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                            HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Capitol Address: 900 Court St NE, H-375, Salem, OR 97301 – Phone: (503) 986-1405 

rep.pammarsh@oregonlegislature.gov  - www.oregonlegislature.gov/marsh 

PAM MARSH 

STATE REPRESENTATIVE 
       DISTRICT 5 

       SOUTHERN JACKSON COUNTY 

 

 

January 2, 2020 

 
 

Director Curt Melcher 
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
curt.melcher@state.or.us 
 

Re: Support for wild steelhead release in SW Zone and Conservation & Management Plan 

 
Dear Director Melcher, 

I join my constituents, and over 20,000 stakeholders from across the region, who have signed a 
petition asking ODFW to institute catch and release regulations for wild winter steelhead in the 
southwest zone. I support and request an emergency regulation change requiring catch and 
release of wild steelhead until resuming harvest will not have a deleterious impact on 
populations, as detailed in a Conservation and Management Plan. 

Of primary concern is ODFW’s allowance of steelhead harvest without accurate and timely 
population data. While harvest is increasing, ODFW does not know the percentage of the total 
population being harvested. In the absence of a Conversation and Management Plan, ODFW 
does not have data regarding the current population status of wild winter steelhead, 
established limits to prevent overharvest, or a plan to monitor and enforce regulations.  

The call for a Conservation and Management Plan comes from constituents and stakeholders 
who represent a variety of interests. Southwest Oregon’s wild steelhead fishery is a 
cornerstone of recreation and tourism – a measure of quality of life for locals, and an attraction 
for anglers from across the globe, whose sport creates jobs and supports regional business. At a 
time when we seek to diversify our rural economy and support the resilience of native species, 
ODFW has a key role in ensuring that steelhead populations thrive into the future.  

I support catch and release for wild winter steelhead until the commission adopts a 

Conservation and Management Plan for the South Coast species. Please employ an informed 

approach and prioritize a solid management plan for wild winter steelhead harvest. 
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Capitol Address: 900 Court St NE, H-375, Salem, OR 97301 – Phone: (503) 986-1405 

rep.pammarsh@oregonlegislature.gov  - www.oregonlegislature.gov/marsh 

 

Best regards, 

 

Pam Marsh 
Representative House District 05 
Southern Jackson County 

 

cc:  ODFW Commission Chair Mary Wahl: maryodfw@gmail.com 
ODFW Commission: odfw.commission@state.or.us 
Office of Governor Brown: Jason.MINER@oregon.gov; nik.blosser@oregon.gov 
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Jan.7,2020 STEP,  increased habitat projects equals increased abundance 
 
 
 

The Oregon South Coast Fishermen and other Salmon Trout 
Enhancement Program (STEP) organizations like them, have enhanced 
and/or increased habitat on these south coast streams by planning, 
securing funding, and successfully completing many habitat projects 
over the years.  
 
These projects have resulted in not just enhancing, but increasing 
habitat by opening up many more miles of access for these fish, some 
that had never historically supported anadromous fish, now have many 
more miles of salmon and steelhead access available to them. This has 
resulted in many more fish for future generations to enjoy. 
 
The Salmon Trout Enhancement Program was created to enhance 
Habitat, Hatcheries, and Harvest and has been a huge success. It is 
unfortunate that a special interest group such as the Native Fish Society 
can petition and attempt to dismantle a proven system that fishermen 
and biologists have worked so hard to ensure. 
 
Leonard Krug 
Executive Director Oregon South Coast Fishermen 
Brookings, Oregon 



From: Michelle Tate
To: Chris M Lorion
Cc: April H Mack
Subject: FW: ODFW COMMISSION MEETING
Date: Thursday, January 9, 2020 8:49:17 AM

Exhibit E PC

From: Curtis Edwards <edwards123.wapiti@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 8, 2020 2:19 PM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Subject: ODFW COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Chairman and fellow Commissioners,

I am writing about the continued effort to change the Wild Steelhead Harvest in Southwest 
Oregon Streams. I testified in the meeting in Bandon and brought a petition that was signed by 
fourteen fellow Curry County Sportsmen to leave the steelhead retention alone at five fish. It 
saddens me that the issue keeps coming up as a way to wear the Commission down after you 
already compromised in Bandon.

Angler recruitment is an ongoing problem that will continue to spiral downward if there is no 
harvest opportunity for the younger generation. In Curry county, angling is a tradition that is 
passed along through the generations and harvesting fish originally was the intent .Many kids 
start the recruitment process by angling in their back yards or local streams and the harvest 
impact is negligible. Approximately 7% of the streams in the Southwest Region are open to 
Wild fish harvest. I believe that the simplification of rules and the numbers from surveys 
would indicate that you should increase the opportunity of harvest in the Southwest zone. The 
Umpqua has a well documented (close to 74 year average) and monitored fish run that I can 
not see a reason for the consistency throughout the region to make the call for the harvest of 
three wild fish a year like elsewhere.

The tools for managing fish in the Southwest Zone are in place and doing a great job. The 
Coastal Multispecies Conservation and Management Plan is driving most of the management. 
An example is Rogue River Summer Steelhead...no harvest other than hatchery fish. Rogue 
River Winter Steelhead no wild harvest until January when the more robust run enters the 
river. Sixes River is an unknown, so evaluation and then check it against the plan.

I see that there is a concern with fishing pressure also mentioned in the petition, and I agree 
that in some instances it is a problem. It has been determined that it is a social issue, not 
biological so it is in the Marine Boards jurisdiction.

In conclusion, the tools are in place to manage these fisheries into the future and I hope that 
fourth generation Oregonians insight may carry more weight than a blank petitioner from 
Argentina.

Respectfully,
Curtis Edwards
P.O. Box 409 
Gold Beach, OR 97444
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From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Southwest Zone Winter Steelhead
Date: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:25:16 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Aron Cutsforth <aroncutsforth@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, January 12, 2020 2:29 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Southwest Zone Winter Steelhead
 
Very rarely has the ODFW commission gone against the recommendations of the staff. If the
nonclipped steelhead populations in southern Oregon were so low that the runs would cease to
exist if a small amount of retention by sport anglers were to continue, don't you think that your
biologists would have recommended a closure to retention? You even follow staff
recommendations to not allow sub-bag limits for rock fish because they think it would be
"confusing to anglers".
 
The native fish society petition is purely based on emotion and opinion. They cherry pick data
from biased studies and outdated information. They lead uninformed people, those that
signed their petition, to believe that there are no protections in place for unclipped salmon
and steelhead in Oregon and that they are practically extinct.  Their end goal is to eliminate all
hatchery produced salmon and steelhead in Oregon's rivers, nothing else. They are using this
petition as a stepping stone to do so. Next they will propose more gear and bait restrictions,
which already seasonally exist, to eliminate the majority of sport fisherman as they have
already attempted to do on many other Oregon rivers. 
 
The fishing guides and travel agencies pushing for closure are doing so purely for their
personal monetary gain. Several of the guides supporting this petition have recently posted
pictures of themselves and their clients with wild winter steelhead that they have harvested.
Which, leads one to question what their motivations are truly are. My guess is money. Several
of them have stated that winter steelhead fishing has been "tough" the last couple of years. I
disagree. It's more about being in the right place at the right time and using more effective
gear. Or, maybe they just aren't as good as they think they are. 
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Want to make positive decisions for improved salmon and steelhead runs in Oregon? Improve
and restore habitat and reduce predation, bring back hatch boxes, which worked very well and
provide more support to the STEP programs, publicize volunteer opportunities for habitat
projects and brood stock programs. I have talked to many anglers that don't even know these
programs even exist. 
 
With decreased opportunity, comes decreased participation, inturn, effecting revenue for your
department. 
 
Don't bend over to the native fish society, their opinions, their emotions or their flawed
ideologies.
 
Aron Cutsforth
Central Point, OR



From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Statement in opposition to Native Fish Society Petition for Temporary Rule Change for Catch and Release in

the Southwest Zone
Date: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:26:02 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Bill Divens <bill@salmonkinglodge.com> 
Sent: Saturday, January 11, 2020 1:21 PM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Subject: Statement in opposition to Native Fish Society Petition for Temporary Rule Change for
Catch and Release in the Southwest Zone
 
This correspondence is in response to EXHIBIT E: SOUTHWEST ZONE WINTER STEELHEAD
PETITION to be considered by the commission at the Jan 17, 2020 meeting.

I am a fishing guide on the Lower Rogue and nearby rivers. In previous chapters of my life, I
earned a PhD in chemistry, led 2 venture funded startups and managed in larger Silicon Valley
enterprises. I moved to Gold Beach for both its natural beauty and fishing opportunities that
the Rogue River offers, including, the ability for my clients and family to enjoy a meal of wild
caught salmon and steelhead. I support leaving current wild steelhead harvest regulations
(1/day and 3/year) in place and denying the Harvey Young / Native Fish Society’s petition to
stop all wild steelhead harvest in the Southwest Region. 

I have successfully dealt with both engineers pushing pet projects based on cherry picked
science and flawed decision-making processes within larger organizations and hope that my
view of the no wild steelhead harvest petition through the lens of my experience is helpful to
the commission.

 I will start with the decision-making process and move on to invalidate the arguments made
in the petition. But, first, I want to compliment ODFW staff for their analysis in the Attachment
1 to Exhibit E. I’ve carefully read all 10 pages and would urge the commission to do the same.

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
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Your staff makes a powerful fact-based argument for denying the petition and keeping current
conservative wild steelhead harvest regulations (1 per day / 3 per year) in place.

 PROCESS

1.      Petition is a horrible way to regulate fish harvest – ODFW employs fisheries biologists
who study fish populations and environmental trends and through the various processes
within ODFW set harvest limits. If you don’t trust your biologists, replace them with more
competent biologists. If you do trust your biologists, ignore the petition. It’s that simple.

2.      Appeasement doesn’t work – Just ask Neville Chamberlain how well that worked with
Hitler in the buildup to WW2. The last time the radical anti-hatchery group Native Fish Society
brought a no harvest petition, the commission lowered the annual take from 5 to 3. Now NFS
is back asking for no harvest. What’s next – a petition to close hatcheries? Spoiler alert – this is
NFS's end game. 
Appeasement never works. Sometimes you just have to say no to bad ideas and realize that
you can’t please everyone.

3.      Take arguments made by zealots with a grain of salt – I’ve read the letters to the
commission as of 2 Jan 2020 including the Native Fish Society’s letter written by  Mr.
Sherwood supporting no harvest and the fact based rebuttal to Mr. Sherwood’s “facts” about
steelhead on the Sixes River by Richard Nawa, a subject matter expert with over 30 yr.
experience studying and managing steelhead. It’s a pretty brutal fact-based takedown of Mr.
Sherwood’s letter. If the Native Fish Society gets this much wrong about one river, imagine
how flawed the rest of their argument is.

4.      Beware of zealots attacking process –The letter from Native Fish Society’s Conrad
Gowell and its attachment -  Information Flow in Fisheries Management: Systemic Distortion
within Agency Hierarchies tries to suggest that ODFW’s decision making process is so flawed
that harvest decisions made through petitions from an emotion based, cherry picked science
group like NFS is the right way to manage a fishery. Really?!? From a group like Native Fish
Society that starts out with an agenda – no hatcheries and no wild harvest and supports it with
cherry picked and often times wrong science, this argument is laughable.

 

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS IN THE PETITION

Arguments against assertions made in the Young / NFS petition to stop retention of wild
steelhead in the Southwest Region.

 1.      Poor ocean conditions affected our salmon run and will also affect
steelhead runs



In NFS’s “Reasoning” section, they argue that poor ocean conditions affecting salmon
will also affect steelhead. If this is the heart of their case, this petition is DOA once they
run it by the biologists. Without getting into all the details (ODFW biologists did a great
detailed job in Attachement 1 to Exhibit E), the Huntley Park netting numbers this past
summer show that both half pounder and adult steelhead counts are close to 10 year
averages. 

TAKEAWAY – Steelhead, at least on the Rogue, found food in the ocean where the
salmon did not. It tests the bounds of credulity to state that salmon and steelhead are
tied to the exact same ocean food chains when the data clearly shows a different
outcome.

 2.      Regulation Consistency

In Section 1.b, Young  / NFS argues that for simplicity’s sake we should have consistent
regulations on every river in the Southwest Region. This flies in the face of reason.
Using NFS’s reasoning, for simplicity’s sake, we should make the speed limit on 101
either 55mph or 25mph through all of Curry and Coos counties. We don’t do that
because, every section of 101 has its own safe speed. Similarly, every section of every
river needs its own regulations regarding steelhead spawning on gravel.

 Every river in the Southwest Region is unique. For example, the main stem of
the Rogue is just a transit corridor for steelhead migrating to the tributaries
and upper Rogue. With limited road access and, on a per mile basis, low
angling effort, in river harvest on the lower Rogue really can’t hurt the wild
steelhead populations. If we move to areas of the Rogue or its tributaries
where steelhead hold and spawn and have easier access and much higher
fishing pressure, regulations for harvest of wild steelhead may need to be
more restrictive. 

TAKEAWAY – Each section of each river needs different regulations, because the
situation is different. If harvesting wild steelhead doesn’t materially affect their
population, then there is no reason not to allow a limited harvest. If it does, then
harvest needs to be restricted.

That’s why we need to let trained BIOLOGISTS decide the proper regulations for
each river, not petitioners. 

3.      Steelhead fishing has been really tough the last couple of years.

On Page 4 of the petition NFS makes the false argument that steelhead fishing has



been tough. We have to ask when, where and for whom. When water conditions are
good, steelhead fishing on the lower Rogue has been outstanding over the past few
years. The steelhead have been big and fat. When the Rogue is flooded or cold, low
and clear, fishing is tough, but, that doesn’t mean the fish are there, they are just
tough to catch.

This statement is meant to read as applying to all of the Southwest Region rivers and it
is just wrong.

TAKEAWAY – This is a subjective statement of personal experience which is not
replicated by other anglers or on other rivers. Yet another reason we should let
decisions about wild take made by trained biologists stand and not be overridden
by an emotion driven petition.

 

4.      FINAL ARGUMENTS

A temporary rule change should only be in response to a real emergency. NFS has
not established any type of emergency.

4.1 The argument that poor near shore ocean conditions that affected the food chain
for salmon that caused lower returns of smaller salmon will also affect steelhead is
demonstrably false. Huntley Park net counts are within 10-year averages for the
summer of 2019. Clearly, at least Rogue steelhead are doing just fine even with limited
wild harvest.

4.2 Consistency of regulations across a specific region is nonsensical. Every section
of every river needs to managed individually by BIOLOGISTS. Some rivers can sustain
a limited wild harvest with negligible effect and others cannot.

4.3 Trained biologists need to make determinations of fish harvest. We set a
dangerous precedent if we allow a passionate but misguided group to set harvest
regulation by petition.

 

Best Regards,
Bill Divens
Owner and Guide
Salmon King Lodge Guide Service
Voice & Text 530-941-2398
Rogue and Nearby Rivers
Gold Beach, OR



From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Wild steelhead ban on Chetco River
Date: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:26:11 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: John <jrfoht1963@charter.net> 
Sent: Saturday, January 11, 2020 10:51 AM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Subject: Wild steelhead ban on Chetco River
 
I am opposed to banning any further the retention of wild steelhead on the Chetco River. I
have been a member of Oregon South Coast Fishermen for twenty years, and having worked
closely with the ODFW biologists,
I know that the Chetco river has always had a healthy wild and hatchery steelhead population.
I didn’t think changing the number of wild steelhead from 5 to 3 would do anything anyway as
most recreational steelhead fishermen never catch that many wild steelhead anyway, and if
they do they usually release them or donate them to ODFW for the hatchery. Reducing it to
none would not be the right thing to do.  It would be unfair for the person who only catches
one or two steelhead in a season to not be able to keep a wild steelhead. This petition is being
put forth by the ones who year after year take most of the steelhead in the Chetco River, They
are the guides who every day possible float the river with 2 to 4 fishermen. If they were so
concerned, they could make a pact for guides to not keep any wild steelhead.  Also these are
same guides who use their motors to continuously float by a steelhead hole such as Piling
Hole, and then motor back up and hit it again over and over. I have always thought that
motors on the Chetco should be restricted to below the bridge for estuary fishing. Thank you
for taking the time to read this email.
 
                                    John Foht
                                    Brookings, Or.
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From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Retention of wild steelhead
Date: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:26:23 PM

April

April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)

-----Original Message-----
From: Ron Morro <ronm39@charter.net>
Sent: Saturday, January 11, 2020 7:55 AM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Retention of wild steelhead

Please listen to your people whom you have hired. They have the education and experience. The people in the
Southwest zone are exceptionally qualified to advise you. Besides their education and years of experience they have
studies to substantiate their comments Well minded people have good intentions but nothing else.
Thank you,
Ronald P. Morro

Sent from my iPad
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From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Umpqua spring chinook
Date: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:27:00 PM

April

April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)

-----Original Message-----
From: DOUG DENNETT <djdennett@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2020 6:20 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Umpqua spring chinook

My name is doug Dennett.. I have fished the umpqua for approximately 55 years.. I was a lawyer here before my
retirement 7 years ago. I have watched  the slow decline of our fishery.. I am told your agency is thinking of having
non retention of wild spring chinook.. I commend you on your regulation limiting the annual limit to 5 .. further
reduction would go a long way in addressing any problem.. the major contributing factor to reduced resources is the
commercial guide business.. this is not sport fishing.. your reduction in limits do not stop the guides from killing a
major portion of the spring fish,, they load their boat with new fisherman.. they get to fish with 3 to 5 rods each trip..
the trips are daily .. they are claiming all the good holes on the lower umpqua sleeping in a good hole for weeks and
having someone tag team the same hole.. this has been happening for the past 8 years a few more each year.. they
put incredible stress on the fish and kill 89 percent of the fish caught.. although they are commercial fisherman they
are pretty much unregulated .. my suggestion for the good of the spring run restrict the guides instead of punishing
the sport fisherman ..

Doug Dennett
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January 10, 2020 

To: Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 

From: Conrad Gowell, Native Fish Fellowship Director 

            Mark Sherwood, Executive Director 

Re: Native Fish Society Comments on the Need to Adopt a Temporary Rule to Restrict Wild 

Steelhead Harvest in Southwestern Oregon. 

