteria.  The Commission denied the petition, but directed the agency to consider the merits of 
the petition during development of a formal review of the 2007 conservation plan. 
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F.  The following statement appears on page 34 of the draft: “Hatchery carcasses, a resource byproduct 
of hatchery production, are often used for nutrient enrichment in streams. The idea is to mimic the 
large run size that spawned in target streams historically, and replace the nutrients provided by the 
historic runs.” 

 

In addition, the following statement appears on page 12 of the draft: “Age composition is important, 
because older fish tend to return earlier when water conditions are better for fishing in the lower 
river, and then are present in the fishery for a longer time in the upper river. The Plan focuses on 
restoring the early run component of NPCHS, which should mean more age five NPCHS on the 
spawning grounds. Therefore, age data may also assist tracking the restoration of early run 
NPCHS”. 

 

It is should be noted that a nutrient enrichment program, if it is successful, will further increase the 
growth rates of juvenile NP CHS in the Rogue River, resulting in an earlier date of ocean entry and a 
younger age at maturity (see pages 62-63 in the 2007 conservation plan).  Also, it should be noted that an 
original desired status criterion (% jacks in run at Gold Ray Dam) was crafted to convey an objective of 
managing for older maturing NP CHS; which characterized the population prior to the construction and 
operation of William Jess Dam.  A nutrient enrichment program, if significant, runs counter to any 
attempt to restore the age composition of the NP CHS population.  This discrepancy should be addressed 
in the draft, or the claim of benefit should be removed from the draft. 

 

F.  The following statement appears on page 37 of the draft: “The UC Davis review of Rogue genetic 
samples was expanded into a probability analysis of a genotype for Chinook passing Gold Ray Dam 
throughout the year in 2004 (Figure 10 below). According to the researchers at UC Davis, NPCHF 
pose a direct threat to the viability of NPCHS through hybridization.” 

 

The UC Davis analysis assumed random mating (email received by me from Tasha Thompson) among all 
chinook that spawned upstream of the Gold Ray dam site.  Random spawning was not  the case twenty 
years ago (ODFW 2000) and is almost certainly currently not the case (assumes  ODFW carcass survey 
data shows that spawning still starts first and ends first in areas farthest upstream). 

 

I recommend the following revision “……..pose a direct threat to the viability of NPCHS through 
hybridization under the assumption of random mating.  This assumption will be tested based on the 
results of ODFW’s ongoing genetics research project.” 

 

G.  Preseason Forecast (page 38).  Readers would benefit, with an allied increase in public 
understanding and acceptance, if a plot (hindcasted forecasts versus observed returns) was included 
in the document.  Side note:  The 2018 forecast was spot on! – include it in plot! 
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H.  Appendix A.  Hatchery Program Update (page 40).  Hatchery operations, and changes to hatchery 
operations, are not germane to any aspect of the 2007 conservation plan, unless those issues directly 
are linked to the desired status criteria (ie. % hatchery fish among spawners).  Inclusion of non-
related information diverts reader attention from the primary issue (what’s happening in relation to 
desired status?) and might lead to increased reader confusion about the purpose of the 2007 
conservation plan.  I recommend removal of non-relevant hatchery items and moving them to a 
different, stand-alone document.  There is some good information in this section, but it is better 
presented in a different document. 
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From: John Pogue <jpogue2112@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2018 12:31 PM 
To: ryan.d.battleson@state.or.us; Harry Foster <hfoster730@gmail.com>; J. Bruce Barrow 
<jbprints@gmail.com>; David Haight <tmdrhaight@infostructure.net>; Jon Iverson 
<jaiverson19@gmail.com>; Steve Day <icrsrd303@gmail.com>; Theresa Schumacher 
<theresaschumacher@charter.net>; Don Dabney <drdabney49@gmail.com>; Will Johnson 
<will@theashlandflyshop.com>; Will Johnson <will@ashlandflyshop.com>; Kirk Kowalke 
<kicakow@gmail.com>; Alex Rachowicz <flyfish@roguevalleyanglers.com>; Dave Roberts 
<oretroutbum2@gmail.com>; Davetyer <davetyer@comcast.net>; Keith Hardcastle <fish4kh@aol.com> 
Subject: Salmon management comments 

 