Dear Chair Wahl and the members of the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission, 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns, once again, on the wild steelhead fisheries 

in Southwest Oregon. The petition started by Harvey Young, a local fishing guide, continues to 

grow with over 23,800 signers concerned about the health of wild steelhead populations. We 

are providing comments in the public forum because of the continued interest from community 

members who have reached out to us. Based on the action taken during the September 2018 

commission meeting, the revised petition now asks for a temporary pause on wild winter 

steelhead for the remainder of the 2020 season. 

To give recently appointed commissioners some background, The Native Fish Society (NFS) is a 

501(c)3 conservation non-profit, dedicated to utilizing the best available science to advocate for 

the protection and recovery of wild, native fish and promote the stewardship of the habitats 

that sustain us all. The Native Fish Society works with local communities and agencies to ensure 

fisheries contribute to the long term health of naturally regenerating fish populations. We 

promote healthy fisheries, reform harmful fisheries, and organize fisheries to protect the most 

vulnerable species encountered from harm. We recognize the value of both consumptive and 

non-consumptive fisheries, and we promote respectful fishing by all user groups. We define 

respectful fisheries as those tailored to the biological needs of the individual fish and the health 

or biological status of the entire run. We believe in wild fish for all - for people, the ecosystem, 

and for the fish themselves.  

NFS has 4,500 members and supporters, and 83 grassroots advocates that help safeguard fish 

across the Pacific Northwest. In the Southwest Zone we have 11 locally based River Stewards 

who care for their homewaters on the Chetco, Rogue, North Umpqua, South Umpqua, Pistol, 

and Hunter Creek. Further, our River Stewards, Fellows, staff, members and supporters live, 

 



 
 

work, and travel to fish in the Southwest Zone, and have a keen interest in the long term 

protection of the areas iconic fish. 

We continue to voice our concern for steelhead in the Southwest Zone, and will attach our prior 

testimony to demonstrate our history on the topic.  The purpose of these comments is to 

ensure you understand how the Native Fish Society has come to the conclusion that a 

temporary pause on the harvest of wild winter steelhead is necessary. 

In August of 2018 the Native Fish Society submitted a public data request of wild steelhead 

harvest data in Southwest Oregon streams to evaluate the condition of the recreational 

fisheries.  A portion of these streams are within the geographic region covered by the Coastal 

Multi-species Conservation and Management Plan adopted by the ODFW Commission in 2014, 

and a portion of these streams are outside of those bounds, where a conservation and 

management planning process is now underway.  

After receiving the raw catch card data, it is necessary to exclude hatchery fish and apply an 

expansion factor to account for non-reported harvest and non-reporting bias.  Catch statistics 

provided annually by ODFW normally do not include a breakout of hatchery and wild fish, and 

while many of these rivers do not have an associated hatchery program, fish that stray from 

other rivers can skew the analysis if not accounted for. 

The statistical methods for the catch card expansion factor were developed in 1964 by Hicks 

and Calvin at Oregon State University and have remained unchanged.  The methods rely on 

understanding harvest characteristics of anglers who voluntarily return harvest tags compared 

to those who don’t.  The model then relates those trends back to the total population of 

anglers to estimate catch.  While there are many assumptions that take place in the process, 

expansion factors remained relatively stable from the period of 1995-2011.  In recent years, the 

expansion factor has increased substantially - by over 300%.  A significant departure was 

detected in 2018, likely due to the transition to ODFW’s new electronic licensing system (ELS) 

and a decline in the return of harvest tags. Remember, the return of harvest tags is entirely 

voluntary.  It should also be noted that other changes in the way that wild fish were reported 

on harvest tags took place in 2004-2005 run year, which may have also biased that years’ 

results. When fewer harvest tags are returned and the expansion factor increases dramatically, 

the confidence of the total harvest estimate declines. As a result, in recent years, we’re 

becoming less and less confident in the estimate of harvest and should respond by taking more 

and more precaution. 

Because this expansion factor varies from year to year (and is calculated based on the calendar 

year) it is difficult to apply those expansion factors to species, such as winter steelhead, whose 

run-year transects the calendar year.  In order to remain consistent with the expansion factor 

 



 
 

calculations, we have opted to report harvest rates within that same calendar year framework. 

This varies slightly from the numbers reported by ODFW staff, which may lead to slight 

discrepancy, especially in the Rogue and Chetco Rivers where wild winter steelhead are caught 

in November and December. We believe both of these analysis methods are statistically 

problematic,  but the results do not change drastically.  

Figure 1. Expansion Factors from 1995-2018.  

 

Rivers with Increasing Harvest 

Streams including the Sixes, Elk River, Illinois, certain sections of the Rogue River, and Chetco 

River have all displayed increasing trends of wild steelhead harvest between 2004 and 2018. In 

general, these are the larger rivers of this region that have greater numbers of anglers, and 

where the majority of the harvest is taking place.  Also, our numbers for 2017 and 2018 have 

changed slightly from our last memo to the commission, due to receiving updated raw catch 

data from ODFW.  The trends in these data align with on the ground angler reports that the 

 



 
 

petition signers have observed: angling pressure and the number of fish harvested are 

increasing in the Sixes, Elk, Rogue, and Chetco rivers.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Streams displaying a decreasing trend in wild steelhead harvest include sections of the upper 

Rogue River (Grave Creek to Gold Ray Dam), Euchre Creek, Winchuck River, Pistol River, and 

Hunter Creek.  The majority of these streams are smaller watersheds.  With the increasing 

expansion factor, and small sample sizes outside of the one section of the Rogue River, these 

data are very sensitive to non-reporting bias.  While this is the best information available, the 

Commission should be wary of the confidence of these numbers because our ability to detect a 

trend is much lower. On the ground observations by local community members have 

anecdotally reported angler effort and harvest trends similar to the larger coastal rivers. Similar 

to the other rivers mentioned above, data from 2017 and 2018 may vary slightly due to 

receiving updated raw catch card information from ODFW.  

 

 



 
 

 
 



 
 

 

 

 



 
 

Understanding how the harvest rates are calculated is important to understanding trends, and 

the confidence we have while regulating fisheries based on this data.  However, it is only a 

portion of the information needed.  Sparse data also exist for total population size, a critical 

piece of information to determine harvest rates. 

For streams within the boundary of the Coastal Multispecies Management and Conservation 

Plan (CMP), a 10% harvest cap was adopted by the Commission.  Previously, we cited an ODFW 

report that estimated a total population size of approximately 1000 fish in the Sixes River.  In 

the most recent ODFW staff report, an alternative method, based on habitat area and spawning 

surveys throughout the strata was used, with the caveat that not enough data existed in 2018 

to determine abundance. As we’ve stated before, this new estimate of harvest rates on the 

Sixes River suggests the fishery has both met and exceeded its 10% cap over the past few years. 

The four year average harvest presented by ODFW is 9%, but this does not include any 

accounting for catch and release mortality (5-10% of fish encountered) or a buffer for illegal or 

unreported harvest. What the Sixes River indicates is that we’re at or exceeding our harvest 

limits and action is needed to reduce risk and comply with the harvest limits set by the 

Commission in 2014.  

South of the Sixes River, adult steelhead monitoring efforts within the populations of Rogue, 

and southern coastal rivers, were suspended in 2009 and 2015 respectively. As a result, we 

have no adult population estimate to understand harvest rates. Trying to account for what’s 

happened in this fishery over the past few years is like only having a few receipts for spending 

and knowing very little about what’s in our bank account. Oregon’s Steelhead Management 

Policy requires the state to, “monitor the status of wild steelhead populations so that long-term 

trends … can be determined” in order to sustain healthy and abundant populations of wild 

steelhead. Current monitoring efforts do not reach the minimum threshold required by statute.  

Given the poor understanding of population abundance, increasing harvest trends, the 

concentration of anglers from neighboring regions with fishery closures, the region wide 

declines and many active crises for wild fish, and the increasing environmental stressors from 

climate change including drought, fire, and challenging ocean conditions we conclude that 

allowing the wild winter steelhead fishery to continue forward with the status quo ignores 

many warning signs and the precautionary strategies called for in Native Fish Conservation 

Policy, “when faced with scientific uncertainty, including status assessments…”  

In total, it would take fewer than 1,200 people (roughly the population of Port Orford) to 

harvest more wild steelhead during this season than ever before -- and at this point no-one, 

including the department, would know this had happened until long after this crisis had 

occurred. Similar red flags have emerged in every anadromous fish population prior to their 

 



 
 

being listed under the Endangered Species Act.  For wild steelhead, Southern Oregon is one of 

the last places where an unprecedented lack of data and significant harvest risk continues to 

play out unchecked.  

We respectfully ask that the Commission adopt the temporary rules to pause harvest until a 

Conservation and Management Plan is completed by the department and adopted by the 

Commission.  

Best Regards,  

 

Conrad Gowell  

Fellowship Program Director  

 

Mark Sherwood 

Executive Director  

 



A Summary of the Oregon Fish & Wildlife Commission’s Regulatory and Statutory 
Authority to Protect Native Fish and Duty to Prevent Overharvest 

 
The purpose of Oregon’s Native Fish Conservation Policy is to ensure the conservation 

and recovery of native fish in Oregon.1 One of the key elements of the Policy is that naturally 
produced fish are foundational to the long-term sustainability of native fish species, hatchery 
programs, and fisheries in Oregon.2 “Therefore, conservation of naturally produced native fish 
species in the geographic areas to which they are indigenous is the Department’s principal 
obligation for fish management.”3 
 

The Native Fish Conservation Policy is implemented primarily through conservation  
plans adopted by the Commission, such as Oregon’s Steelhead Management Policy.4 According 
to this Policy, two of the main objectives of steelhead management are to “protect wild 
populations from overharvest5” and “monitor the status of wild steelhead populations so that 
long-term trends … can be determined” in order to sustain healthy and abundant populations of 
wild steelhead.6 Another stated objective is to “provide recreational angling opportunities 
reflecting the desires of the public while minimizing impacts on wild fish.”7  

 
The Commission has broad statutory authority to adopt rules and standards that it 

considers necessary and proper to implement the policy and objectives of ORS 496.012 (Wildlife 
policy) and perform the functions vested by law in the Commission.8 Oregon’s Wildlife Policy 
states that “wildlife shall be managed to prevent serious depletion of any indigenous species 
and to provide the optimum recreational and aesthetic benefits for present and future 
generations of the citizens of this state.”9  
 

Specifically, Oregon statute requires the Commission––based on the supply and 
condition of wildlife––to prescribe the times, places, and manner in which wildlife may be taken 
and the amounts of each of those wildlife species that may be taken and possessed, as well as 
“other restrictions or procedures regarding the angling, taking, hunting, trapping or possessing of 
wildlife as the commission determines will carry out the provisions of wildlife laws.”10 One such 
law is Oregon’s Policy to Recover and Sustain Native Stocks.11 According to this statute: 

 
it is declared to be a goal of the people of the State of Oregon to achieve recovery 
and sustainability of native stocks of salmon and trout. In order to achieve this 
goal in a cost-effective manner, the State of Oregon shall … ensure that the level 
of harvest does not exceed the capacity of stocks to reproduce themselves.”12 

                                                 
1 OAR 635-007-0502(1) (Purpose of the Native Fish Conservation Policy). 
2 OAR 635-007-0504(1) (Key Elements of Native Fish Conservation Policy).  
3 Id. (emphasis added). 
4 OAR 635-007-0505(1) (Implementing the Native Fish Conservation Policy). 
5 ODFW’s current management target for coastal winter steelhead harvest is <10%. Coastal Multi-Species 
Conservation & Management Plan (2014), pp. 171, Table A-III:3.  
6 OAR 635-500-0020 (Steelhead Management Goals and Objectives) (emphasis added). 
7 Id. (emphasis added). 
8 ORS 496.138(2) (Commission Policies and Programs). 
9 ORS 496.012 (Wildlife policy) (emphasis added). 
10 ORS 496.162 (Establishing seasons, amounts and manner of taking wildlife). 
11 ORS 496.435 (Policy to recover and sustain native stocks). 
12 Id. (emphasis added). 



From: Michelle Tate
To: Chris M Lorion
Cc: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Please oppose the Southwest Zone Winter Steelhead temporary closure.
Date: Monday, January 13, 2020 5:32:29 PM

Exhibit E PC

-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Miller <mikemiller03@wildblue.net>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 5:22 PM
To: ODFW.Commission@state.or.us
Subject: Please oppose the Southwest Zone Winter Steelhead temporary closure.

I am opposed to the temporary Southwest Zone Winter Steelhead closure and support the ODFW staff analysis and
recommendations.  Wait for the Stakeholder process to engage more of the public.  Outreach for a commission
meeting is not adequate public involvement.

I have fished and worked in land management in Southwest Oregon for 35 years.  The majority of winter steelhead
habitat  (93%)is not open to steelhead harvest.

The Southwest Zone has a very healthy population of wild steelhead with very low numbers of hatchery steelhead. 
If you close Southwest Zone to wild steelhead you should refund the $46 salmon/steelhead tag fee.

Mike Miller
32435 Edson Creek Rd
Gold Beach, OR 97444
Curry County

mikemiller03@wildblue.net
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From: Michelle Tate
To: Chris M Lorion
Cc: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Wild Steelhead
Date: Monday, January 13, 2020 5:17:09 PM

Exhibit E PC
 

From: Randy Hecker <rlguideservice@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 4:55 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Wild Steelhead
 
Dear Commission members,
 
I am a fishing guide.  I have spent many days on the  Rogue River fishing for Salmon and Steelhead in
fact it is my home river. There are many contributing factors to the life cycle of our Steelhead and
Salmon.  When considering any action I urge you that it be based on science and not emotion. It is my
understanding from the STEP biologist in our area that we have a healthy wild Steelhead run on the
Rogue River. The STEP biologist assures me if we were to have a significant decrease in run numbers
immediate action would be taken at a local level.  I have witnessed no appreciable difference in the catch
rate of wild fish over the last few years.  Please do not penalize the many to appease the few. I am sure
you are aware of the economic repercussions that a decision to once again decrease the retention limit of
fish would have on the supporting business of the Rogue River.
 
Thank you,
 
Randy Hecker
R L Guide Service
rlguideservice@yahoo.com
541-474-3259
995 Summer Ln
Grants Pass Or 97526
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L Krug 1-17-20 
 

My name is Leonard Krug. I’m from Brookings, I’m a member of the 
Salmon, Trout Enhancement Program, and a life-long southern Oregon 
resident Angler. 
 

I’d like to point out that in addition to the signatures and letters from 
other organizations that support harvest, the almost 600 signatures 
that aren’t from other states or even other countries, but from Oregon 
Angler license holders, as well as some of the letters that you have 
received from; Jackson County, Coos County, and Tillamook County 
Board of Commissioners, Court Boice of the Curry Co. commissioners, 
The Brookings, Gold Beach, and Port Orford City Councils. Mary 
Shamehorn, the Mayor of Bandon, the Gold Beach Visitors center, the 
Northwest Sportfishing Industry Association, Andy Martin, the OCA, the 
SCA and to be clear, unanimous support in favor of harvest from the 
officers and Board members of the Oregon South Coast Fishermen. And 
maybe the best one, the ODFW staff summary also requesting that you 
deny the request! 
 The proposed rule change would have a negative impact on the 
economy as well as the fishery. 
If you look just 10 miles south of the Chetco river, to the CA Smith river, 
before they went to no harvest of wild steelhead, you would see a 
thriving economy, chock-full of all types of boats and fishermen. The 
local business’s made much of their profits for the year during winter 
steelhead season. Times were good! Until they went to non-retention 
for wild steelhead. 

Then, everything changed. If you ask Mike Finley, long-time 
owner of the Hiouchi Hamlet Café, he’ll tell you that he lost  
25% of his annual revenue due to the rule change. If you ask 
the Iconic Smith river guide Mick Thomas, he’ll tell you that 
he had to close down his Hiouchi tackle shop and move some 
of his fishing trips to the Chetco because of loss of business 
due to the rule change.  



And True Value Hardware, that once had a large portion of its store 
devoted to fishing tackle, doesn’t have any fishing tackle at all! 
If you ask long-time Smith river resident and Legendary fishing guide 
Mike Coopman, he’ll tell you that he believed that the rule change 
would help to increase the abundance of steelhead. Now he’ll tell you 
how mistaken he was! He and others like him will tell you that the rule 
change did not increase abundance, and it devastated their economy.  
The Chetco river consistently out-fishes the Smith. The annual Rowdy 
cr. Derby is a simple illustration of this. Last year’s numbers are a 
typical example: 
Smith river; 20 fish landed, Chetco river 71 fish were landed! 
Our Oregon management strategies really are the envy of CA! 
 
I’ll never forget when my son caught his first steelhead. He was so 
excited! We took that fish home and prepared it for dinner that night. I 
still remember how proud he was. 
That’s what this is really about. Harvest. 
 
The Native Fish Society makes it no secret that they want to eliminate 
all harvest of steelhead and salmon from these streams.  
It would be devastating for the fish as well as the state of Oregon to 
adopt a culture of anti-harvest. 
 
 



Dave Kuehn 1-17-20 
 

My name is Dave Kuehn and I’m the President of the Oregon South 
Coast Fishermen in Brookings Oregon. 
I’d like to begin by stating that we believed that we had mutual 
agreement on this subject by all parties. We believed that we had a 
plan to work through a Conservation plan for the best possible 
outcome. We believed. Were we mistaken, were we deceived? 
Contrary to what the Native Fish Society will try and lead you to 
believe, the vast majority of the public IS in favor of a sustainable 
harvest for wild winter steelhead. 
The 2019 poll conducted by the state of Oregon plus, the 2014 poll, 
along with the OSCF’s poll, all clearly show that the overwhelming 
majority of both the general public and licensed OREGON anglers alike, 
support harvest.  
Please note that the Native Fish Society has signatures from people that 
are just signing to sign an environmental petition. They could not 
possibly understand the complexities of the issue. The signatures are 
from everywhere from Delaware, to New York, to Argentina, BOLIVIA? 
Really? 
As a Salmon Trout Enhancement Program group, I can tell you that we 
have spent years, working very hard to enhance and increase habitat 
on these streams and have opened many more miles of access for 
these fish, some that had never historically supported anadromous fish. 
This has resulted in more fish for future generations to enjoy. 
The STEP programs mission is to promote HABITAT, HATCHERIES, and 
HARVEST, and has been a huge success. It is unfortunate that a special 
interest group such as the Native Fish Society can petition and attempt 
to dismantle a proven system of management that the public and 
ODFW have worked so hard to create. 
These fish are not threatened, they are not endangered, they are not 
listed. We have the evidence to support a sustainable harvest. Contrary 
to what the Native Fish Society will tell you, our ODFW staff is quick to 



enact conservation measures when there is any doubt. Look at the 
Rogue Spring Chinook conservation measures that have been crafted, 
look at the 2019 south coast Fall Chinook conservation closure, and last 
Fridays announcement of the mainstem Umpqua spring chinook 
closure. When there is a problem, ODFW is quick to address it. 
The Native Fish Society is quick to point out that they are not only 
anti-hatchery, but an anti-harvest organization as well when it comes 
to salmonids.  
I respectfully request that the commission give our ODFW staff and 
their opinion the respect that they deserve, and let the people know 
that you will not be mis-lead into adopting anti-harvest beliefs. 
 
The ODFW staff has neatly packaged and presented their summary, 
along with a recommendation for a denial of this request for a rule 
change.  
Please do not dis-empower our ODFW staff by further empowering the 
Native Fish Society. 
 

 



From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Petition to Remove Harvest of Wild Winter Steelhead from South Coast Rivers Exhibit E
Date: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 12:25:04 PM

April

April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)

-----Original Message-----
From: Reese Bender <striperfisher1@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 10:58 AM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Cc: Cliff Lance Adrienne <adrienne.cliff@charter.net>
Subject: Petition to Remove Harvest of Wild Winter Steelhead from South Coast Rivers Exhibit E

ODFW Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Petition to remove harvest of wild Winter Steelhead in the South 
Coast Angling Regulation Zone.  I have lived on the South Coast of Oregon for over 50 years.  The first 8 years of 
my career with ODFW were spent on a Research Project on Elk and Sixes rivers as a Fisheries Biologist working 
with Dr. Paul Reimers.  While the emphasis of our work was on Fall Chinook Salmon we did learn a lot about the 
wild populations of Winter Steelhead in those  basins.  My entire 30 year career with ODFW was spent on the South 
Coast between Port Orford and the Charleston offices.

Our research showed very large numbers of juvenile steelhead rearing in Elk and Sixes rivers during the 8 years I 
was there.  These runs of steelhead are long protracted runs that enter these rivers from mid-November through 
April.  During this period there are always significant freshets that allow good numbers of wild  steelhead to migrate 
upstream with almost no harvest due to water conditions, unlike Fall Chinook runs, which migrate upstream during 
lower water conditions.  These wild runs are healthy and can sustain the limited harvest that these restrictive 
regulations allow.  There was no scientific or biological justification for reducing the regulation from 1 in 5 to 1 in 
3.

These issues will be addressed in the ongoing planning process that is underway with stakeholder input.

I have fished extensively on South Coast rivers for steelhead since 1969 with most of my effort on the Rogue, Sixes 
and Elk rivers and have seen no change in the numbers of wild fish.  Occasionally keeping a steelhead on these 
rivers is very important to many of the local residents as they utilize local salmon and steelhead as an important part 
of their diet.

I agree with the Staff recommendation to deny the Petition as there is no scientific or biological justification to 
eliminate the very limited harvest of wild Winter Steelhead on these streams.

Sincerely,

Reese Bender
Fishery Biologist, Retired

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us


From: Michelle Tate
To: Chris M Lorion; April H Mack
Subject: FW: Emergency Wild Steelhead retention closure.
Date: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 3:36:08 PM

Exhibit E PC

-----Original Message-----
From: michael hutchings <traxalot@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 2:56 PM
To: steve.j.mazur@state.or.us; Michelle.L.Tate@state.or.us
Subject: Emergency Wild Steelhead retention closure.

Michael Hutchings
32040 Watson Ln.
Gold Beach, Or. 97444

January 13, 2020

To whom it may concern;
     I am writing this letter to express my concern as well as to protest and dispute the validity of The Native Fish
Society’s claims made in their  petition to institute an emergency ban on the retention of Wild Steelhead in
Southwestern Oregon rivers and streams specifically the Rogue River.  I am a retired General Engineering
Contractor from California I have fished all of my life. I have lived on the San Joaquin River in the Ca. Delta.  I
have fished steelhead in many Ca. and SW Oregon Rivers and Streams including the Russian, Trinity, Klamath,
Smith, Chetco, Elk, Sixes and mainly the Rogue. I currently live on the banks of the Rogue across from the Huntley
Park seining site and have lived here for the past 7 years, I fish almost daily, from both the bank and in a boat as
weather and water conditions allow. I have an archive of short video clips and photos Depicting water conditions
and fish caught in past years. Fishermen that Fish the Rogue on a regular basis know that a substantial November
rain will signal the beginning of the Winter Steelhead run, Historically most of the fish caught between November
and January are wild and generally weather permitting only die hard anglers will fish Winter Steelhead in this Nov
to Jan 1st window because the predominance of fish caught are Wild and cannot be retained prior to Jan 1st. River
flows and water clarity usually determine the method of catch, on the Rogue due to restricted bank access Plunking
tends to be the predominant  method of catch. As flows improve Guides and Anglers with Access to Jet boats will sit
slots or side drift spots that have restricted shore access, it is rare to see Drift boats as flows above 5000 cfs can
present a problem for less experienced anglers. In general it is rare to see Guide or Sport boats on the river prior to
Jan 1st which IMO is mainly due to the inability to retain Wild Steelhead, we see the same scenario happen in the
Springer fishery, less boats before June 1st more boats After when the retention of Wild Springers is allowed. As
with most Winter Steelhead fisheries rainfall dictates fish movement and accessibility. This year Nov thru Jan we
have had just enough rain to keep the Rogue in accessible fishing shape as a result Our catch rates are up and to date
the predominance of fish caught were wild. This is contrary to River conditions in past years when High water
conditions have not allowed angler access to the Rogue which means the Steelhead have enjoyed unencumbered
access to their spawning  grounds. These observations are based on my daily life both observing and fishing on the
Rogue. To quote a line from the  ODFW’s assessment as illustrated on page 4 in their Agenda Item Summary to this
Committee in which they state that “Steelhead populations in the Southwest Zone are limited Environmental
conditions not Harvest”.  I would implore this Committee to read the ODFW’s report in full.
     To date myself and a buddy have  caught 10 Steelhead 6 of which were caught before Jan 1st 4 after, all fish
were wild with most ranging in the  8lbs and up range. Consistent with our historical practices we keep all Hatchery
fish and generally release all wild fish with the exception of injured or bleeding fish as was the case of an 8lb Buck
that we recently retained because it was injured and bleeding. There are also several fishermen I know that
voluntarily adhere to these practices. Key words, having the ability to choose.
     With all due respect to The Native Fish Society’s petition I couldn’t help thinking that this is an elitists ploy
based on no scientific data and unfounded economic pipe dreams to gain control of yet another fishery that many of
us rely on as a partial source of Our healthy yearly protein supplement. Considering a compromise based on a prior
petition with little or notice to the people that actually use these resources was made by lowering the retention quota
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of 1 per day 5 per season to 1 per day 3 per season, in addition to developing a comprehensive Rogue-South Coast
Conservation and Management Plan(RSP) and despite healthy fish population data presented by the ODFW
indicating what most of us that live and fish here already know The Native Fish Society has chosen to exceed the
limitations of the RSP compromise and move forward with another petition proposing an emergency closure of the
retention of wild steelhead without providing any Scientific factual evidence with regard to fish populations or the
illogical economic boom assertions they make with regard to the Southwest Zone and seemingly based solely on
some feel good internet consensus by a majority of people that don’t fish or even live in the Southwest Zone and
have no idea as to how healthy our Winter Steelhead population is. A simple review of the signatures on the petition
presented by The Native Fish Society would indicate that the majority of signatures were from people that live out
of State and probably rarely if ever fish the Rogue.
     With regard to the so called economic boom the closure to the retention of Wild Steelhead would bring,
Seriously? Newsflash most of the people that spend upwards of a Hundred bucks just for licensing, forget about gear
purchased at local tackle shops and not to mention boat maintenance and or Guide fees, is the Native Fish Society
suggesting that people will rush to Gold Beach to catch and release a 300 dollar fish that many consider to be prized
table fare? I couldn’t believe they mentioned the Smith River’s as being helped by restricting the retention of these
prized fish. I remember Hiouchi as a once booming little town during the Steelhead season not so much anymore. I
know many that skip the Smith and come to Oregon where they can actually keep or at the very least have the option
of keeping a fish many of whom pay 200 dollars plus just for a guided opportunity to catch.  Both the Wild retention
of Steelhead and Spring Chinook Salmon policies on the Rogue would be prime examples of the fallacy of the
economic boom claims the Native Fish Society makes. If the out of state people that signed the bogus internet
petition regularly fished the Rogue they’d know it. Before the Jan 1st retention date of Wild Steelhead fishing
pressure is sparse as it is prior to the June 1st date that allows the retention of Spring Chinook Salmon after which
on both dates fishing pressure rises exponentially. One can only assume the ability to retain this prized table fare in
both cases brings forth the additional fishing pressure and with it comes additional economic opportunity.
     In closing I would implore the Commisson to adopt the ODFW’s recommendations based on factual information
, I would implore the Commission to read the ODFW’s Agenda Summary in full and I would implore the
Commisson to listen to the people that live, support and fish in the communities that encompass the Southwest Zone
and I would implore the Commisson  adopt option 1 in denying The Native Fish Society’s petition based on internet
consensus and no scientific facts. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely

Michael Hutchings

Sent from my iPhone



The Northwest Guides and Anglers Fisheries Restoration Initiative 
To protect, enhance, and promote healthy sportfisheries and the ecosystems they depend on  
in the Pacific Northwest. 
 
 
To: The Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 
 
Re: Wild steelhead petition requiring catch and release of steelhead   
 

January 14, 2020 
 
The Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97302  
 
NW Guides and Anglers Association 
P.O. Box 3208 
Clackamas, OR 97015 
 
Dear Chair Wahl and Commissioners, 
 
It’s clear that Oregon’s anglers are passionate about the wild steelhead of our state and encouraging that there 
has been a high level of engagement from the angling public. If anglers were this passionate about other factors 
affecting wild fish populations, we likely wouldn’t be having this controversial conversation. 
 
Our board of directors also grappled with this issue. The NW Guides and Anglers Association has a long history 
of supporting and advocating for measureable conservation efforts and outcomes, but at this time, we support 
the staff recommendation of maintaining status quo. We feel district staff has the expertise and a long history of 
lessons learned to provide a sound recommendation on the direction of a limited harvest of wild steelhead in the 
SW region. That said, we also recommend that the agency continue to monitor the district’s population and take 
necessary action if the population is in jeopardy at any time. It seems clear to us that more data gathering is 
important to justify a limited take if that is the practice that is allowed to continue. 
 
Like local and national politics, this issue has driven a wedge between the community and continues to further 
distract and distant critical constituencies when we need to come together the most. The appropriate next steps 
may be to convene a workgroup on this issue, and see if both sides of this contentious issue can come to come 
sort of compromise, maybe with a future regulation change that can be phased in versus thrust upon the 
community in such short order. This issue is clearly important to a lot of people of both sides of this issue, and 
staff has indicated that the 2020 adult return is experiencing no imminent threat so maybe this can be worked 
out in a cohesive manner for future consideration. 
 
To be clear, we have a lot of faith in agency staff and support the current staff recommendation. 
 
Thank you, 
Bob Rees, Executive Director 
NW Guides and Anglers Association 
(503) 812-9036  



From: Michelle Tate
To: Chris M Lorion
Cc: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Steelhead
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 6:54:46 AM

Exhibit E PC

-----Original Message-----
From: Mark Mason <mpmpm120@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 6:22 PM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Subject: Steelhead

You know most of the money for fish comes from license and tags fishermen buy and if you keep shutting down
hatcherys and not letting us keep some natives people I’ve talked are getting tired of it and a lot of them are about
ready to quit buying their licenses and tags, we need to be able to keep some fish for our table including so called
native fish

Sent from my iPhone
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Sent via email to: <ODFW.Commission@state.or.us>   
 
Oregon Fish & Wildlife Commission                          January 14, 2019 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
 
Richard Nawa 
POB 654 
Selma, OR 97538 
 
Re: Oregon Fish & Wildlife Commission January 17 Meeting- Exhibit E: Southwest Zone 
Winter Steelhead Petition. 
 
Dear Chair Wahl and Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commissioners, 
 
I concur with the findings of ODFW in the agenda item summary: “There is no compelling 
evidence to warrant a change to the current regulation and unnecessarily restrict this conservative 
harvest opportunity”.  I recommend that the Commission deny the petition. Any needed changes 
in regulations would be appropriately developed in the Rogue and South Coast multi-species 
conservation plan where all interested parties would be able to participate in a collaborative 
setting. 
 
 I have 5 years of experience as an Oregon State University graduate research assistant where I 
assisted with salmonid field research studies on Euchre Creek, Elk River, Sixes River, Lower 
Rogue tributaries, and Pistol River. I have also conducted numerous contract stream surveys of 
Forest Service streams in Southwest Oregon including the South Fork Sixes River.  I have 
considerable professional experience as staff ecologist with Non Government Groups monitoring 
effects of forest management, fires, off road vehicle, and suction dredge mining on salmonid 
habitat in Southwest Oregon.  In 1995 I authored a West Coast steelhead petition for NGOs that 
resulted in several ESA listings of steelhead Distinct Population Segments.    I have 35 years of 
professional experience with steelhead conservation in Southwestern Oregon and the West 
Coast. I provide the following information and professional opinion in support of ODFW’s 
recommendation to deny the petition. I provide this comment as a private citizen. 
 
 

1. A high proportion of winter steelhead habitat in the petitioned streams 
is in good condition and has moderate to high smolt production 
capability. 

 
Winter steelhead will remain viable in the Rogue and South Coast streams because much of the 
habitat is high quality.  A substantial proportion of the winter steelhead habitat is protected in 
federal ownership with stringent restrictions on mining, logging and road building. Steelhead 
habitat and headwater areas in the Elk, Sixes, Chetco, Illinois and Rogue tributaries are in 
designated Wilderness. Numerous streams miles in the Elk, Rogue, Illinois, and Chetco basins 
are protected with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. There are no dams on the Coquille, Illinois, 
Sixes, Elk, Chetco, Winchuck and Pistol Rivers and no dams on Euchre Creek or Hunter Creek.   
Several fish killing dams in the Rogue basin have been removed in recent years. Over my career 
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I have personally snorkeled numerous stream miles in many of the petitioned streams and am 
always pleasantly surprised at the high densities of juvenile steelhead.  
 
The morphology of the petitioned streams is especially suitable for winter steelhead because of 
its naturally steep and bouldery nature.  Many hundreds of stream miles are steelhead only 
streams where juvenile steelhead enjoy abundant habitat with  no competition from coho salmon 
(as is the case on “coho” sandstone streams further north on the central coast).  Freshwater 
habitat is important because even if adult populations decline due to environmental factors (poor 
ocean conditions, drought) the populations can quickly recover because of the naturally 
productive habitat. Increases of spawning steelhead with the petition would not likely result in 
increased adult returns because smolt production is believed to be limited by habitat and not by 
spawner abundance.   
 
Relatively high adult salmonid returns are often produced by brood years with relatively low 
spawner abundance and vice versa. High spawner abundance sometimes produces low numbers 
of adults.  However, it is well known that good quality spawning and rearing habitat is always 
necessary for high abundance of returning adults. 
 
 

2. Adult  steelhead in the petitioned streams are not commercially 
harvested.  Recreational harvest of juvenile steelhead is largely 
prohibited.   

 
Unlike salmon, there is no commercial harvest of steelhead in the ocean. Steelhead migrating in 
the Columbia and some Washington and British Columbia rivers are harvested in gill nets that 
contributes to the need for restricted recreational steelhead harvest. Recreational harvest rates in 
SW Oregon is likely to be lower than that in rivers that have recreational catch and release but 
also have commercial gill netting of steelhead and sockeye salmon (e.g., British Columbia, 
Washington, Columbia River) 
 
 In the mid 1990s regulations went into effect that prohibited the recreational harvest of “trout” 
in SW Oregon  steelhead rearing streams. Undoubtedly this juvenile steelhead harvest 
prohibition on hundreds of miles of stream results in more adult steelhead returning. Increasing 
smolt production is certain to increase returning adult abundance.  Increasing spawner densities 
is not certain to increase subsequent adult returns.  
 
 

3. A substantial number of winter steelhead spawners enter short coastal 
streams after the fishing season has closed on March 31.  Estimations 
of excessive recreational harvest in the petition fails to acknowledge 
that these late returning winter steelhead would have “0” harvest rate.  

 
I have observed substantial winter steelhead spawning in April/May and a few spawning in  June 
(See Figure 10 below).  These  late running steelhead would escape harvest since the season 
closes for petitioned streams at the end of March (except for mainstem Rogue which remains 
open through April for wild winter steelhead harvest).  Assertions in the petition of excessive 
recreational steelhead harvest (based on angler catch) fails to consider that late returning 
steelhead  have “0”  recreational harvest rate. 
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Figure 10. Winter steelhead spawn timing, represented by proportion of the maximum red count 
in each of the four OC DPS monitoring areas, 2018. (excerpted from Western Oregon Adult 
Winter Steelhead and Lamprey, 2018 Redd Survey Data Report Oregon Plan for Salmon and 
Watersheds Monitoring Report No. OPSW-ODFW-2018-09 January 2019 ) 
 
 
 

4.  Except for the Rogue River, the current regulations greatly limit angler 
access to stream reaches with migrating winter steelhead. Each 
migrating winter steelhead is vulnerable to harvest for a relatively short 
period of time on short coastal streams. 

 
The recreational harvest of wild steelhead in petitioned streams is  limited to  migration 
segments where  wild winter steelhead spend limited time while migrating to spawning 
areas (see modified map from fishing regulations below).  On some streams the stream 
miles open for harvest is a very short distance (e.g., Elk and Sixes Rivers). Other streams 
such as the Chetco, Pistol, and Euchre Creek the upper portions of the streams have no 
vehicle or easy hike in access. Winter steelhead are vulnerable to harvest for only a few 
days or few weeks on these  short coastal streams. The Illinois River canyon is 
particularly difficult to access which limits harvest.  
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5.  Small creeks and rivers that have only bank fishing access would  have 

much lower  harvest rates than rivers heavily fished by guides in drift 
boats.  The petitioned streams have no hatchery fish option except for 
the Rogue and the Chetco. The prohibition of harvest on rivers with no 
hatchery fish would increase angling pressure on the Chetco. 