Hi Ryan my name is John Pogue I am a member of the Rogue Fly Fishers and am looking to join the 
board of directors this coming year. I moved here last year and want to get involved in the conservation 
of the fishery we have in the Rogue valley. After reading through the plan I noticed that most of the 
numbers are not based on actual counts since the counting station was closed. Has there been any plans 
to use a DIDSON unit for a more accurate count? I think there should be a more accurate count before 
jumping into an increased harvest or any harvest at all. Otherwise you are writing checks on an account 
that you don't know the balance of.  As it is stated in the report it has been 10 years and the count still 
isn't were it needs to be. I know funding and man power is something that is needed in any program like 
this and I think if the opportunity to get involved in these projects was more publicized you would get 
more volunteers. I would also like to ask if the Jordan Cove LNG project has been factored into this plan? 
I like the gravel restoration for spawning beds and root wad placement for juvenile habitat in the plan. I 
know that the Russian River Wild Steelhead Society had good success with this in a recent project. I look 
forward to working with you and the board in the future on any projects you might have.  

 

Thank you, 

John Pogue 
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From: Jake Crawford [mailto:jake@nativefishsociety.org]  
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 4:15 PM 
To: Daniel Vandyke <Daniel.J.VanDyke@state.or.us>; Chris M Lorion <Chris.M.Lorion@state.or.us> 
Cc: Mark Sherwood <mark@nativefishsociety.org>; Peter Tronquet <pjtronquet@aol.com>; Charles 
Gehr <cdgehr@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Native Fish Society Comments on Draft Assessment for Rogue Spring Chinook Conservation Plan 

Greetings Dan and Chris,  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the attached comments and questions from Native Fish 
Society regarding the Public Review Draft for the Rogue Spring Chinook Conservation Plan 
Comprehensive Assessment and Update. 

We appreciate the efforts the department has made in crafting and implementing this plan with 
stakeholders.  Please see the attached comments and questions, and reach out with any questions. 

Hope you have a nice weekend and the rivers continue to swell from the much needed rain. 

Best, 

Jake 

Jake Crawford 

River Steward Program Director 

Native Fish Society 

C: 720.253.8485 

 
NATIVE FISH SOCIETY 
Advancing the Recovery of Native, Wild Fish in Their Homewaters 
 
December 14, 2018 
 
To: Dan Van Dyke, Rogue District Fish Biologist, ODFW 
 
From: Mark Sherwood, Executive Director, Native Fish Society 
Jake Crawford, River Steward Program Director, Native Fish Society 
Peter Tronquet, River Steward, Native Fish Society 
Charles Gehr, River Steward, Native Fish Society 
 
Re: Native Fish Society Comments on Draft Assessment for Rogue Spring Chinook Salmon 
Conservation Plan Comprehensive Assessment and Update. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the ODFW “Draft Assessment for Rogue Spring 
Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan Comprehensive Assessment and Update” (Draft Assessment). 
In general, Native Fish Society (NFS) is glad to see ODFW staff put so much effort into crafting and 
implementing this plan with stakeholders. NFS is proud to have been a partner in the Public Advisory 
Committee with River Steward Peter Tronquet, and we look forward to continuing to see the progress of wild 
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spring Chinook in the Rogue River. To see so many of the plan's measures implemented and the subsequent 
improvements in the wild spring Chinook population is a rare bright spot in an overall bleak picture for many 
of the wild runs across the Northwest. There are very few places where wild stocks have been trending 
positively over the past decade -- this is certainly evidence of a plan that's working. 
 
I believe it's important that we acknowledge the interest in harvesting wild fish and state clearly that the 
Native Fish Society also strongly supports the sustainable harvest of wild spring Chinook in the Rogue River, 
when they achieve desired status for abundance. However, significant questions remain as to whether ODFW 
currently possesses the tools to accurately forecast, monitor, and measure future wild spring Chinook runs 
and the fishery to ensure harvest does not impact further restoration of this iconic fish. 
 
While we understand that ODFW staff believes the trend for wild spring Chinook in the Rogue will continue 
on an upward trajectory, we are concerned about committing to additional harvest before we’ve achieved the 
desired status for abundance, which was a central goal of the Rogue Spring Chinook Conservation Plan. Isn’t 
such an action akin to counting our chickens before they’ve hatched? In a time when the effects of climate 
change are accelerating and intensifying, as well as the increased frequency of drought and volatility in the 
ocean, it does not seem prudent to assume survival will increase dramatically in the near future, and then 
agree to a harvest framework before achieving the target. 
 
We’ve outlined specific comments and questions to each section of the Draft Assessment below. Please 
consider these comments and reach out with any questions or for further clarification. 
 
Respectfully, 
Mark Sherwood Jake Crawford Peter Tronquet Charles Gehr 
Executive Director River Steward Program Director River Steward River Steward 
 
Section 3. Monitoring Results and SMU Status 
 
1. ODFW Draft Assessment - “The Plan also outlined management strategies and actions to maintain at 
sustainable levels of abundance the historical life history characteristics of NPCHS. This was an important 
preference coming from the Public Advisory Committee, which advised ODFW during development of the 
Plan, because early run NPCHS were the fish that declined most precipitously following dam construction” 
(pg 5). 
 
“No major revisions to the plan’s desired status or management strategies are warranted or proposed with 
this Comprehensive Assessment and Update. This Comprehensive Assessment and Update does 
however call for ODFW to continue plan implementation actions, improve several aspects of monitoring, 
evaluation, and research,and adaptively manage the fishery for improvements through: 1) a cautious 
abundance-based increase in fishing opportunity on NPCHS consistent with not having reached a desired 
status to date” (pg 4, emphasis added). 
 
1. NFS Comment: 
● How does the new harvest framework help get NPCHS to sustainable levels of abundance that was 
set as an average of ≥15,000 NPCHS over 10 years, and as identified an important preference from 
the Public Advisory Committee? 
 
 
2. ODFW Draft Assessment - “Serendipitously, early run NPCHS are also much more likely to be 
genetically pure spring Chinook based on emerging information from recent research. Protection and 
enhancement of early run NPCHS will also protect and enhance genetically pure spring Chinook” (pg.5). 
 
2. NFS Questions/Comments: 
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● The draft assessment addresses the emerging research about genetically pure spring Chinook, but 
fails to acknowledge and address the significant percentage of hybrids in the population, which 
constituted just over 1/4 (27%) of the population in 2004 (Thompson et al., 2018). “The analysis suggested 
that, of the 24,332 individuals that passed GRS in 2004, 8,561 (7,825–9,527) were homozygous for the spring-
run allele, 6,636 (5,077–7,798) were heterozygous, and 9,135 (8,124–10,253) were homozygous fall-run” (pg 3, 
Thompson et al., 2018). 
 
● How does the department plan to incorporate the results of Thompson et al. (2018) that identified 
the percentage of hybrid/heterozygotes Chinook into the Rogue River as a component of the CHS 
assessment, including discussion in the population review and as it relates to the abundance metric? 
 

● Also, utilizing this new information, does the department plan to test the statement that, “We 
conclude that genotype at the GREB1L locus is a better predictor of general migration type (springrun, 
fall-run, or intermediate) than passage date at GRS” (pg 3, Thompson et al., 2018). 
 

● Evidence in the supplemental materials provided by Thompson et al., 2018 also suggest that there is 
significant level of intermixing between spring/hybrid/fall Chinook on the spawning grounds from 
the former Gold Ray Dam site to the Cole Rivers Hatchery within the late September – October window. 
Will the department genotype scale samples obtained during the September surveys to determine whether 
there are significant numbers of spring/hybrid/fall alleles on the spawning grounds?  
 

 
 
Thompson et al., 2018 - Supplemental Figures. 
Figure S2. Genotyping results from adult Chinook carcasses recovered in the upper Rogue River during 
surveys in 2014. Sample locations are shown as the middle kilometer of the survey reach (a stretch of river 
several kilometers in length) where they were recovered. Lost Creek Dam is approximately 50 km above Gold 
Ray Fish Counting Station (GRS). Circle area is proportional to the number of carcasses genotyped for the 
given reach and date (range: 1-6 carcasses). 
---------- 
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● As identified in Thompson et al. (2018), heterozygotes (or hybrid Chinook/Intermediate run-timing) 
are the likely result of anthropogenic factors that have reduced the historical benefit of the spring-run 
Chinook in the Rogue. Meaning, in and of itself, hybrids are not the problem for spring-Chinook in 
the Rogue River. Rather, hybrids are the result of the anthropogenic factors that have blurred the 
different run timings for Chinook in the Rogue, namely through the construction and operation of 
Lost Creek Dam. Threats to spring Chinook in the Rogue River are the continued interbreeding and 
mixing of spring-run and fall-run Chinook, which likely did not have much overlap and hybridization 
prior to the construction of Lost Creek Dam. Thompson et al. (2018) states,“The dam altered 
downstream temperature and flow regimes (see ODFW (2000) Effects of Lost Creek Dam on spring 
Chinook salmon in the Rogue River. Phase II completion report), this shift may have resulted from 
phenotypic plasticity, where postdam environmental conditions cue fish to migrate later. Alternatively, or in 
addition, the phenotypic shift may have resulted from rapid genetic evolution due to selection caused 
by postdam conditions” (pg 2, Thompson et al., 2018). 
 