 
 
For example, the Illinois River is similar sized to the Chetco River but has far fewer  angler days  
and much lower wild steelhead harvest rates because the fishery is limited to bank fishing with  
limited access.  In addition, the bank access only streams do not have the hatchery fish option.  A 
catch and release regulation would cause many anglers to abandon their first choice (e.g. 
Winchuck, Pistol or Elk) for fishing and flock to rivers with hatchery fish such as the Chetco. 
Nobody wants more anglers on the Chetco, but this would be the result of prohibiting harvest on 
streams with no or few hatchery fish.  

 
Table 1.  Fishery attributes of streams petitioned for no wild steelhead harvest. 
 
 Drift boat/ 

guide fishery 
Hatchery Fish Bank Fishing 

Only 
East Fork Coquille Yes No No 
Sixes River Yes No No 
Elk River Yes No No 
Euchre Creek No No Yes 
Rogue River Yes Yes No 
Illinois River No No Yes 
Hunter Creek No No Yes 
Pistol River ? No ? 
Chetco River Yes Yes No 
Winchuck River No No Yes 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 

 
 



Oregon Fish & Wildlife Commission 
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, OR  97032 
  
Request:  to maintain current, limited wild winter steelhead harvest in Oregon Southwest Zone 
 
To ODFW Commissioners,  
 
My name is Clifford Lance, and I have lived in southern Oregon for 47 years.  I’ve held an OR fishing 
license since the first week I moved here. I have also been a part of a movement working voluntarily 
with ODFW to consistently, and constantly improve the native fish populations by following their 
direction from recovering stream habitat after years of neglect & destruction, to the propagation of 
salmon & steelhead, including the education of school children. I am a past, active member of 
Northwest Steelheader organization, I am a charter member, past president, and current Vice 
President of the South Coast Anglers & STEP Association; I am a charter member and current Board 
Member of the Coos County STEP Commission.   I represent only one of many who over forty years 
has used ODFW science and supervision to provide and enhance many opportunities for the local 
fishing community as a whole. 
 
On the ground and in the streams, as well as building, maintaining, and using the classrooms of the 
hatcheries, my groups of volunteers have completed dozens of major projects, donated hundreds upon 
hundreds of hours over the last four decades to assist the ODFW biologists to achieve their 
management objectives. For example, there were 366 miles of wild steelhead habitat in the Coos and 
Coquille River watershed in the 1980s, but as a result of our correcting fish passage barriers and 
laddering work, adding 50 new miles of viable habitat is now provided for steelhead, our own local, 
NATIVE FISH. 
 
This proposal generated by private, internet-based, physically removed, international, misinformed 
people with money and political savvy may make them feel generous and environmentally-invested. 
But, if enacted, you will violate our reasons to volunteer our hours.  We physically apply our elbow 
grease, enhancing, educating, and encouraging our local citizens to participate in this vital part of 
Oregon’s south coast fishing culture.  Limiting the opportunity to harvest wild winter steelhead flies in 
the face of all that we have worked toward - and already achieved - during the last four decades. 
 
I must point out that all of the signatures on our petition to stop this action have been collected locally 
- from individuals on rivers, or visiting marinas, sportfishing stores, fish restaurants, buying marine gas 
or lodging, angling licenses, or fishing gear to use and enjoy our great local access to fish.  These 
signatures were obtained in less than four weeks from local participants who reside, depend on, 
donate their lives to, and respect the opportunities that the Oregon south coast fisheries provide. 
 
Hear these Oregon voices loudly and clearly. Remember that the Oregon Department of Fish & 
Wildlife does not scientifically support this already compromised proposal.  Put a stop to this 
damaging, underhanded proposed action that curtails our local efforts to enjoy the current, limited, 
wild winter steelhead fishing on the Oregon south coast! 



 
 
 
 
 
 
Clifford S. Lance, III 
93963 Bridge View Lane 
North Bend, OR  97459 
541-521-9373 Cell 



From: Michelle Tate
To: Chris M Lorion; April H Mack
Subject: FW: Jan 17th Meeting
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 11:52:18 AM

Exhibit E PC
 

From: David Bradbury <outlook_F26CE2543382FA7B@outlook.com> On Behalf Of
dbradbury@charter.net
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 9:20 AM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Jan 17th Meeting
 
To all Concerned,
 
I am opposed to any further blanket restrictions on the retention of wild steelhead in SW
Oregon. Lets give the Rogue South Coast Multi-Species Management Plan a chance to work.
 
Thank you,
 
David M. Bradbury
Bradbury's Gun-N-Tackle
1809 Rogue River Hwy
Grants Pass, OR 97527
(541) 479-1531
dbradbury@charter.net
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From: Michelle Tate
To: Chris M Lorion; April H Mack
Subject: FW: OREGONS S.W. RIVERS AND WILD STEELHEAD HARVEST RESTRICTIONS
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 11:54:23 AM

Exhibit E PC
 

From: Dennis Duffy <duffy@titan-transportation.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 11:50 AM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: OREGONS S.W. RIVERS AND WILD STEELHEAD HARVEST RESTRICTIONS
 
I AM OPPOSED TO THE LEGISLATION OR FURTHER RESTRICTION OR ELIMINATION OF THE WILD
STEELHEAD HARVEST, THERE ARE LIMITATIONS ALREADY IN PLACE, FURTHERMORE IF ANY OF THE
FISHERIE MANAGERS CAN PROVE THERE IS ANY "GENETICALLY WILD STEELHEAD" IN THE RIVERS
BARRING THE RIVERS THAT HAVE BEEN CLOSED TO FISHING FOR THE LAST FEW DECADES, I BELIEVE
MOST PEOPLE FISHING (THAT CAN STILL AFFORD THIS RECREATION) WOULD BE IN COMPLETE
SHOCK.
 
TITAN TRANSPORTATION
DENNIS DUFFY
KAREN DUFFY
OFFICE 5419561478
DENNIS CELL 5412188761
KAREN CELL 5412188762
 

mailto:Michelle.L.Tate@coho2.dfw.state.or.us
mailto:Chris.M.Lorion@coho2.dfw.state.or.us
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January 15, 2020 

Dear Fish and Wildlife Commission Members; 

For the past forty-three years I have been a professional fish biologist working in various capacities.  For nearly 
thirty-eight years I had the privilege of working as a biologist with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(ODFW).  For thirty-six year I have been an instructor teaching fish biology and fisheries management at 
various colleges in Oregon.  My very first course I took at Oregon State University taught me an invaluable 
truth.  Fish and wildlife conservation on a global scale began and continues with the fishers and hunters of this 
world.   This is without a doubt our “Fish and Wildlife Legacy.”  Fishers and hunters were the original 
advocates for preserving entire ecosystems.  Hundreds more fish and wildlife species would be extinct, or be 
threatened, if it were not for these pioneering conservationists.  This lesson has impacted my life, and is one I 
pass on to my students today.   

Today’s fishers and hunters are still the champions for conservation.  Unfortunately, the numbers of fishers and 
hunters in Oregon are declining rapidly.  Angling license sales continue their downward trend as fewer and 
fewer Oregonians fish.  This reduction has a profound impact on revenues that support fishery programs, that 
have few other funding sources.  One complaint from our angling public has continued to be that the price of an 
angling license goes up, but angling opportunities go down.   

Most of my time working for ODFW was as a Salmon Trout Enhancement Program (STEP) biologist in 
Southern Oregon.  One of our primary focuses continues to be the education of children in public and private 
schools.  We have involved well over 100,000 children in the restoration of our salmon and steelhead 
populations in an effort to impart “resource ownership.”  Concurrently, we have taught over 25,000 children 
how to fish.  In addition to teaching them to fish, we have given over $300,000 worth of fishing equipment 
away.  Deputy Director Ed Bowles, has stated that out efforts are, “a great experiment” to determine if we can 
impact the number of people who are recruited to be lifetime anglers.  We are confident that we have made a 
substantial impact with new angling recruits.  Our objective is to have anglers who continue that legacy of being 
advocates for fish.  We also recognize that angling has a profound impact on the economy of Oregon.   

As a STEP biologist we mobilized an army of volunteers who devoted hundreds of thousands of hours to 
restoring stream habitat to bolster wild steelhead populations.  We have been relentless in that objective.  We 
have been using the best science to improve steelhead habitat for four decades.  We have been extremely 
successful in increasing wild steelhead abundance in dozens of streams.  Many of our volunteers have donated 
thousands of hours of time to steelhead habitat improvement to continue to have a limited harvest of naturally 
produced steelhead.   

The proposal to eliminate the harvest of naturally produced steelhead in southern Oregon I believe will 
undermine our efforts to recruit anglers into the future.  Fish biologists almost unanimously agree that in order 
to recruit anglers, especially children, you have to allow them to take something home.  That translates to 
allowing some harvest.  The harvest of naturally produced steelhead on the south coast has already been 
regulated to provide adequate protection to stocks of steelhead that need protection.  The elimination of all 
harvest would reduce angling opportunity in the short term, and the number of anglers in the future.   

In summary, the proposal to further reduce harvest will have far reaching impacts on fishing in Oregon.  Fishing 
opportunities reduced today, will translate to fewer anglers tomorrow.  Fewer anglers in the future will 
undermine our “Fish and Wildlife Legacy,” and reduce our fishing champions for generations to come.  We 
urge you to support southern Oregon and future anglers by allowing the continued limited harvest of steelhead 
in our area. 

Sincerely 

Thomas J. Rumreich 
Fish Biologist  



From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: SW Oregon Steelhead
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 3:15:34 PM

April

April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)

-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Holguin <mhholguin@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:13 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: SW Oregon Steelhead

I am opposed to any further blanket restrictions on the retention of wild steelhead in SW Oregon.

Sincerely,

Michael Holguin

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us


From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Wild Steelhead Release Petition
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 3:15:47 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Josh Terry <oregonbowman@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 12:39 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Wild Steelhead Release Petition
 
Dear ODFW Commission,
 

My name is Josh Terry. I am a full time fishing guide out of Gold Beach, Or, and have been
for 13 years. I have spent my life since age 4 fishing for Salmon and Steelhead in Southern
Oregon. I have been fortunate enough to fish for these amazing fish for over 2 decades and
turned my passion into what I HOPE is a career for the rest of my life. I would trade it for
nothing! Over the past decade, and really since I have become a guide and spend so much time
on the rivers, I have noticed a down trend in our steelhead returns. It has been nearly constant,
and no signs of cyclical up and down that is the norm in salmon and steelhead runs. At first I
thought its just a poor year or two, but as time has gone on its proven to be much more
alarming. The rivers I call home in Southern Oregon have become more and more a place of
steelhead dreams than reality. Nearly each rain event on the Chetco River a 20lb steelhead was
caught when I was in high school in the early 2000s. Fishing was easy and multiple fish
landed per boat was the norm. By the time 2007-8 rolled around you heard or saw maybe 6-
12, 20lb fish a season. Over the past 3 seasons you hear of 1-2, none of which I've seen or
verified. The BIG wild steelhead that were once treasured in the Chetco are a thing of the past.
Even fish in the 15lb class are rare now. They have been loved to death. When these large-
strain fish are retained you can't get those genetics back! Steelhead can and do spawn more
than once in their life, but they have to be given the chance too! The Chetco has had extreme
pressure from out of area guides and fisherman after the closing of the Smith River in
Northern California, the last river in California to allow wild harvest. Many days in January
and February, more than 60 boat trailers can be seen on Social Security Bar. Most from out of
state. If each boat only takes just one fish for an average, that's 60 fish conservatively gone
from a small system! A system that has no true data for spawning escapement. What I believe

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
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does not get taken into account are the guides, yes including me a guide, take annually. You
can reduce a yearly per person limit, but that does not limit guides from taking 2-3 fish a day
for the duration of the season!! No true harvest data is available because we don't require
harvest tags to be turned in at the end of the year like big game tags. We also allow harvest on
single and multi day licenses again with no requirement of being turned in or tracking of
harvest. An angler can buy as many per-day licenses as he or she sees fit, getting around the
per year harvest limits! As a person who makes their living off of this resource I would gladly
give it all up for the fish. They are so important to the ecosystem and the way of life in the
Pacific Northwest. Its not my God given right to use up a resource for my gain. We have to
think about the future!
  I grew up fishing the Rogue River.  Number of wild steelhead both in the Summer and
Winter runs were extremely plentiful in the 90s and early 2000s. Now it too struggles to
warrant a decent return. The Elk and Sixes Rivers are such beautiful small streams that have
had added pressure to them in the last several years due to lower numbers of fish in other
nearby river systems like the Chetco and Rogue. These are TINY systems with only wild fish
returning, with no hatchery program on either to relieve stress put on the wild population
harvest. Hunter Creek and Pistol River have received additional pressure in recent years after
failing returns on the larger rivers as well. Again TINY systems with small all wild returns do
not need harvest of these very special fish. January 1 can see as many as 20 fisherman vehicles
parked along Hunter Creek for opening day. It simply can not withstand that kind of pressure
with harvest involved forever! 
   When I was asked why I support Wild Steelhead Release and how will it effect my buisness
I worried not. I saw the closure of wild steelhead retention on the Umpqua system and the
success it had on its steelhead returns. It is without a doubt Southern Oregon’s crown jewel in
regards to wild steelhead. With numbers of over 10,000 Steelhead returning to the North and
South Umpqua respectively along with mainstem and tributary spawners. I am now taking my
clients to the Umpqua River to enjoy CATCHING Winter Steelhead, not just pursuing them. I
am taking dollars away from my local economy which does not please me, but when the
fishing is that good what am I supposed to do. Most of my return clients no longer want to fish
the crowded coastal rivers with fewer fish, even though they can retain a fish there currently.
Many guides worried it would ruin their business on the Umpqua not being able to harvest.
Honestly, nothing negative has happened business wise and if anything it has improved it by
having such high catch ratios. Bar none, the goal in fishing is to catch fish! Yes harvesting fish
is great too, but there are options for hatchery fish harvest in most streams or a stream close by
that does! People flock to Washington's Olympic Peninsula each year to chase the giant wild
steelhead that call its waters home. The British Columbia streams, legendary steelhead area,
all catch and release! Alaska's Yakitat River system drawing anglers from far and wide, also
catch and release! Are we worried about economy here, because that is a very non-stable
argument!! People leave our state to go spend money in other states just because they want a
chance at big wild steelhead! 
   This is not 1982 anymore! We can’t kill every fish we catch and expect to have anything
left. Habitat loss or degradation and pollution take enough toll. I also want to point out that
habitat in Southern Oregon is awesome, much of which is unchanged in several decades.
Rivers like the Rogue have better habitat and fish passage due to dam removals and still its
returns are failing. I also want to point out that Steelhead are not commercially harvested in
the ocean. All of these points lead to a question, why are our wild steelhead numbers in
Southern Oregon declining. I don't have all the answers, but I do know that a human factor of
in-river harvest of spawning adult steelhead is not to be ignored. WE ARE THE LAST
SECTION OF THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST THAT ALLOWS WILD STEELHEAD
HARVEST!! How much louder of a statement is there! Washington, California, Idaho, British



Columbia and Alaska all have NO WILD STEELHEAD HARVEST. Only 2 others Oregon
streams outside this district allow harvest. Why on earth is this district so special that it
warrants harvest of this iconic Northwest fish species? ODFW has a mission statement that
reads "To protect and enhance Oregon's fish and wildlife and their habitats for use and
enjoyment by present and future generations". Please stand tall on your mission statement and
do whats right for our Wild Steelhead in Southern Oregon before it’s too late! Stop Wild
Steelhead Retention in the Southwest Zone!  
 

Sincerely 
Josh Terry
Chasin’ Tails Guide Service



From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Steelhead
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 3:15:59 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Alan Sippola <alan@cavemanfence.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 2:17 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Steelhead
 
Put me as a no. Do not kill the already mismanaged steelhead fishery. You and your inept
ways have all but destroyed the runs. Brood stock program.  Hatch box programs. Fund the
hatcheries.  So many down here rely on this fishery.  But you won't fight. You won't stand
up.But "You will lay down and lick the hand that feeds you. May your chains rest lightly upon
you. And may posterity forget you were our brothers. "
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From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: No Take Steelhead Proposal
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 4:27:42 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Jim Robinson <jimfishrobinson@charter.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 3:45 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: No Take Steelhead Proposal
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
I am a retired ODFW hatchery manager who, when not working, spent countless hours fishing for
salmon and steelhead on the south coast streams.  In 1990 on a steelhead drift down the Elk River I
looked at the nice female in the bottom of the boat and decided that I would never again kill another
wild steelhead.  I seldom fish for steelhead anymore, but I kept that promise to myself regardless of
what the regulations were.  It’s been catch and release since.  What I did NOT do was lobby for
regulations to follow my own personal values and practices.  Certainly special interest groups
pushing for regulations consistent with their own selfish agenda is nothing new.  Unweighted flies in
the North Umpqua comes to mind, as an example.  Still, I must say that there seems to be fewer of
these than in the past. 
 
If at some point in the future, wild steelhead stocks begin declining to where adequate escapement
goals may not be met, then certainly I would support and even urge a zero bag limit.  Until then, I
would ask that the commission vote to retain the regulations as is.  I don’t believe that there is any
biological justification for the proposed regulation change. 
 
Thank you.
 
Jim Robinson
 
 

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
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Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Petition to Remove Harvest of Wild Winter Steelhead from South Coast Rivers, Exhibit E
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 4:27:55 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: John W Ward <anglingcat@frontier.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 3:29 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Petition to Remove Harvest of Wild Winter Steelhead from South Coast Rivers, Exhibit E
 
Dear ODFW Commissioners,
 
Please consider my letter as an objection to the petition to alter the CMP regarding steelhead regulations.
I have fished for steelhead for 50+ yrs and have been involved in South Coast fishery enhancement
programs for forty years. I am currently on the boards of directors for both the Coos County STEP
Commission and the South Coast Anglers. I am one of many South Coast anglers who have a big stake
in this issue.
 