 
Section 9.1 - Habitat Quantity and Quality before Lost Creek Reservoir 
3. ODFW Draft Assessment - “Decreasing the reservoir release earlier in September accomplishes a 
second management need by reducing flows that attract NPCHF into NPCHS habitat in the upper Rogue. 
This may become the most critical action in reservoir management in the future. Emerging science from 
genetic research has some researchers stating that NPCHF pose a direct threat to NPCHS through 
hybridization” (pg 16, emphasis added). 
 
3. NFS Comment/Questions: 
● It is great to see the coordination of ODFW and USACE, in concert with OWRD to improve 
conditions for spring Chinook in the Rogue River. We hope that these coordinated efforts continue. 
If reservoir management could be one of the “most critical actions”, why is the department not 
addressing the need for increased study and coordination regarding reservoir management in the 
Rogue River to reduce the attraction for fall Chinook into the upper basin where they compete with 
spring Chinook for spawning habitat? There is no Planned Actions in Section 3E. specific to 
addressing reservoir management as an attractant to fall Chinook. Given its stated priority, we 
wonder why this is not included in this assessment? 
 
● It is not just the emerging genetic research from Thompson et al., 2018 which identifies conservation 
concern from hybridization, or intermixing, of spring and fall run types for Chinook. The 
department should look at the reduction of run-timings or homogenization of run-timing that has 
occured for Chinook populations in the Sacramento and Columbia rivers, and identify lessons 
learned that could be applied to prevent this from occurring in the Rogue River. 
 
● Has the department studied whether early upstream migrating NPCHF (those that would be 
impacted by the conflicting fishery objective in the first ten days of September) possess an 
intermediate run-timing or are heterozygous Chinook? Scale samples could be tested from the 
Huntley Park fishery to determine whether they contain the heterozygous allele, starting at the 
sample collection in July. 
 
 
4. ODFW Draft Assessment - “Between 2008 and 2010, three older dams were either notched or 
removed from the mainstem Rogue” (pg 19). 
 
4. NFS Comment: 
● It is great to see the dam removals benefit spring Chinook in the Rogue River, as well as other 
populations of native fish throughout the basin. We look forward to seeing the returns following 
multiple brood years post dam removals and the effects on fish abundance in the coming generations. 
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Section 9.2 - Enhance Production in Big Butte Creek 
 
 
5. ODFW Draft Assessment - “The result of this evaluation shows that releases of spring Chinook adults 
upstream of Butte Falls will not substantially increase production due to a lack of spawning habitat” (pg 23). 
 
5. NFS Comment: 
● This is good, NFS does not support the direct planting of hatchery and wild spring Chinook 
upstream of Butte Falls. 
 
Section 9.4 - Managing fisheries; increased hatchery harvest 
 
 
6. ODFW Draft Assessment - “With adoption of the Plan, early run NPCHS were protected from direct 
harvest… The angling regulations that began in 2008 framework are intended to drop estimated harvest rates 
on early run NPCHS below 40%” (pg 26). 
 
6. NFS Questions/Comments: 
● How does the department plan to monitor any proposed changes to harvest regulations for NPCHS 
to keep harvest below 40%? What modeling has been conducted to evaluate the level of harvest that 
would be achieved from the proposed changes in the harvest window? 
 

● What monitoring and evaluation mechanisms will be put in place to ensure that this target is being 
met? 
 

● If the forecasted runs are not arriving as expected, how does the department plan to prevent 
overharvest of NPCHS? 
 

● In short, reinstating harvest opportunity ahead of meeting the desired status for abundance without 
addressing these key questions is likely to prevent restoration of spring Chinook and could further set 
back recovery. 
 
 
7. ODFW Draft Assessment - “This angling regulation framework also matches well with recent genetic 
findings about spring migration alleles. We are currently not allowing direct harvest on the fish most likely to 
be pure spring Chinook (pg 27).” 
 
“This action specifically states that ODFW will support only those special regulations for freshwater fisheries 
that are critical to conservation needs for CHS” (pg 27). 
 
7. NFS Comment: 
● How are the proposed changes in angling regulations critical to conservation needs for CHS? 
 
 
8. ODFW Draft Assessment - “In response to public concern, a portion of the August smolt group will 
be released directly into the estuary in Gold Beach for five years (beginning with the 2017 release). Coded 
wire tags will be part of this new release, along with coded wire tags in a companion group released at the 
hatchery in August. The objective is to compare survival rates in returns to the hatchery, and to determine 
whether smolts released in August at the hatchery are surviving their migration to the ocean” (pg 28). 
 
8. NFS Questions: 
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● Is the department monitoring and evaluating whether the hatchery August smolt group releases are 
competing with naturally-produced/wild populations in the estuary? If so, how? If not, why not, as this smolt 
release is likely to negatively impact wild populations through various ecological risks including but not 
limited to increased competition, increased predation, increased stress, decreased growth, decreased survival, 
and displacement from feeding territories (Kostow, 2009). 
● What is the mortality rate of hatchery smolts on the truck drive to the estuary in Gold Beach? 
 
 
9. ODFW Draft Assessment - “6E. Management Changes. ODFW proposes additional opportunity for 
wild harvest as the population builds” (pg 29). 
 
9. NFS Question: 
● How does the new harvest framework help NPCHS achieve sustainable levels of abundance, which 
was developed and agreed upon during the Public Advisory Committee and adopted by the Commission? 
● How is this additional harvest opportunity consistent with the statement “ODFW will support only 
those special regulations for freshwater fisheries that are critical to conservation needs for CHS” (pg 
27, ODFW Draft Assessment, emphasis added); particularly because NPCHS have yet to achieve 
desired status for abundance. 
 
 
10. ODFW Draft Assessment - “ODFW believes the NPCHS population is improving and adding back 
opportunity tiered to abundance can be accomplished in a way that continues to build the population towards 
the desired status for abundance without setting back the early run component/genetically pure spring 
Chinook” (pg 30). 
10. NFS Question: 
● How does the new harvest framework help continue to build the population of NPCHS to sustainable 
levels of abundance identified in the Conservation Plan, that set a desired status of NPCHS returns averaging 
≥15,000 over 10 years? 
 

● See NFS Questions #6 related to harvest rates and target harvest levels on NPCHS. 
 
 
11. ODFW Draft Assessment - “Using a recent UC Davis genetic probability analysis for fish passing 
Gold Ray Dam in 2004, it is possible to estimate the genetics of the spring Chinook run under various fishery 
scenarios” (pg 30). 
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Proposed changes in harvest framework based on 2004 probability analysis with abundance 
triggers highlighted in green. 
 
 
11. NFS Questions/Comments: 
● What confidence does the department have using a probability analysis from 2004, which does not 
include any of the changes in Management Actions affecting spring Chinook in the Rogue River, 
including, but not limited to those stated in the Draft Assessment - Management Actions 1.1 - 1.13, 
including: a) Changes in seasonal operations of Lost Creek Reservoir by USACE; b) Removal or 
notching of older mainstem dams; and c) Gold Hill Irrigation District passage improvements. 
 

● 2004 is a snapshot of what passage estimates were like during that run year, which is preimplementation 
of the Conservation Plan. It is reasonable to assume that changes have occurred as a result of Management 
Actions 1.1 - 1.13, which have likely altered the migration timing of spring/hybrid/fall Chinook past the old 
Gold Ray Dam site and changed the timing of their access to the upper basin. Changes affecting the  
probability could have resulted from post-Plan flow changes that attract or reduce the attraction of NPCHF 
into the upper basin, or the ability of spring/hybrid/fall Chinook to travel upstream without having to 
negotiate out-of-date fish ladders, as well as other environmental factors, to name a few of the plausible 
scenarios that would need to be addressed. 
 

● The department has the ability to analyze scale samples of CHS from 2016, 2017, & 2018 from the upper 
basin, which could inform a contemporary estimate of how many pure spring Chinook exist right now, and 
provide a better understanding of how harvest changes would impact NPCHS. 
 