As you know, ODFW has stated the request in the petition is not biologically necessary and should be
denied. The regulation is the product of the Coastal Multi-species Program (CMP) which is the product of
a long process of stakeholders working with ODFW over an extended period with compromises from all
concerned, The need to change wild steelhead regulations has not been convincing to our professional
fisheries biologists.
 
So, why then the petition from Native Fish Society? This organization is well known for some larger
agendas connected to their petition. They have made it clear that they  are generally against anadromous
hatcheries as harmful to naturally spawning fish. Also, they have made it clear that they want to clear the
rivers of the recreational angling public. This petition is intended to produce movement in that direction, to
attain more control of anadromous fisheries management by ODFW and finally to appear competent and
politically influential to their supporters. By the number of letters and petition signatures received by the
Commission it is clear that NFS has PR and fundraising savvy which explains why there are so many
letters/signatures from almost everywhere...even Denmark, Bolivia and Argentina to name a few.
 
Although wild steelhead are an iconic species,
I believe petition supporters from just about anywhere should not be considered as stakeholders in
Oregon's management of anadromous fisheries. It would set a dangerous precedent to allow this petition
to succeed as it will undermine ODFW as a fish management agency and ultimately be harmful to the

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
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economy and culture of South West Oregon. 
 
Commissioners, 
I implore you support your agency and the people of the South Coast.
 
Respectfully,
 
John Ward
66656 Swallow Rd.
North Bend, OR
cell: 541-404-6142



From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Wild Steelhead
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2020 7:43:04 AM

April

April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)

-----Original Message-----
From: Sam Stewart <sstewart1020@outlook.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 6:58 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Subject: Wild Steelhead

I am opposed to any further restrictions on the retention of wild steelhead in SW Oregon.

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
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From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: NFS Comments Regarding Petition for Temporary Catch and Release for Wild Winter Steelhead in SW

Oregon
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2020 7:43:01 AM
Attachments: ODFW_41584_2_WORP2018AnnualReport.pdf

ODFW - Corvallis Research Lab - Klamath Mountain Province Steelhead Project.pdf
NFS Steelhead Juvenile Comment January 2020.pdf

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Mark Sherwood <mark@nativefishsociety.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 7:54 PM
To: Mary Wahl <maryodfw@gmail.com>; Greg Wolley <gregwolley@gmail.com>; Mark W Labhart
<Mark.W.Labhart@state.or.us>; zarnowj@gmail.com; Becky Hyde <yainix@me.com>;
allied1inc@gmail.com
Cc: odfw.commission@state.or.us; Conrad P. Gowell <conrad@nativefishsociety.org>
Subject: Re: NFS Comments Regarding Petition for Temporary Catch and Release for Wild Winter
Steelhead in SW Oregon
 
Dear Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commissioners, 
 
Our apologies for the late submission. Attached is a supplemental comment focused on the
juvenile steelhead data for the Klamath Mountain Province. Our comments and supporting
ODFW data sources are attached to this email. 
 
For brevity sake here are the main conclusions from our comment:

Key Take-Aways: 
1: The most recent estimate of juvenile steelhead abundance in the Rogue is the
lowest on record since 2002. The overall trendline for Rogue juvenile wild steelhead
abundance is heading downward.

2: Juvenile steelhead abundance in the Klamath Mountain Province is trending
downward. Abundance has declined over the time period by over 50%.

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us



ODFW PROGRESS 
REPORT Series 


 


2019 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Juvenile Salmonid Monitoring in Coastal Oregon and Lower Columbia 
Streams, 2018 Field Season 


Annual Monitoring Report No. OPSW-ODFW-2019-3 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife prohibits discrimination in all of its programs and 
services on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability.  If you believe that you 
have been discriminated against as described above in any program, activity, or facility, or if you 
desire further information, please contact ADA Coordinator, Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, 4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE, Salem, OR 97302; (503)947-6000. 


This material will be furnished in alternate format for people with disabilities if needed.  Please call 541-
757-4263 to request 
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SUMMARY 
 


This report analyzes monitoring data for juvenile Coho Salmon in three 
Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) and juvenile steelhead in four Distinct Population 
Segments (DPSs) in western Oregon. Monitoring data are used to evaluate trends in 
distribution and abundance for these species, which inform conservation and recovery 
decisions. The analysis in this report spans the years 1998-2018. Previous annual 
reports can be found at: https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/crl/default.aspx?pn=WORP. 


 
Coho Salmon: 


Southern Oregon Northern California Coho (SONCC) ESU: The 2018 abundance 
estimate was 103,000 parr. This was similar to the 2017 estimate but low, relative to the 
average from all years. Abundance was highest from 2007-2009 and lowest from 1998-
2000 and from 2013-2018. Site occupancy has been low over the past 9 years, relative 
to site occupancy from 1998-2009. 


Oregon Coast Coho (OCC) ESU: The 2018 abundance estimate was 3.3 million 
parr. Parr abundance has been between 2.9 and 4.9 million since 2000, after improving 
from lows averaging 910,000 during 1998-1999. Site occupancy was 80% in 2018. This 
has been the average since 2000, after improving from low estimates in 1998-1999. 


Lower Columbia River (LCR) ESU: The 2018 abundance estimate was 91,000 
parr. Parr abundance estimates suggest a declining trend in the ESU since the start of 
monitoring in 2007. Site occupancy estimates also indicate a declining trend. 


In the OCC female spawner:parr recruit curves asymptote near current spawner 
abundances and parr/female spawner rates declined as spawner abundances increased. 
These data suggest that freshwater productivity rates were regulated by compensatory 
density dependence at early life stages. This pattern was not observed in the LCR, 
although the average number of parr per female in the LCR is half of that from the OCC. 
Adult data was insufficient to perform these analyses in the SONCC. 
 
Steelhead: 


Klamath Mountains Province (KMP) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 
64,000 parr. Abundance estimates were low from 2014-2018 compared to the estimates 
from 2002-2013. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 82%. Site occupancy was lower 
in 2014-2018 than in 2002-2013. The relatively low abundance and occupancy estimates 
recorded in 2014-2018 were more pronounced in the Rogue Stratum of the DPS. 


 Oregon Coast (OC) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 167,000 parr, 
which was lower than the average estimate for the DPS. The 2018 site occupancy 
estimate was 70%, which was similar to the average estimate from 2014-2017, but lower 
than the average estimate from 2010-2013. 


Lower Columbia River (LCR) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 5,100 parr. 
Abundance estimates in the DPS from 2006-2013 are higher than those from 2014-2018, 
suggesting a declining trend. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 57%. Site 
occupancy estimates in the DPS suggest a stable trend. 


South West Washington (SWW) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 2,500 
parr, similar to the lowest recorded estimate in 2017. Abundance estimates have been 
low in recent years for the DPS, but were coupled with a degree of variation that 
prevented the detection of a trend. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 45%. Site 
occupancy estimates from 2014-2018 have been low, relative to those from 2010-2013 
and similar to those from 2006-2009.



https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/crl/default.aspx?pn=WORP
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BACKGROUND AND METHODS 
 


This project was initiated by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) in 
1998 as one of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds (OPSW) monitoring 
programs (State of Oregon 1997). Its primary objective is to inform conservation and 
recovery decisions related to Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) by describing trends 
in the abundance and distribution of Coho Salmon parr in coastal Oregon streams. The 
project uses snorkel surveys at randomly selected sites to meet this objective. 


The project’s original sampling frame was 1st-3rd order streams within the putative 
summer rearing distribution of Coho Salmon in the Oregon Coast Coho (OCC) and the 
Oregon portion of the Southern Oregon Northern California Coho (SONCC) 
Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) (Figure 1). The scope of this sampling frame has 
changed over time. In 2002 the sampling frame was expanded to include both (i) 4th-6th 
order streams within the rearing distribution of Coho Salmon in these ESUs and (ii) 1st-
6th order streams within the rearing distribution juvenile steelhead (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss) in in the Klamath Mountain Province (KMP) and Oregon Coast (OC) Distinct 
Population Segments (DPS). In 2006, 1st-6th order streams within the rearing distribution 
of Coho Salmon and steelhead in the Oregon portions of the Lower Columbia River 
(LCR) Coho Salmon ESU and South West Washington (SWW) and LCR steelhead 
DPSs were included. Due to funding constraints surveys in 4th-6th order streams were 
phased out by 2013. Analyses for all years and in all ESUs/DPSs are now based on data 
from 1st-3rd order streams. 


The scale of the sampling frame has also changed over time. The original 100k 
layer was replaced by a 24k layer in 2007, which refined and expanded the presumed 
summer rearing distribution of Coho Salmon and steelhead. Analyses for all years in the 
ESUs/DPSs for the Oregon Coast and Lower Columbia River regions are currently 
based on the 24k layer. In 2012 a sampling frame based on a 24k stream layer was 
developed for the SONCC/KMP. This 24K-based frame also refined and expanded the 
original Coho Salmon and steelhead rearing distribution within the Oregon portions of the 
SONCC/KMP. Until the 2012 (24k) frame is corroborated by field surveys, analyses in 
the SONCC/KMP will be based on the presumed former distribution. Our sampling frame 
and survey design are described in detail by Jepsen and Rodgers (2004) and Jepsen 
and Leader (2007).  
 
Field Sampling 


A Generalized Random Tessellation Stratified (GRTS, Stevens 2002) design was 
used to select survey sites in a spatially balanced, random fashion from the sampling 
frame. Selected sites were surveyed by field crews using daytime snorkeling during the 
base flow period (mid-July to mid-October). Sites were 1km in length and encompassed 
the GRTS point (x, y coordinates) provided by the selection process. Field crews were 
trained in fish ID and snorkel survey protocols described by Rodgers (2000). Surveys 
began at the downstream end of the site and proceeded upstream (Thurow 1994). The 
length of the site, and the length and average width of pools within the site, were 
measured with a hip chain, open reel tape, depth staff, or range finder. Pool depth was 
measured using a depth staff. All pools ≥6m2 in surface area and ≥20cm in maximum 
depth were snorkeled with a single pass to identify and count juvenile salmonids. Dive 
lights were used to improve visibility in shaded areas. Visibility was rated by considering 
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factors that could impede the ability to observe fish (Rodgers 2000; Crawford 2011). 
Counts were made of Coho Salmon parr regardless of length, of juvenile steelhead ≥90 
mm in fork length (FL, visually estimated), and cutthroat trout (O. clarki) ≥90 mm FL. Due 
to difficulties discerning O. mykiss and O. clarki when under 90mm FL, all trout in this 
range were assumed to be age 0 and were not identified to species or used in analysis 
(Hawkins 1997, Roni and Fayram 2000). Fish presence was noted for dace, shiners, and 
trout <90 mm FL. Freshwater mussel relative abundance and beaver activity were also 
noted. As a part of surveyor training and to evaluate observational differences among 
snorkelers 10-15% of sites were resurveyed by supervisory staff. 


Initially only pools that were ≥40cm in maximum depth were snorkeled. In 2010, 
this criterion was expanded to include pools ≥20cm in maximum depth based on results 
from the Smith River Verification Study (Constable and Suring, unpublished report). The 
Smith River Verification Study suggested the lower criterion would allow surveyors to 
sample larger and more consistent portions of Coho Salmon and steelhead summer 
rearing abundances. In order to compare current data to that from previous years, 
reports following the 2010 field season primarily provide an analysis of data based on 
pools meeting the ≥40cm maximum depth criterion and a secondary analysis of data 
based on pools meeting the ≥20cm maximum depth criterion. 


From 1998-2016, sites that could not be snorkeled due to poor water clarity or 
quality were electrofished using a single pass without block nets to determine occupancy 
in each pool for Coho Salmon and occupancy at the site for steelhead and cutthroat. 
Abundance was not estimated at these sites. Following the 2016 field season our 
electrofishing protocols were evaluated and, due to the small percentage (<6%) of sites 
electrofished, the limitations of the data relative to its cost and effort, and impacts on fish, 
electrofishing was discontinued in 2017.  


 Our sampling objective for Coho Salmon is to produce abundance estimates with 
95% confidence intervals ≤30% of the estimate and to be able to detect a 15% change in 
occupancy with 80% certainty (Crawford and Rumsey, 2011). Analysis of our data has 
shown that completing 40 sites per stratum is typically sufficient to reach this objective.  
 
Data Analysis 


Data are summarized by ESU or DPS and stratum. Cumulative Distribution 
Function (CDF) graphs (based on density), variances, and confidence intervals were 
created using tools developed by the EMAP Design and Analysis Team (EPA 2009). In 
comparison tests a p-value ≤ 0.05 was considered to indicate a significant difference. 
The following metrics of fish distribution and abundance were estimated for each of the 
two target species (Coho Salmon and steelhead):  


 
• Site occupancy: The percent of sites where at least one individual of the 


target species was observed; calculated by dividing the number of sites 
where the target species was observed by the number of sites that were 
surveyed for each stratum, ESU, or DPS.  
 


• Pool frequency: The average percent of pools in a site that contain at least 
one individual of the target species. Pool frequency was first calculated at 
each site by dividing the number of pools where the target species was 
observed by the total number of surveyed pools. The resulting percent at 
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each site was then averaged to obtain the pool frequency estimate within 
the stratum, ESU, or DPS. 


 
• Density: The number of target species individuals divided by the surface 


area of the pool in which they were observed. Density was first calculated 
in each pool. Second, a site density was calculated for each site by 
averaging the pool densities within the site. Lastly, density was estimated 
for each stratum, ESU, and DPS by averaging the site densities within 
each respective region. 


 
• Abundance: The estimate of the number of individuals of each target 


species in pools that met sampling criteria for each stratum, ESU, or DPS. 
Abundance was calculated by multiplying the count of target species 
individuals per kilometer at each site by the site weight. Target species 
individuals per kilometer is the sum of the snorkel count at the site divided 
by the length (in km) of the site. Site weight is the total length of the rearing 
distribution in the stratum, ESU, or DPS divided by the number of surveyed 
sites in the area. The site weight is adjusted for sites that were non-target, 
i.e. sites that were dry, in tidal zones, or above fish passage barriers, 
(Stevens 2002). Abundance estimates provided in this report were based 
on un-calibrated snorkel counts in pools that meet size criteria. As such 
they did not represent total abundance estimates, but were appropriate for 
assessing trends. 


 
• Percent full seeding: This metric is the percent of sites within a stratum or 


ESU with a site density >0.7 Coho Salmon/m2. This value is regarded as 
full seeding following Nickelson et al. (1992) and Rodgers et al. (1992). 
Nickelson et al. estimate full seeding to be 1.0 coho/m2 from electrofishing 
removal estimates and Rodgers et al. report that snorkelers observed 70% 
of the Coho Salmon in electrofishing removal estimates. 


 
With the completion of the 2018 field season, there are now 21 years of 


monitoring data for juvenile Coho Salmon in the OCC and SONCC. To compare metrics 
across this time span, we partitioned these 21 years of the data into three-year intervals, 
based on the conventional three-year Coho Salmon life cycle (reviewed by Weitkamp et 
al., 1995). This resulted in seven successive brood groups from 1998-2018. Juvenile 
steelhead data were partitioned into brood groups based on a presumptive four-year life 
cycle (reviewed by Busby et al., 1996). This resulted in four successive brood groups 
from 2002-2017. Data from the 2018 field season is presented as a 5th partial brood 
group in this report. The Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon data was partitioned 
following the 2015 field season, resulting in four successive brood groups from 2007-
2018. Steelhead data in the LCR and SWW were partitioned into three successive brood 
groups from 2006-2017. Steelhead data from the 2018 field season is presented as a 4th 
partial brood group.  


A brood group contains one iteration of each of the three Coho Salmon brood 
lines (likewise, a brood group for steelhead contains one iteration of each of the four 
brood lines), and thus is one complete cycle of the summer rearing segment of the Coho 
Salmon population. The use of brood groups as an analysis unit, in addition to individual 
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cohorts or years, can provide a useful way to monitor trends in distribution and 
abundance for this temporally large data set. We compared estimates of site occupancy 
fish abundance among these brood groups. 


 
Female spawner-parr recruit plots were produced using Beverton-Holt models in 


R version 3.4.0 (2017). AICs from models using a single line to fit all data and models 
with strata-specific asymptotes were compared to select the best model. Residuals were 
plotted to determine trend. Female spawner data used in these plots were from the 
ODFW Oregon Adult Salmonid Inventory and Sampling (OASIS) project (available at 
http://odfw.forestry.oregonstate.edu/spawn/cohoabund.htm). 


 
 



http://odfw.forestry.oregonstate.edu/spawn/cohoabund.htm
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Figure 1. The project area showing western Oregon Coho ESUs and strata. The table 
gives the length of Coho Salmon rearing distribution in 1st-3rd order streams in each area. 


Oregon 


SONCC ESU 


LCR Coho ESU 


OCC ESU 
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North Coast 


Mid Coast 


Mid South 
Umpqua 


Coastal 


Cascades/Gorge 


Interior Rogue 
N. Coast  


Basins 


ESU/Stratum           Coho Distribution (km) 
LCR       1439 
  Coastal         613 
  Cascades/Gorge       826 
  
OCC                  11,678 
   North Coast       2340  
   Mid Coast       3293  
   Mid S. Coast       2185   
   Umpqua       3858  
  
SONCC        2043 
   N. Coast Basins        443 
   Interior Rogue       1600   
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RESULTS 
2018 Survey Effort and Resurveys 


 
In 2018, 537 sites were selected by the GRTS process. Forty-six of these were 


determined to be non-target (beyond the potential rearing distribution of Coho Salmon 
and steelhead). Of the remaining 491 sites, 180 were not surveyed because of 
landowner access restrictions (101), visibility or water quality issues (26), unsafe or 
difficult access (17), or time restrictions (36). Sites that were not surveyed were defined 
as target, non-response. A total of 311 sites were snorkeled, comprising 4,093 pools in 
303.7 km of streams.  


We met our goals for survey effort in the North Coast, Mid Coast, and LCR Coast  
strata (Table 1). Both the Interior Rogue the North Coast Basins strata had a high 
proportion of sites that were dry or did not have pools that met snorkel criteria. 
Landowner denials were also disproportionately higher in the Interior Rogue. Lack of 
visibility accounted for the high number of sites that could not be surveyed in the LCR. 
The 228,000 acre Klondike-Taylor Creek wildfire prevented surveying in a large portion 
of the SONCC and the South Umpqua Fire Complex prevented access to several sites in 
the Umpqua stratum. 


 
 


Table 1. Survey effort goals and status of sites for 2018. 