● Also, we question the department using hybrid/heterozygotes to justify a change in fishing harvest 
regulations when these fish are not threatening the persistence of spring Chinook in the Rogue 
River? Heterozygotes are not the problem, they are the result of the problem. The problem that 
threatens the persistence of spring Chinook over time is the elimination of the biological necessity 
for the spring-run allele to exist because the environmental conditions with flow and temperature 
that existed pre-dam are not currently present. Historically there was an advantage biologically to be 
a spring Chinook in the upper basin; however now there is competition with adults for spawning 
habitat with fall Chinook as they access farther into the upper river. The anthropogenic factors 
affecting persistence of the spring-allele include the presence of Lost Creek Dam that blocks historic 
habitat and flow operations that also serves as an attractant to NPCHF - how are these factors being 
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addressed by the department, as it is not clear in the assessment which actions or research goals will 
accomplish this important need? 
 
● Thompson et al., 2018 states: “The large and rapid decline in the Rogue spring-run phenotype and allele 
frequency suggests strong selection against spring-run Chinook after LCD construction”(pg 4, emphasis 
added). 
 
● Additionally, if the department permits targeted harvest on hybrid/heterozygotes they remove the 
spring allele from a population that would otherwise contribute to spring Chinook. Again, it is not 
the hybrids/heterozygotes that are the problem threatening the persistence of spring Chinook, it is 
the interbreeding of spring and fall Chinook. If a spring Chinook spawns with a hybrid, then 50% of 
the progeny will be spring and 50% will be hybrid. 
 
● Consequently, this change in harvest regulations is based on a framework from a probability 
analysis that does not represent any of the management changes made since the plan has 
been implemented and targets the wrong culprit for the problems facing spring Chinook in 
the Rogue. Ultimately it has the strong ability to contribute to further decline of the unique 
spring-run allele, thereby threatening their long-term persistence. 
 

● At best, the reliance on the current 2004 probability analysis to defend adding additional 
harvest opportunity fails to address the root cause of the problem and uses out of date 
information. At worst, it will incorrectly justify the removal of the important unique springrun 
allele that could serve as a genetic reservoir for spring Chinook in the Rogue River, were 
there to be a conservation concern in the future. 
 

● If the pure spring-run allele is lost, the hybrid population can potentially maintain a genetic reservoir 
but only if the conditions exist in the Rogue to support that dominant trait, as suggested in 
Thompson et al., 2018: “Population genetics theory and our selection modeling predicts that, for loci 
with a large phenotypic effect, alleles promoting negatively selected phenotypes will be eliminated 
from a population unless they are masked in the heterozygous state (i.e., recessive with respect to 
fitness)” (pg 5). 
 

● Finally, addressing the root cause of the hybridization for Chinook in the Rogue is the only way to 
ensure that populations are not extirpated over time. 
 
 
12. ODFW Draft Assessment - “ODFW believes that adding additional harvest opportunity on wild fish 
that is not tiered to the abundance of the population risks impeding the restoration of early run NPCHS” (pg 
32). 
 
12. NFS Comment: 
● We strongly agree. Any harvest opportunity on NPCHS that occurs prior to achieving desired status 
and is not based on abundance metrics will prevent restoration of the Rogue’s iconic wild spring Chinook 
population. 
 
 
Section 10. Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Needs 
13. ODFW Draft Assessment - “Spawning distribution changed when Lost Creek Reservoir was 
constructed and flow augmentation allowed early run fall Chinook (and probably late run spring Chinook) to 
survive the river migration in summer. Fall Chinook abundance in the upper Rogue has increased since dam 
construction, while spring Chinook decreased in abundance” (pg 35). 
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“The primary objective of the study is to quantify by date and location the race of Chinook spawning in the 
upper Rogue River. This information may provide managers the ability to adjust monitoring and management 
of NPCHS” (pg 36). 
 
13. NFS Comment: 
● It is great to see the inclusion of the recent genetics work by UC Davis. We look forward to learning 
more about the ways in which the department incorporates this new information into the 
management of Rogue Chinook. Until this information is furnished and available for review, any 
structuring of additional harvest opportunity around specific dates and locations (as currently 
presented) without this consideration will likely prohibit NPCHS from achieving desired status. 
14. ODFW Draft Assessment - “Dam counts by necessity are estimated using discrete time periods. In a 
river like the Rogue where fish migration occurs every day of the year, some error is inherent in having a 
specific cut-off date between runs” (p 36). 
 
14. NFS Comment/Question: 
● It appears from Figure 22 that the genetic makeup of spring and fall migration alleles during the first 
week of August is roughly . hybrids. What is an acceptable level of error in the cut-off date 
between runs, and how is the department planning to test this and correct for it in the current 
assessment and future reviews? 
 