ESU Stratum Survey Goal Snorkeled Target -Non 
response Non-Target 


OCC 


North Coast 40 41 15 3 
Mid Coast 40 40 18 2 
Mid-South Coast 40 38 17 3 


Umpqua 40 37 14 8 


LCR Coast 40 40 33 0 


Cascades/Gorge 40 35 35 3 


SONCC Interior Rogue 60 46 37 16 


N. Coast Basins 40 34 11 11 
 


 
The goal of a 95% confidence interval ≤30% of the density estimate was met in 


the North Coast and Mid Coast strata (Table 2). Variance partitioning has indicated low 
precision in most years was due to the high variation of Coho Salmon abundance among 
the survey sites (Anlauf-Dunn, ODFW, unpublished data). 


Thirty-seven (12%) of the snorkeled sites were resurveyed by supervisory staff. 
Two of the resurveys were an extension of training for less experienced crew members 
and these were not used to examine the precision of our methodology. Counts of Coho 
Salmon in the remaining 35 sites had a significant relationship with counts from the 
resurveys (Figure 2, top left panel, R2 = 0.993). These results were similar to previous 
years (bottom left panel, R2 = 0.966) and indicated our snorkel counts of Coho Salmon 
were precise and repeatable. Resurvey counts of steelhead in 2017 showed increased 
precision and repeatability (top right panel, R2 = 0.917) relative to previous years (bottom 
right panel, R2 = 0.784). 
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Table 2. Distribution and density estimates of Coho Salmon parr in the four strata of the 
Oregon Coast Coho ESU and in the LCR and SONCC. Estimates are from snorkel 
surveys in 1st-3rd order streams from 2018.  


  Distribution Density 


Stratum or ESU 
Site 


Occupancy 
Mean Pool 
Frequency 95% CI 


Percent 
Sites > 0.7 


coho/m2 


Mean Average 
Pool Density 


(coho/m2) 95% CI 
North Coast 78% 68% ± 16% 19% 0.413 ± 24% 
Mid Coast 90% 71% ±13% 8% 0.278 ± 27% 
Mid-South Coast 71% 64% ± 19% 14% 0.314 ± 35% 
Umpqua 76% 57% ± 19% 8% 0.226 ± 34% 
SONCC 42% 21% ± 33% 2% 0.052 ± 53% 
LCR 45% 28% ± 23% 2% 0.069 ± 38% 
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Figure 2. The relationship of Coho Salmon parr and steelhead (≥90mm in fork length) 
parr counts from surveys and resurveys of the same sampling sites for 2018 (top panels, 
n = 35) and for all years (bottom panels, n = 496 for Coho Salmon and n= 442 for 
steelhead, respectively). Data are log transformed to satisfy regression assumptions.   
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Trends in Salmonid Distribution and Abundance 


 
Coho Salmon  
 
SONCC.─ Density and the number of sites fully seeded (Table 2) were similar from 2017 
to 2018. The 2017 abundance estimate was 103,000 parr. This was similar to the 2017 
estimate, but low compared to the average abundance for all years. Abundance 
estimates for the 2016-2018 brood group were similar to those for the 1998-2000 and 
2010-2015 brood groups, but low relative to the remaining brood groups (Figure 3). Site 
occupancy was similar in 2017-2018, but low for the 2016-2018 brood group relative to 
the 1998-2015 brood groups (Figure 4).  
 
OCC.─ Density in the ESU was similar from 2017 to 2018. The number of sites fully 
seeded increased from 5.8% in 2017 to 11.4% in 2018. The 2018 abundance estimate 
was 3.3 million parr. Parr abundance has remained between 2.9 and 4.9 million since 
2000, after improving from an average of 910,000 from 1998 to 1999. The abundance 
estimate for the 2016-2018 brood group was lower than those for the 2007-2015 brood 
groups and higher than the estimate for the 1998-2000 brood group. Site occupancy was 
80% for 2018. Since 2008, site occupancy in the ESU has met a NMFS recovery 
criterion (Wainwright et al., 2008) of ≥80% of sites occupied. Site occupancy for the 
2016-2018 brood group was low relative to estimate for the 2010-2012 brood group and 
high relative to the estimates for the 1998-2003 brood groups.    


  In the Mid South Coast stratum of the OCC, the 2018 CDF curve was low relative to 
the 1998-2017 average CDF curve (Figure 5). In the remaining strata the 2018 CDF 
curves were similar to the 1998-2017 average. Abundance estimates for the 2016-2018 
brood groups were high in the North Coast, similar in the Mid Coast and Umpqua and 
low in the Mid South Coast when compared to 2013-2015 brood groups within the strata 
(Figure 6). Site occupancy estimates in the OCC strata for the 2016-2018 brood groups 
were similar to those for the 2013-2015 brood groups (Figure 7). 
 Female spawner:parr recruit plots for the OCC strata suggested parr production 
began to asymptote near current spawner abundances, indicating a density-dependent 
effect on rearing capacity at this early life stage (Figure 8). Data suggest the rearing 
capacity may be slightly higher in the Mid South Coast relative to the other strata. The 5 
highest (and 12 of the 20 highest) parr abundance estimates were in the Mid South 
Coast. Plots of residuals also suggested the Mid South Coast had a positive trend 
(P=0.05), while a trend was not observed in other strata. In the OCC, the number of parr 
produced per female increased when female spawner abundance decreased and, 
conversely, decreased when female spawner abundance increased, suggesting a 
compensatory effect (Figures 9 and 10). The average number of parr per female was 66 
and ranged from 14 (in the Umpqua, when female spawner abundance was at its 
highest) to 221 (in the Umpqua when, female spawner abundance was at its 2nd lowest). 
This effect was observed in other strata; the North Coast and Mid South Coast had their 
lowest number of parr per female when female abundance was highest and the Mid 
Coast and Mid South Coast had their highest number of parr per female when female 
abundance was lowest. Density-dependent effects on recruits per spawner in the OCC 
have been described by Nickelson and Lawson (1998) and Wainwright (2008). 
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 As stated in the Methods section, the parr numbers given here were from un-
calibrated visual estimates conducted only in pools meeting protocol criteria. Actual parr 
abundance was likely ~185% higher (Constable and Suring, 2018.). We assumed that 
the lack of a corresponding linear increase in parr abundance with increases female 
spawner abundance was not an effect of parr “spilling over” into less optimal habitats, 
such as riffles, where they would not be observed with our protocols. Supporting this 
assumption are data that indicate pool densities have been relatively low to moderate 
(<0.7 Coho Salmon/m2) in the majority of sites in high spawner abundance years. We 
also assume that the bias of snorkeler counts of parr in pools is similar across the range 
of parr abundances we have observed. Initial work of testing these assumptions began in 
the 2016 field season and continued in 2017 and 2018. 


 
LCR.─ Density estimates and the number of sites fully seeded were similar in 2017-
2018. In both of these years <2% of the sites in the ESU were fully seeded. The 2018 
abundance estimate was 91,000 parr. Although this quadrupled the estimate from 2016, 
the 2016-2018 brood group had lower abundance the preceding brood groups. Spawner 
abundances have been below average in the LCR for brood years 2015 and 2016, which 
likely contributed to the relatively low parr abundance in the current brood group. Site 
occupancy was similar in 2017-2018. Site occupancy for the 2016-2018 brood group was 
low relative to the estimates for the preceding brood groups.  
 Unlike the OCC, the plot of female spawner and parr recruits for the LCR did not 
suggest an asymptote in parr production at current spawner abundances and there was 
a much weaker indication of a density-dependent effect on parr production (Figure 11). A 
plot of residuals did not suggest a trend. The number of parr produced per female 
spawner in the LCR appeared to be less influenced by female spawner abundance, and 
was an average of 50% lower than in the OCC (Figures 12 and 13). The number of parr 
per female ranged from 7, when female spawner abundance was highest, to 66, when 
female spawner abundance was the 2nd lowest, but any compensatory effect in the LCR 
seems weaker than this effect in the OCC (Figure 13). These differences between the 
ESUs are perhaps due to a later start of monitoring in the LCR (fewer data points) and 
spawner densities (female spawners/km) in the LCR that average 36% of those in the 
OCC strata for the 2005-2017 brood years. 
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Figure 3. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr abundance estimates in 
the three western Oregon Coho ESUs, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams 
for the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the abundance estimate with 
the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above the 
horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05. Note the differences in Y-axis scales among panels. 
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Figure 4. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr site occupancy in the 
three western Oregon Coho ESUs based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams for 
the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the percent of sites occupied with 
the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above the 
horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05.
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Figure 5. Average Coho Salmon parr density CDFs based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams in the four strata of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU for survey years 1998-
2018. The points shown on the curves are the percentage of unoccupied sites (circles), 
the median density (squares), and the percentage of sites below full seeding (triangles). 
The average condition of each stratum based on the CDF of these three metrics (blue, 
dashed line) is compared to the condition in 2018 (black, solid line). P values are from 
the comparison test of the two curves.  
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Figure 6. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr abundance estimates in 
the four strata of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams for the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the abundance 
estimate with the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are 
given above the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05.  
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Figure 7. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr site occupancy in the 
four strata of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams for the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the percent of sites 
occupied with the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are 
given above the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05. 
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Figure 8. A Beverton-Holt model showing the relationship between the abundance of 
Coho Salmon parr recruits and female spawners in the strata of the Oregon Coast Coho 
ESU for brood years 1998-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys 
in 1st-3rd order streams. Female spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys.  
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Figure 9. The relationship between the abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners 
and the number of parr recruits per female spawner in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU for 
brood years 1998-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Figure 10. The abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners (gray bars) and the 
number of parr recruits per female spawner (black dots and line) over time in the Oregon 
Coast Coho ESU. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Figure 11. A Beverton-Holt model showing the relationship between the abundance of 
Coho Salmon parr recruits and female spawners in the Lower Columbia River ESU for 
brood years 2005-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams. Female spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys.  
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Figure 12. The relationship between the abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners 
and the number of parr recruits per female spawner in the Lower Columbia River ESU 
for brood years 2005-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Figure 13. The abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners (gray bars) and the 
number of parr recruits per female spawner (black dots and line) over time in the Lower 
Columbia River ESU. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Steelhead  
 
KMP.─ Density (Table 3) was higher in 2017 than in 2018. The 2018 abundance 
estimate was 64,000 parr. The three lowest abundance estimates were observed in the 
last four years and abundance estimates were low for the 2014-2017 brood group 
relative to those for the 2010-2013 brood group (Figure 14). The 2018 abundance 
estimate in the Rogue stratum of the DPS was the lowest recorded. In the South Coast 
stratum the 2018 abundance estimate was similar to average. In 2018 the site 
occupancy estimate was 82%. Site occupancy estimates for the 2014-2017 brood group 
and for 2018 were similar to those for the 2010-2013 brood group (Figure 15). 


 
OC.─ Density was similar from 2017 to 2018. The 2018 abundance estimate was 
167,000 parr, which lower than the (highest recorded) estimate from 2017 and lower 
than the average abundance of the 2014-2017 brood group. The 2018 site occupancy 
estimate was 70%, which was similar to the site occupancy of the 2014-2017 brood 
group, but lower than that of the 2010-2013 brood group. 
 
LCR.─ Density was similar from 2017 to 2018. The 2017 abundance estimate was 5,100 
parr, which was lower than the estimate from 2018 but similar to the abundance of the 
2014-2017 brood group. Abundance estimates were lower for the 2014-2017 brood 
group relative to those for the 2009-2013 brood groups. The 2018 site occupancy 
estimate was 57%, which was similar to the estimate for 2017 and for the 2014-2017 
brood group. Site occupancy estimates for the 2014-2017 brood group were similar to 
those for the previous brood groups. 


 
SWW.─ Density was similar from 2017 to 2018. The 2018 abundance estimate was 
2,500 parr. This was similar to the (lowest recorded) estimate for 2017. The three lowest 
abundance estimates have been observed in the last four years, but 95% confidence 
intervals that averaged 55% of the estimates have made comparisons among brood 
groups difficult. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 45%, which was similar to the 
lowest and second lowest estimates observed in 2015 and 2017, respectively. Site 
occupancy for the 2014-2017 brood group was low relative to that for the 2010-2013 
brood group and the 2018 site occupancy indicates a continuation of this decline. 
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Table 3. Distribution and density estimates for juvenile steelhead (≥90cm in fork length) 
in the four strata of the Oregon Coast Steelhead DPS, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams for 2018. 
 


Stratum 


Distribution Density 


Site 
Occupancy 


Mean Pool 
Frequency 95% CI 


Mean Average 
Pool Density 


(sthd/m2) 
95% CI 


North Coast 83% 46% ± 18% 0.033 ± 27% 
Mid Coast 78% 34% ± 26% 0.017 ± 32% 
Mid-South  58% 27% ± 32% 0.008 ± 45% 
Umpqua 65% 27% ± 27% 0.013 ± 47% 
KMP Rogue 77% 30% ± 22% 0.012 ± 39% 
KMP South Coast 96% 77% ± 11% 0.050 ± 53% 
Lower Columbia 57% 24% ±30% 0.011 ± 46% 
Southwest WA 45% 10% ± 41% 0.003 ± 54% 
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Figure 14. Four year (brood group) trends of juvenile steelhead (≥90cm in fork length) 
abundance estimates in the four western Oregon DPSs, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams for years 2002-2018. The 2018 data are presented as a partial brood 
group. Gray bars and error bars show the abundance estimate with the 95% CI for the 
brood group. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above 
the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05 
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Figure 15. Four year (brood group) trends of juvenile steelhead (≥90cm in fork length) 
site occupancy in four western Oregon DPS, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams for years 2002-2018.  The 2018 data are presented as a partial brood group. 
Gray bars and error bars show the percent of sites occupied with the 95%CI for each 
brood group. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above 
the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05. 
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Effects of Pool Depth on Snorkel Counts 


 
Initially, only pools that were ≥40cm in maximum depth were surveyed. The Smith 


River Verification Study (Constable and Suring, unpublished report.) used electrofishing 
removal estimates (Amour et al. 1983) to determine the portion of the total (from all 
habitats) summer rearing abundances of Coho Salmon and steelhead that was 
contained in pools that met this criterion. In the Smith River study area results indicated 
pools ≥40cm maximum depth contained an average of 46% of the Coho Salmon and 
68% of the steelhead summer rearing abundances. The percentage varied annually over 
the six-year study; ranging 31-61% for Coho Salmon and 49-82% for steelhead. Pools in 
the Smith River study area that were ≥20cm in maximum depth, the lowest depth 
recommended for snorkel surveys (O’Neal 2007), contained an average of 74% of the 
Coho Salmon and 79% of the steelhead summer rearing distribution. The annual 
variation in pools this size was 61-82% for Coho Salmon and 54-91% for steelhead. 
Abundance estimates in pools ≥40cm in maximum depth related moderately to 
abundance estimates in all habitats for Coho Salmon (R² = 0.791, p= 0.007) and strongly 
to abundance estimates in all habitats for steelhead (R² = 0.918, p= 0.001). Abundance 
estimates in pools ≥20cm in maximum depth related strongly to abundance estimates in 
all habitats for both species (Coho Salmon R² = 0.974, p< 0.001; steelhead R² = 0.936, 
p< 0.001). Due to these results, the maximum depth criterion was lowered to ≥20cm in 
2010.  


The lower criterion allowed an additional 1015 pools (a 20% increase) to be 
surveyed in 2018. One survey site did not have pools that were ≥40cm in maximum 
depth, but did have pools that were ≥20cm in maximum depth. Both Coho Salmon and 
steelhead were observed in this site and it slightly improved our survey effort over the 
results presented in Table 1. Additionally, there were nine sites that contained pools that 
were ≥40cm in maximum depth, but where Coho Salmon or steelhead were only 
observed in pools that were <40cm in maximum depth. These changed site occupancy 
estimates. For Coho Salmon, site occupancy estimates decreased by 2% in Mid South 
and increased by 2% in the North Coast over those given in Table 2. In the remaining 
strata site occupancy changed by <1%. For steelhead, site occupancy estimates 
increased by 2% in the KMP, and 4% in the OC over those given in Table 3.In the 
remaining DPS site occupancy rates changed by <1%. 


From 2010-2013 and in 2016-2017 Coho Salmon density estimates decreased in 
most strata when the lower criterion was applied. In most cases this was less than a 10% 
decrease. In 2014 Coho Salmon densities increased by 1-5% in most strata when the 
lower criterion was applied. In 2015 densities did not change by more than 2% except in 
the SONCC. In the SONCC in 2015 densities increased over 60%,primarily due to 
extremely high densities in one site with a single pool <40cm in maximum depth. In 2018 
densities increased by 4% and 5% in the LCR and Umpqua, respectively, and in the 
remaining strata changed by <2%. From 2010-2015 and in 2017-2018 steelhead density 
estimates decreased by <10% with the lower criterion in each DPS. For 2016 a similar 
decrease was observed in the KMP and in the OC, but the LCR increased by 16% and 
the SWW decreased by 12%.  


Paired t-tests from abundance estimates in 2018 from pools ≥40cm and pools 
≥20cm indicate that applying the lower criterion produced significant differences in the 
abundance estimates of Coho Salmon (Table 4) and steelhead (Table 5) parr in the 
Oregon Coast ESU/DPS. This was similar to results from 2010 to 2014 and in 2017. As 
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in past years, abundance estimates based on the lower criterion produced proportionally 
smaller 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon and steelhead estimates in most 
strata (Tables 4 and 5). Resurveys since the adoption of the lower criterion (n=242) have 
indicated the precision of Coho Salmon counts using the ≥20cm maximum depth 
criterion (R²=0.967) was similar to the precision of Coho Salmon counts using the ≥40cm 
maximum depth criterion (R²=0.968) (Figure 16). Resurvey results for steelhead since 
the adoption of the lower criterion also indicated similar precision in counts when the 
≥20cm maximum depth criterion was used (R²=0.750) and when the ≥40cm maximum 
depth criterion was used (R²=0.763). The yearly variability for Coho Salmon abundance 
in each stratum and ESU estimated by surveys in pools ≥40cm in depth has tracked with 
the variability estimated by surveys in pools ≥20cm in depth (Figure17).  


 
 
 
 


Table 4. Comparison of estimates of Coho Salmon abundance in pools using a 
maximum depth of ≥20 cm and in pools using a maximum depth of ≥40 cm. 