15. ODFW Draft Assessment - “The first pre-season forecast of abundance for Rogue NPCHS has been 
completed” (pg 38). 
 
15. NFS Question: 
● It is great to see that the preseason forecast has been developed, and that the first year forecast was 
very close to the estimated hindcast abundance of spring Chinook. However, it does not seem prudent to 
commit to additional harvest opportunity based on one year of forecasting results. This tool is important for 
building the foundation for forecasting, but we stress caution in this approach before utilizing the current tool 
for implementing any additional harvest opportunity. 
 
 
16. ODFW Draft Assessment - “Consideration is being given to an approach that will provide a spawning 
escapement in lieu of the current “hindcast” technique” (pg 38). 
 
16. NFS Question: 
● Has the department considered the utility of other monitoring tools such as DIDSON sonar, which could 
provide an estimate of passage at a similar location to the old Gold Ray Dam counting station? 
Improvements in DIDISON technology and data analytics could make this tool an increasingly cost  
effective way to measure adult returns and estimate abundance. 
 
 
17. ODFW Draft Assessment - “ODFW will complete an analysis of genetic samples collected from 
carcasses on the spawning grounds (2016-2018). The objective is to learn when and where NPCHS spawn in 
the upper Rogue, and when and where NPCHF spawn. Results are expected to be included in the 2019 
annual report” (pg 39). 
 
“ODFW will follow emerging findings from genetic research and implement changes needed to continue to 
restore early run NPCHS. The new agency geneticist will assist with this effort” (pg 39). 
 
17. NFS Comment: 
● The results of this analysis are critically important, and any changes to fishing regulations regarding 
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additional harvest opportunity should not be conducted until this analysis has been completed and is 
available for public review. 
 
 
18. ODFW Draft Assessment - “In fact, in the Plan it was stated that desired status should be attainable 
between 2019 and 2025” (pg 39). 
 
18. NFS Comment: 
● How is adding additional harvest opportunity while building towards desired status consistent with 
working toward NPCHS achieving the desired status for abundance, and why is there a change in 
management actions related to harvest prior to achieving desired status? 
---------- 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Assessment, we appreciate the work the 
department is conducting to better understand the issues affecting spring Chinook in the Rogue River. We 
hope that the department is able to complete the identified research and monitoring projects in advance of 
agreeing to a framework for adding additional harvest opportunity on wild spring Chinook. The results of 
recently published genetic research stress the need for a cautious approach to reauthorizing harvest 
opportunity prior to achieving desired status this important run of Chinook. 
 
Importantly, a plan was set and agreed to after lenghtly stakeholder and public participation. Let’s give the 
spring Chinook a chance to show us what they can do and the ability to respond before making changes that 
would remove Chinook from the spawning grounds. 
 
References: 
Kostow, Kathryn (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife). “Factors that contribute to the ecological risks 
of salmon and steelhead hatchery programs and some mitigating strategies.” Rev Fish Biol Fish (2009). 
 
Thompson, Tasha; et al., “Anthropogenic habitat alteration leads to rapid loss of adaptive variation and 
restoration potential in wild salmon populations”. Published in Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America (2018). 
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Phone Conversation summary between Dan Grundman and Ryan Battleson  

Date: 12/14/2018 

Re: Rogue Spring Chinook Draft 10 year review Public Comment 

I spoke with Dan Grundman and he had 4 general concerns with Spring Chinook and chinook regulations 
in general on the Rogue, plus a comment on the Applegate.   He has spoken with his guide circles and 
many of them agree with his sentiment. 

1) If we are so worried about wild spring chinook, why are we allowing people to fish the upper 
most holes of the Rogue above Dodge Bridge or Shady Cove.  Those are holding fish and the 
hatchery fish swim to the hatchery, so of course people will be catching less hatchery fish.  He’s 
spoken with Todd Puett and others.  Those holes should be closed to prevent snagging.  In fact, 
Fishers Ferry to Hatchery should perhaps be managed as one lump regulation when the Dodge 
Bridge to hatchery is closed to Chinook Angling.  Get a better understanding of the migration 
and holding areas.  Open for hatchery fish while they are coming through, once majority of 
hatchery fish have come through, close it down from Fishers to Hatchery. 
 

2) Continue to recycle spring Chinook, and don’t just release them down to Touvelle.  We should 
be releasing those fish at least as far down as Rogue River and Grants Pass if possible until 
August. 
 