Stratum 
2018 Coho Estimates 


Pools ≥40cm Max Depth Pools ≥20cm Max Depth 95% CI 
Difference Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI 


North Coast 784,995 28% 878,269 29% -0.7% 
Mid Coast 959,349 28% 1,088,451 26% 1.8% 
Mid-South Coast 855,895 36% 920,986 36% 0% 
Umpqua 713,140 38% 858,366 34% 3.9% 
SONCC 102,816 51% 113,349 50% 1.2% 
Lower Columbia 90,675 42% 94,085 41% 1.0% 


 
 
 
 
Table 5. Comparison of estimates of steelhead abundance in pools using a maximum 
depth of ≥20 and in pools using a maximum depth of ≥40 cm.  


Stratum 
2018 Steelhead Estimates 


Pools ≥ 40cm Max Depth Pools ≥ 20cm Max Depth 95% CI 
Difference Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI 


North Coast 56,101 35% 58,830 34% 0.9% 
Mid Coast 56,095 36% 58,999 34% 2.7% 
Mid-South Coast 21,626 43% 22,389 42% 1.1% 
Umpqua 33,158 47% 37,221 45% 2.5% 
KMP Rogue  14,176 39% 14,841 38% 0.4% 
KMP South Coast  49,797 46% 50,512 45% 0.6% 
Lower Columbia DPS 5,067 41% 5,139 40% 0.5% 
Southwest WA DPS 2,525 48% 2,541 47% 0.3% 
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Figure 16. The relationship of Coho Salmon parr counts from surveys and resurveys 
(n=242) using a maximum pool depth criterion of ≥40cm (left panel) and using a 
maximum depth criterion of ≥20cm (right panel). Data are log transformed to satisfy 
regression assumptions. 
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Figure 17. Annual differences in estimates of Coho Salmon parr abundance in western 
Oregon strata based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams using (i) a ≥20cm pool 
depth criterion (solid black line) and (ii) a ≥40cm pool depth criterion (dashed gray line). 
Sample year is on the x-axis and parr abundance is on the y-axis in millions. Note 
differences in the y-axis scale for each graph. 
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APPENDIX 1 COHO METRICS 
 
 
 
Table 6. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Oregon portion of the Southern Oregon Northern California Coho ESU. Data 
are from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence 
interval is expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 


Southern Oregon Northern Californian Coho ESU Coho Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance 
±95% 


CI  Density 
±95% 


CI 
Site 


Occupancy 
±95% 


CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 


±95% 
CI 


1998 145,399 52% 0.114 43% 54 19% 5 6% 
1999 62,609 40% 0.271 44% 64 19% 14 10% 
2000 109,165 38% 0.180 54% 76 19% 7 8% 
2001 121,385 50% 0.382 41% 58 22% 18 13% 
2002 376,199 42% 0.477 34% 80 12% 20 8% 
2003 246,644 27% 0.413 29% 74 16% 20 8% 
2004 174,880 43% 0.127 43% 70 23% 8 6% 
2005 385,386 30% 0.381 32% 81 15% 21 9% 
2006 173,821 34% 0.093 42% 67 24% 3 4% 
2007 347,176 57% 0.204 39% 84 17% 11 8% 
2008 413,449 28% 0.421 43% 71 16% 15 8% 
2009 229,648 46% 0.137 40% 70 18% 5 3% 
2010 201,274 40% 0.065 39% 56 23% 1 2% 
2011 203,452 41% 0.091 43% 60 24% 4 5% 
2012 121,781 68% 0.038 53% 25 37% 0 0% 
2013 132,795 51% 0.232 86% 39 22% 7 6% 
2014 120,085 48% 0.071 49% 42 31% 0 0% 
2015 45,308 53% 0.019 66% 28 28% 0 0% 
2016 69,839 39% 0.060 42% 32 26% 1 2% 
2017 128,445 40% 0.075 40% 40 22% 1 2% 
2018 102,816 51% 0.052 54% 42 23% 2 3% 
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Table 7. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is expressed as a percent of the 
estimate. 
 


Oregon Coast Coho ESU Coho Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance 
±95% 


CI 
 


Density 
±95% 


CI 
Site 


Occupancy 
±95% 


CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 


±95% 
CI 


1998 935,199 30% 0.212 26% 67 11% 12 6% 
1999 884,929 26% 0.158 24% 60 13% 6 4% 
2000 2,861,072 20% 0.265 16% 79 7% 11 5% 
2001 2,969,004 24% 0.407 18% 65 9% 24 8% 
2002 3,355,610 21% 0.511 20% 81 6% 25 8% 
2003 3,632,891 18% 0.556 19% 78 6% 28 8% 
2004 3,319,231 16% 0.454 14% 77 6% 28 9% 
2005 3,086,536 15% 0.461 19% 85 5% 20 7% 
2006 4,285,481 18% 0.462 14% 82 6% 26 7% 
2007 4,120,906 17% 0.470 17% 76 7% 26 8% 
2008 3,097,981 18% 0.341 17% 75 8% 15 6% 
2009 4,941,814 16% 0.600 14% 83 6% 33 9% 
2010 3,503,440 13% 0.392 17% 86 5% 18 6% 
2011 4,393,927 13% 0.478 14% 88 5% 22 7% 
2012 3,898,052 15% 0.383 12% 83 5% 18 6% 
2013 4,436,290 17% 0.613 15% 82 6% 33 9% 
2014 2,944,019 24% 0.250 20% 84 7% 8 5% 
2015 4,329,397 17% 0.407 16% 77 6% 17 6% 
2016 3,069,097 17% 0.273 18% 82 6% 11 5% 
2017 3,619,893 17% 0.252 16% 80 7% 6 3% 
2018 3,313,424 16% 0.297 14% 80 7% 11 2% 
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Table 8. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the North Coast Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 


North Coast Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance 
±95% 


CI  Density 
±95% 


CI 
Site 


Occupancy 
±95% 


CI 


Percent 
Full 


Seeding 
±95% 


CI 
1998 238,372 71% 0.117 45% 64 25% 0 0% 
1999 61,228 57% 0.064 73% 53 29% 3 5% 
2000 513,448 39% 0.236 30% 79 14% 9 9% 
2001 650,882 40% 0.411 39% 53 23% 27 16% 
2002 728,083 39% 0.352 31% 80 12% 17 10% 
2003 976,142 33% 0.485 26% 80 13% 29 16% 
2004 842,367 30% 0.454 22% 87 9% 26 14% 
2005 853,247 28% 0.394 27% 82 9% 15 10% 
2006 1,406,547 28% 0.597 23% 88 7% 26 11% 
2007 1,017,969 24% 0.717 27% 83 13% 42 26% 
2008 370,797 48% 0.156 53% 70 22% 4 6% 
2009 829,855 30% 0.627 29% 82 13% 32 17% 
2010 775,036 25% 0.394 21% 93 7% 22 15% 
2011 742,914 30% 0.476 28% 85 12% 25 16% 
2012 577,017 33% 0.331 25% 82 12% 22 12% 
2013 459,220 29% 0.317 33% 78 14% 15 13% 
2014 337,136 28% 0.223 47% 79 18% 8 11% 
2015 618,560 47% 0.492 32% 71 18% 30 20% 
2016 485,460 33% 0.219 32% 80 13% 6 7% 
2017 690,210 30% 0.225 24% 80 14% 3 4% 
2018 784,995 28% 0.413 24% 78 13% 20 13% 
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Table 9. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Mid Coast Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 


Mid Coast Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance 
±95% 


CI Density 
±95% 


CI 
Site 


Occupancy 
±95% 


CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 


±95% 
CI 


1998 201,219 46% 0.173 57% 63 18% 12 10% 
1999 201,765 49% 0.076 46% 58 26% 0 0% 
2000 636,561 34% 0.215 35% 88 11% 5 6% 
2001 803,171 31% 0.497 27% 80 12% 28 15% 
2002 717,782 35% 0.288 28% 88 10% 10 9% 
2003 873,357 35% 0.336 30% 89 9% 17 12% 
2004 672,677 32% 0.385 26% 74 16% 26 16% 
2005 610,126 27% 0.230 30% 86 8% 2 4% 
2006 1,187,999 39% 0.440 26% 87 9% 26 15% 
2007 857,588 29% 0.494 35% 78 14% 26 15% 
2008 805,066 27% 0.350 31% 83 12% 15 12% 
2009 1,345,667 21% 0.578 28% 93 7% 33 18% 
2010 834,439 24% 0.480 27% 92 9% 19 13% 
2011 802,427 27% 0.336 22% 93 7% 9 8% 
2012 1,009,801 23% 0.447 21% 91 8% 24 14% 
2013 1,117,548 29% 0.706 20% 89 9% 43 21% 
2014 1,025,977 51% 0.202 32% 90 10% 3 6% 
2015 1,335,493 22% 0.348 30% 85 10% 8 8% 
2016 1,019,727 31% 0.423 29% 92 8% 18 11% 
2017 1,173,889 35% 0.318 33% 89 9% 7 6% 
2018 959,394 28% 0.278 27% 90 9% 8 7% 
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Table 10. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Mid South Coast Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 


Mid South Coast Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance 
±95% 


CI 
 


Density 
±95% 


CI 
Site 


Occupancy 
±95% 


CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 


±95% 
CI 


1998 495,608 40% 0.370 33% 76 17% 24 15% 
1999 358,029 46% 0.404 36% 70 18% 22 17% 
2000 763,557 40% 0.442 27% 74 15% 29 20% 
2001 998,651 56% 0.470 43% 63 24% 30 22% 
2002 1,057,355 45% 0.958 33% 81 12% 58 35% 
2003 946,047 34% 1.074 41% 75 16% 50 28% 
2004 880,565 31% 0.631 32% 85 10% 39 26% 
2005 1,114,794 29% 0.643 34% 94 8% 32 23% 
2006 1,176,018 37% 0.472 26% 82 14% 30 20% 
2007 1,285,252 38% 0.482 32% 84 12% 28 19% 
2008 1,329,052 31% 0.698 26% 88 11% 43 27% 
2009 1,691,157 30% 0.843 26% 84 11% 44 26% 
2010 1,141,767 20% 0.431 28% 90 9% 25 15% 
2011 1,733,106 21% 0.699 32% 88 9% 39 21% 
2012 1,595,194 28% 0.394 16% 88 9% 10 6% 
2013 2,192,920 29% 0.943 24% 85 10% 51 26% 
2014 963,062 35% 0.272 36% 93 10% 7 10% 
2015 1,415,931 33% 0.426 25% 76 14% 17 12% 
2016 812,154 28% 0.293 31% 84 11% 16 13% 
2017 1,198,942 25% 0.329 23% 84 12% 14 9% 
2018 855,895 36% 0.314 35% 71 17% 14 12% 


 
 







 40 


Table 11. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Umpqua Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-calibrated 
snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is expressed as a 
percent of the estimate. 
 


Umpqua Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance 
±95% 


CI 
 


Density 
±95% 


CI 
Site 


Occupancy 
±95% 


CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 


±95% 
CI 


1999 263,907 44% 0.144 46% 61 25% 4 6% 
2000 947,507 40% 0.213 33% 73 16% 7 8% 
2001 516,299 47% 0.265 40% 58 17% 13 11% 
2002 852,391 44% 0.558 46% 74 14% 23 16% 
2003 837,345 35% 0.458 27% 67 14% 23 13% 
2004 923,622 36% 0.404 26% 67 15% 22 16% 
2005 508,369 35% 0.645 39% 80 14% 34 22% 
2006 514,918 39% 0.368 33% 73 17% 23 13% 
2007 960,097 34% 0.275 41% 65 15% 13 11% 
2008 593,066 41% 0.223 33% 63 19% 5 7% 
2009 1,075,136 42% 0.453 30% 73 15% 26 16% 
2010 752,199 39% 0.291 54% 72 13% 9 9% 
2011 1,115,480 28% 0.477 26% 80 11% 22 15% 
2012 716,040 29% 0.349 30% 73 13% 15 10% 
2013 666,602 27% 0.498 42% 75 13% 24 15% 
2014 617,845 44% 0.295 37% 78 15% 13 12% 
2015 959,413 43% 0.401 33% 74 12% 19 12% 
2016 751,757 39% 0.174 45% 74 16% 6 7% 
2017 556,851 45% 0.164 31% 70 18% 3 5% 
2018 713,140 38% 0.226 34% 76 16% 8 8% 
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Table 12. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Oregon portion of the Lower Columbia River Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 
 


Lower Columbia River Coho ESU Coho Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance 
±95
% CI 


 
Density 


±95% 
CI 


Site 
Occupancy 


±95
% CI 


Pct Full 
Seeding 


±95% 
CI 


2006 113,374 54% 0.103 69% 43 28% 4 7% 
2007 115,289 39% 0.130 39% 72 13% 3 5% 
2008 214,467 96% 0.076 73% 44 26% 3 6% 
2009 136,558 41% 0.068 48% 41 22% 0 0% 
2010 179,989 42% 0.108 41% 49 18% 2 4% 
2011 103,458 45% 0.188 97% 44 22% 5 6% 
2012 72,323 33% 0.066 26% 45 17% 0 0% 
2013 117,372 39% 0.078 36% 52 15% 0 0% 
2014 84,705 57% 0.052 42% 44 23% 0 0% 
2015 97,896 28% 0.116 34% 46 19% 2 3% 
2016 21,627 55% 0.011 57% 24 31% 0 0% 
2017 61,780 43% 0.050 42% 39 20% 1 2% 
2018 90,675 41% 0.069 38% 45 20% 2 3% 
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APPENDIX 2 STEELHEAD METRICS 
 
 
Table 13. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon portion of the Klamath Mountains Province Steelhead DPS. Data are from 
un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 
 


Klamath Mountains Province Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 131,414 45% 0.129 25% 96 3% 
2003 93,662 21% 0.078 24% 92 8% 
2004 75,819 20% 0.079 24% 97 4% 
2005 110,282 22% 0.077 20% 92 8% 
2006 84,926 32% 0.066 35% 83 12% 
2007 133,121 23% 0.115 30% 91 8% 
2008 128,514 33% 0.075 20% 97 5% 
2009 128,269 40% 0.069 27% 94 7% 
2010 100,053 25% 0.068 27% 94 6% 
2011 101,639 26% 0.072 22% 89 8% 
2012 127,209 21% 0.043 25% 86 8% 
2013 120,995 20% 0.036 18% 86 7% 
2014 84,777 26% 0.057 33% 85 11% 
2015 46,111 29% 0.025 24% 86 8% 
2016 77,062 28% 0.029 25% 69 12% 
2017 88,951 21% 0.032 22% 84 8% 
2018 63,973 37% 0.021 35% 82 8% 
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Table 14. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Rouge Stratum of the Klamath Mountains Province steelhead DPS. Data are from 
un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
express as a percentage of the estimate. 
 


Klamath Mountains Province Rouge Stratum Steelhead Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 21,237 39% 0.127 40% 92 8% 
2003 24,260 53% 0.085 38% 86 15% 
2004 28,084 42% 0.085 34% 96 7% 
2005 52,521 38% 0.089 27% 91 12% 
2006 42,503 59% 0.073 48% 77 19% 
2007 48,846 34% 0.147 36% 85 14% 
2008 60,752 62% 0.085 28% 95 9% 
2009 59,163 78% 0.086 33% 92 11% 
2010 52,328 43% 0.075 37% 90 11% 
2011 48,419 36% 0.089 26% 85 14% 
2012 54,911 28% 0.030 40% 83 10% 
2013 45,169 24% 0.030 22% 83 9% 
2014 45,810 44% 0.061 40% 81 15% 
2015 31,081 41% 0.024 32% 81 11% 
2016 30,410 44% 0.020 35% 65 16% 
2017 16,743 33% 0.023 33% 81 11% 
2018 14,176 39% 0.012 39% 77 10% 
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Table 15. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the South Coast Stratum of the Klamath Mountains Province steelhead DPS. Data are 
from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval 
is express as a percentage of the estimate. 


Klamath Mountains Province South Coast Stratum Steelhead Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 110,177 53% 0.130 32% 100 0% 
2003 69,402 22% 0.069 20% 100 0% 
2004 47,735 20% 0.068 24% 97 5% 
2005 57,761 23% 0.056 20% 94 9% 
2006 42,423 25% 0.054 18% 93 9% 
2007 84,275 31% 0.058 35% 100 0% 
2008 67,762 26% 0.060 24% 100 0% 
2009 69,107 39% 0.043 36% 97 5% 
2010 47,726 21% 0.056 24% 100 0% 
2011 53,220 33% 0.042 25% 97 5% 
2012 72,298 30% 0.081 26% 96 7% 
2013 75,826 29% 0.054 27% 97 5% 
2014 38,967 36% 0.043 23% 100 0% 
2015 15,030 31% 0.027 23% 100 0% 
2016 46,652 39% 0.060 35% 85 13% 
2017 72,208 24% 0.060 26% 92 10% 
2018 49,797 46% 0.050 53% 96 6% 
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Table 16. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon Coast Steelhead DPS. Data are from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is expressed as a percent of the 
estimate. 
 