3) Why are we allowing Chinook to be harvested through the end of August in the fishers Ferry to 
Dodge Bridge Section of the mainstem? This should be closed down when we close the dodge 
bridge to Hatchery section. He understands that we are trying to protect “pure spring chinook”, 
but it is coming at the detriment of the “summer salmon” or sprawl fish.  At least in August 
(especially the latter part of month), those fish are all of poor quality.  Guides are fishing on 
them because it’s legal, but the sentiment is that it’s wrong.  Those fish are close to spawning, 
some are spawning or staging, and it is coming at the detriment of what was a wonderful fishery 
downstream of Fishers Ferry.  These fish are the fish that are caught from Gold Hill to Baker 
Park. Whether it’s the mainstem dam removal or fishing on spawning fish, either way, those fish 
are just not being caught (especially when still a quality fish), like they used to be in that reach. 
“You are killing one run to protect the other.” Would almost be in favor of just managing for 
Chinook. 
 

4) Fix the water infrastructure at the hatchery.  If you can’t grow quality fish, you shouldn’t be 
managing the resource.  If there were hatchery fish to catch, there wouldn’t be such an uproar 
for trying to keep wild fish from other constituents.   
 

5) Snagging at the mouth of Applegate is an ethical conundrum.  Especially if we are not expecting 
a good fall chinook run, the mouth should be closed.  The applegate seems to anchor the fall run 
on the rogue and is not worth compromising.  As long as we are getting fish coming back to the 
applegate, still not a fan of it being open, but can continue.  But there should be increased 
enforcement there. 
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From: Dave Strahan [mailto:dstrahan@bigrocksports.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2018 5:36 PM 
To: 'VanDyke, Dan' <daniel.j.vandyke@state.or.us> 
Subject: Rogue Spring Chinook Conservation Plan 

 

Dan Van Dyke 

ODFW Rogue District Fish Biologist 

 
Hello Dan, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rogue Spring Chinook Conservation Plan.  I 
found the assessment and update encouraging,  and was glad to learn more of the details of 
what the agency is doing in terms of our Spring Chinook. 
 
As a board member of the Northwest Sportfishing Industry Association and a distributor of 
sporting goods,  working with many regional retailers,  and one that spends a good deal of time 
interacting with the fishing community, there are some areas of the plan that I believe are 
paramount on the minds of many.    
 
One of those areas of concern to many is the issue of the abundance of Pikeminnow, especially 
in the middle river. I was glad to see you are exploring incentives to “thump” more of them, and 
look forward to learning more as this plan progresses.  Please keep me posted as your time 
allows.  
 
Another issue talked about often is that of harvest opportunity. There is indeed frustration 
amongst many that the ability to harvest is not increased,  when with the increase in NCHS 
abundance is evident. This is most often expressed on the lower river, around Gold 
Beach.  Public perception is that with more fish, there should be more harvest, despite the fact 
that data shows us hatchery returns are not paralleling those of the NCHS.  As noted in the 
plan, there may be opportunity for increased harvest as the numbers of NCHS increase, and we 
can hopefully achieve that in soon, as numbers increase.    
 
Accuracy of your data, in terms of numbers of fish is a common element of discussion. With 
that, I am glad to see you are exploring ways to refine the gathering of up front information, 
based on escapement. I am hopeful you will be successful in creating that ability and look 
forward to learning more as your efforts continue.   
 
I believe the more the agency can do to educate the public in terms of what is taking place and 
why, the better the angling public will understand the reality of what you are dealing with. 
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Make no mistake, I know that not all will listen and/or learn, but do feel you can reach some. 
Social Media is a great, inexpensive tool to help educate the public. I appreciate the ODFW 
Facebook page and the information they provide on it. Perhaps regular, scheduled updates on 
the Rogue plan, as well as other areas of the state would be useful.     
 
In conclusion, I am in full agreement that at this time there is no reason to alter the plan. My 
hope is that you will stay the course and continue to see positive results as you learn more, and 
are able to utilize new data.  
 
Please don’t hesitate to ask if myself or NSIA may be of help in your efforts. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dave Strahan  
 

   

 

Dave Strahan 
Territory Sales Manager  
Southern Oregon/No. California 
Big Rock Sports 
 
541-226-6133 
dstrahan@bigrocksports.com 
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	From: John Pogue <jpogue2112@sbcglobal.net>  Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2018 12:31 PM To: ryan.d.battleson@state.or.us; Harry Foster <hfoster730@gmail.com>; J. Bruce Barrow <jbprints@gmail.com>; David Haight <tmdrhaight@infostructure.net>; Jon Ivers...