Oregon Coast Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 183,127 20% 0.035 26% 68 9% 
2003 241,263 22% 0.035 17% 79 7% 
2004 169,713 21% 0.032 17% 73 7% 
2005 288,482 22% 0.047 26% 77 6% 
2006 204,924 17% 0.028 19% 72 8% 
2007 219,687 25% 0.030 21% 71 8% 
2008 229,564 20% 0.030 21% 68 9% 
2009 230,839 21% 0.043 19% 72 8% 
2010 290,410 19% 0.034 20% 78 7% 
2011 275,137 19% 0.038 14% 83 5% 
2012 226,411 14% 0.032 15% 81 25% 
2013 292,388 21% 0.047 17% 79 24% 
2014 274,672 24% 0.029 18% 88 34% 
2015 136,759 23% 0.015 28% 65 18% 
2016 247,939 19% 0.020 17% 73 22% 
2017 313,308 20% 0.021 16% 84 29% 
2018 166,980 20% 0.018 19% 71 19% 


 







 46 


  
Table 17. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon portion of the Lower Columbia River Steelhead DPS. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 
 


Lower Columbia River  Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2006 30,142 47% 0.045 30% 78 18% 
2007 21,259 51% 0.036 43% 67 26% 
2008 9,965 47% 0.010 88% 61 31% 
2009 11,920 80% 0.015 56% 58 24% 
2010 23,497 55% 0.034 31% 66 19% 
2011 16,102 53% 0.036 51% 67 23% 
2012 12,148 64% 0.024 40% 61 31% 
2013 18,283 40% 0.023 40% 68 40% 
2014 12,495 49% 0.015 32% 89 93% 
2015 2,676 52% 0.007 37% 50 30% 
2016 2,905 42% 0.006 39% 46 29% 
2017 8,870 88% 0.013 67% 60 33% 
2018 5,067 41% 0.011 46% 57 28% 
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Table 18. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon portion of the Southwest Washington Steelhead DPS. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 
 
 


Southwest Washington  Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 


Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2006 6,333 74% 0.014 71% 53 39% 
2007 10,874 103% 0.017 75% 54 31% 
2008 30,671 50% 0.023 43% 62 27% 
2009 16,540 35% 0.027 44% 69 18% 
2010 20,996 38% 0.036 35% 79 18% 
2011 10,815 41% 0.029 41% 66 17% 
2012 13,339 45% 0.024 30% 80 50% 
2013 9,824 30% 0.023 37% 83 59% 
2014 9,411 82% 0.021 46% 68 49% 
2015 2,422 74% 0.007 80% 42 23% 
2016 20,362 52% 0.022 28% 69 41% 
2017 2,026 42% 0.004 54% 42 20% 
2018 2,525 48% 0.003 54% 45 24% 
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Klamath Mountain Province Steelhead Project


Description
ESA Issues


A National Marine Fisheries Service status review concluded that KMP steelhead were threatened with
extinction. In contrast, an ODFW evaluation concluded that summer steelhead (STS) populations were
depressed, but the winter steelhead (STW) populations were healthy. Subsequent discussions lead to
a deferral of the proposed ESA listing. Oregon agreed to terminate STW harvest in KMP streams
(except the Rogue River Basin remained open) and to improve population assessments. Oregon also
committed to development of population health goals for steelhead (first attempted for KMP steelhead).


Background


The KMP includes coastal basins from Cape Blanco to just south of the Klamath River in California. In
Oregon, all basins produce STW, but STS are produced only in the Rogue River Basin. ODFW
estimated that returns of wild steelhead to the Rogue River averaged about 20,000 STS in 1976-99
and about 43,000 STW in 1977-80. Returns of wild STW to other coastal streams have not been
directly estimated. Some KMP steelhead have an unusual life history, making a false spawning run
after only 3-5 months in the ocean. These fish are known as "half-pounders" and are found only in the
Rogue, Klamath, and Eel River basins. Steelhead of hatchery origin are released only in the Rogue
River Basin and in the Chetco River.


Project Goal and Objectives


Develop and implement assessment methods to determine the status of wild steelhead in the Oregon
portion of the KMP.


Objectives:   1. Develop population health goals and allied monitoring methods.


                    2. Determine resource status in relation to health goals.


Population Health Goals Adopted by ODFW


In 1999, ODFW developed six population health goals for KMP
steelhead:


1. Characteristics of fresh water habitat in areas accessible to steelhead
should become more similar to ODFW benchmarks of habitat quality
established for streams in western Oregon.


2. During late summer and autumn, the mean density of trout fry should
be at least 0.50 fish per m2 and the mean density of age ³ 1+ steelhead
should be at least 0.10 (0.05 in riffles) fish per m2.


3. Juvenile steelhead should be present in at least 80% of sites
accessible to spawners, or the percentage of sites inhabited by juvenile
steelhead should increase through time.


4. Mean production rates in intermittent streams used by spawning
summer steelhead should be a minimum of 7,000 trout fry per kilometer.


5. Annual returns to Gold Ray Dam should be a minimum of 4,000 wild
summer steelhead and 4,000 wild winter steelhead, while annual returns
to the Rogue River should be a minimum of 10,000 wild late-run adult
summer steelhead.
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6. Fish with half-pounder life histories should compose at least 95% of
the late-run adult summer steelhead in the Rogue River.


Project Findings


Sampling to determine resource status in relation to population health goals began in summer of 1999.
A summary of results follow, with an emphasis on goal 2:


Goal 1: ODFW’s Aquatic Habitat Inventory Project completed the sampling.


Goal 3: The distribution goal was met. We found juvenile steelhead at 93 of 95 (98%) random sites
judged accessible to spawners.


Goal 4: No results to date. Sampling began in spring 2000.


Goal 5: Return goals were met except for wild summer steelhead that passed Gold Ray Dam.


Goal 6: About 200 scale samples were taken and need to be interpreted.


Goal 2: We estimated the summer densities of juvenile trout at 42 randomly selected sites in the
Rogue River Basin and at 52 randomly selected sites in other coastal basins of the KMP. Mean
densities of subyearling trout in the Rogue River Basin, and in other coastal basins, exceeded the
population health goal. In contrast, mean densities of age ³ 1+ steelhead did not meet the population
health goal in either the Rogue River Basin or in other coastal basins.


We electrofished to estimate the densities of trout in first to third order streams on a 1:100,000 USGS
stream layer. Densities were relatively easy to estimate in small streams, but were difficult or
impossible to estimate in the larger third order streams. In most cases, subyearling steelhead could not
be visually distinguished from subyearling cutthroat trout.


We found that densities of age ³ 1+ steelhead tended to be greater in the larger streams. This finding
indicates that mean density estimates for KMP streams are probably affected by the size of the
streams that are sampled. In addition, if electrofishing remains the preferred sampling method,
inferences about trout densities will remain appropriate for only the smaller streams.


We also found that trout densities exhibited non-normal distributions. Various types of data
transformations failed to normalize the data. This finding indicated that nonparametric analytical
methods will probably need to be employed to monitor changes in trout densities through time.


 Proposed Additions to Population Health Goals


Further discussion and review of the project lead to the development of two additional population
health goals in 2000:


7. Mean production rates in coastal streams should be a minimum of 300 wild smolts per kilometer.


8. Wild fish should compose at least 50% of the winter steelhead that return to the Chetco River and at
least 90% of the winter steelhead that return to other coastal streams. These run composition goals
conform to guidelines of ODFW’s wild fish policy.


Management Implications


Attainment of all the goals likely indicates that the populations of wild steelhead in the KMP are healthy
and may allow managers to restore harvest opportunities for wild fish. Conversely, failure to attain any
of the goals likely indicates that the populations are depressed and should lead to actions designed to
minimize fishing mortality. However, in most years it is likely that some goals are attained while some
are not. Under that scenario, and depending on which goals are attained, selective fisheries, like the
current one for wild winter steelhead in the Rogue River, remain as viable options for fishery managers.
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January 15, 2020 


To: Chair Wahl and Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commissioners 


From: Conrad Gowell, Native Fish Fellowship Director 


            Mark Sherwood, Executive Director 


Re: Juvenile Steelhead Data Analysis for Klamath Mountain Province, Regarding the Petition 


For Catch and Release of Wild Winter Steelhead in the Southwest Zone for 2020 


Dear Chair Wahl and the Members of the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission, 


After reviewing the staff report regarding the petition for wild steelhead release and further 


conversations with ODFW staff, the Native Fish Society assessed and analyzed additional ODFW 


data.  The data was gathered on juvenile steelhead from snorkel surveys in streams south of 


the Sixes River, also known as the Klamath Mountains Province (KMP). In Oregon, the KMP 


includes the Elk, Rogue, Illinois, Pistol, Chetco, and Winchuck rivers and Euchre and Hunter 


creeks.   The ODFW Progress Report from 2019, in which all of the data and quotations in this 


comment can be found, is attached to this correspondence for your convenience. 


Reviewing this data regarding steelhead juveniles raises additional red flags regarding the 


current health of the wild winter steelhead populations in the Klamath Mountain Province. We 


have highlighted these conclusions in each section as, “Key Takeaways.” If you would like to 


directly access the Key Takeaways, please see the conclusion section of these comments.  


In light of the following concerns with juvenile steelhead health (abundance, density, and site 


occupancy) and the many concerns raised in past testimony, we urge the Commission to 


pause all consumptive fisheries for wild winter steelhead in the southwest zone until a 


conservation and management plan is adopted.  


 


Best Regards,  


 


Conrad Gowell, Native Fish Fellowship Director  


Mark Sherwood Executive Director  


 


 


 


 







 
 


 


Klamath Mountain Province Rogue Stratum Steelhead Parr Abundance - Figure 1  


Data from Table 14, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics 


 


Key Takeaway 1: The most recent estimate of juvenile steelhead abundance in the Rogue 


(14,176 juvenile wild steelhead) is the lowest on record. The overall trendline for Rogue 


juvenile wild steelhead abundance is heading downward.  


Steelhead  


KMP ─ The 2018 abundance estimate in the Rogue stratum of the DPS was the lowest 


recorded.  (ODFW WOPR 2018 Report, page 24)  


 


Steelhead juveniles have been counted in the Rogue River since 2002 as part of the Western 


Oregon Rearing Project. Snorkelers count juvenile steelhead assessing how many fish are 


present.  
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Juvenile Steelhead Abundance for the Klamath Mountain Province (Rogue and South Coast) - 


Figure 2  / Data from Table 13, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Key Takeaway 2: Juvenile steelhead abundance in the Klamath Mountain Province is trending 


downward.   Abundance has declined over the time period by over 50%.  


 


The abundance of steelhead is the number of juvenile steelhead estimated by surveyors.  
When the abundance of juvenile steelhead is plotted across the Klamath Mountain Province, 


there is a steady downward trend, with some of the lowest abundance totals occurring in the 


past few seasons.  
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Juvenile Steelhead Density for the Klamath Mountain Province - Figure 3 
Data from Table 13, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics 
 


 
Key Takeaway 3: KMP juvenile steelhead continue to fail the health goal adopted by ODFW 


for density.  
 
As abundance declines so does the number of steelhead per square meter of habitat. As you 
can see the trend is steeply downward. This could suggest that not enough adults are 
reproducing to fully utilize the juvenile steelhead rearing habitat available. Essentially, our 
natural river hatchery is not functioning at its peak capacity.  
 
During the consultation process between National Marine Fisheries Service and ODFW in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s, steelhead health goals along with monitoring requirements were 
adopted by the department.  These monitoring efforts were put in place to ensure the regulatory 
sufficiency necessary to avoid an Endangered Species Act listing for KMP wild steelhead.  
 
One of those goals was steelhead density.  


2. During late summer and autumn, the mean density of age 1+ steelhead should be at 
least 0.10 (0.05 in riffles) fish per m2. (ODFW webpage for KMP Steelhead Project)  
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During the original review in 2002 the surveyors did not find that steelhead met or exceeded this 
health goal.  
 


Goal 2: We estimated the summer densities of juvenile trout at 42 randomly selected 
sites in the Rogue River Basin and at 52 randomly selected sites in other coastal basins 
of the KMP. Mean densities of subyearling trout in the Rogue River Basin, and in other 
coastal basins, exceeded the population health goal. In contrast, mean densities of age 
1+ steelhead did not meet the population health goal in either the Rogue River Basin or 
in other coastal basins. (ODFW webpage for KMP Steelhead Project) 
 


Today, with the steady decline in juvenile steelhead density we are not meeting this health goal.  
 
 
Juvenile Steelhead Site Occupancy for the Klamath Mountain Province - Figure 4 
Data from Table 13, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics 
 


 
Key Takeaway 4: The long term trend in steelhead site occupancy is downward and in 8 
of the past 17 years, or nearly 50% of the time, it is possible that the juvenile steelhead 
site occupancy goal was not met.  
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Site occupancy refers to whether or not habitat available to steelhead has juvenile steelhead in 
it. Meaning if a square meter has 500 juvenile steelhead or just 1 juvenile steelhead the habitat 
is considered occupied. As you can observe the trendline is downward as well.  
 
During the consultation process between National Marine Fisheries Service and ODFW in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s, steelhead health goals along with monitoring requirements were 
adopted by the department to avoid a Endangered Species Act listing for KMP wild steelhead.  
 
One of those health goals was for site occupancy: 
 


3. Juvenile steelhead should be present in at least 80% of sites accessible to spawners, 
or the percentage of sites inhabited by juvenile steelhead should increase through time. 
(ODFW webpage for KMP Steelhead Project) 


 
As a result of the steady decline, the current three year average for site occupancy for KMP 
steelhead is 78% - below this minimum health criteria. The four year average is 80%, which is at 
the minimum health criteria. Keep in mind this health criteria is one of the only measurements 
from the KMP ESA listing health goals that is still being evaluated today. It’s all we have to go 
on and we’re dipping below the goal.  
 
Considering the 95% confidence interval juvenile steelhead in the Klamath Mountains Province 
have not met the 80% occupancy health goal in 8 out of the past 17 years. In the KMP we’ve 
failed this health goal nearly 50% of the time, due in large part to the past 7 years. That is 
also to say that 20% of the habitat that could otherwise contribute to population productivity is 
not being utilized. 
 
Key Takeaway 5: Since instituting harvest for wild winter steelhead in the KMP, all 
measures for juvenile health have declined and we’re beginning to fail the minimum 
health goals adopted by ODFW to avoid a KMP steelhead Endangered Species Act 
listing.  
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Oregon Coast DPS & KMP Steelhead Part Estimate of Site Occupancy - Figure 5 
Data from Table 13 & Table 16, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics  


 


 
Key Takeaway 6. Neighboring Distinct Populations, like the Oregon Coast, which are not 
subjected to the same levels of consumptive harvest, do not display the same red flags 
in juvenile steelhead health seen in the KMP zone. 
 
If we are comparing the above presented data to trends in the Oregon Coast (OC) Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS) (from the Necanicum to Sixes rivers) where wild steelhead catch 
and release has been required in most basins since the early 1990s, a very different trend 
emerges.  Site occupancy is increasing throughout the neighboring OC DPS, while substantial 
declines are being recorded throughout the Klamath Mountain Province.  
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Conclusion 
All juvenile steelhead health measurements are declining. We’re not meeting adopted health 
goals for density and site occupancy for the Klamath Mountains Province.  


1: The most recent estimate of juvenile steelhead abundance in the Rogue is the lowest on 


record since 2002. The overall trendline for Rogue juvenile wild steelhead abundance is 


heading downward.  


2: Juvenile steelhead abundance in the Klamath Mountain Province is trending downward. 


Abundance has declined over the time period by over 50%.  


 
3: Klamath Mountain Province juvenile steelhead continue to fail the health goal adopted by 


ODFW for density.  
 
4:The long term trend in steelhead site occupancy is downward and in 8 of the past 17 
years, or nearly 50% of the time, it is possible that the juvenile steelhead site occupancy 
goal was not met.  
 
5: Since instituting harvest for wild winter steelhead in the KMP, all measures for juvenile 
health have declined and we’re beginning to fail the minimum health goals adopted by 
ODFW to avoid a KMP steelhead Endangered Species Act listing.  
 
6. Neighboring Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of juvenile steelhead, which are not 
subjected to the same levels of consumptive harvest, do not display the same red flags 
in juvenile steelhead health seen in the KMP zone. 
 
We strongly urge reducing risk to wild winter steelhead by temporarily pausing 


consumptive fisheries for wild winter steelhead in the southwest zone until a conservation 


and management plan is adopted.  
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3: Klamath Mountain Province juvenile steelhead continue to fail the health goal
adopted by ODFW for density.

4:The long term trend in steelhead site occupancy is downward and in 8 of the past 17
years, or nearly 50% of the time, it is possible that the juvenile steelhead site
occupancy goal was not met.  

5: Since instituting harvest for wild winter steelhead in the KMP, all measures for
juvenile health have declined and we’re beginning to fail the minimum health goals
adopted by ODFW to avoid a KMP steelhead Endangered Species Act listing.

6. Neighboring Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of juvenile steelhead, which are
not subjected to the same levels of consumptive harvest, do not display the same red
flags in juvenile steelhead health seen in the KMP zone.

 
In conclusion, all juvenile steelhead health measurements are declining. We’re not meeting
adopted health goals for density and site occupancy for the Klamath Mountains Province. We
strongly urge reducing risk to wild winter steelhead by temporarily pausing consumptive
fisheries for wild winter steelhead in the southwest zone until a conservation and management
plan is adopted.
 
Warmly, 
Mark 
 
On Fri, Jan 10, 2020 at 12:23 PM Mark Sherwood <mark@nativefishsociety.org> wrote:

Dear Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commissioners, 
 
Attached below you will find two pieces of testimony submitted for the upcoming January
Commission meeting regarding the petition for a temporary catch and release regulation for
wild winter steelhead in the southwest zone. 
 
As of today, nearly 24,000 people have signed on in support of this proposal. Additionally,
650 people from southwest Oregon, including anglers, business owners, and decision-
makers have signed onto our hand-gathered petition or submitted letters of their own in
support of catch and release for wild winter steelhead. I'm not aware of another fish and
wildlife issue in Oregon, at least in recent years, that has garnered more local, state, and
national support. 
 
The first piece of testimony attached below outlines the Oregon Fish and Wildlife
Commission's authority and obligations for preventing overharvest according to the statute.
We don't mean any offense by offering this information but do so to ensure new members
are familiar with the statutes governing decision making and authority. 
 
The second piece of testimony looks at the harvest data and the assumptions behind this
data to underscore the reasons why we continue to urge the Commission to take action now
and reduce risk to wild winter steelhead in the face of incomplete population data,
increasing angling pressure and harvest, and the many stressors emerging from climate
change in the form of drought, fire, and volatile ocean conditions. 

mailto:mark@nativefishsociety.org
https://www.change.org/p/oregon-fish-and-wildlife-commission-catch-release-for-wild-steelhead-in-southwest-oregon


 
In this fishery, at this time, catch and release would be effective at reducing the risk of
overharvest, it's free to implement, will equitably apply to all anglers, and is
well understood by anglers as the worldwide standard for wild steelhead fisheries. Our
request for catch and release for wild winter steelhead implies no changes to current
hatchery practices. Anglers could still catch and retain hatchery winter steelhead, which are
released in the Coquille, Applegate, Rogue, and Chetco rivers. 
 
Thank you for your service to Oregonians and our remarkable native fish and wildlife.
 
Best Regards, 
Mark 
 
--

 

MARK SHERWOOD
 

Executive Director | Native Fish Society
 

813 7th Street Ste. 200A, Oregon City, OR 97045
 

Cell: (303) 898-8988 | Office: (503) 344-4218
 

nativefishsociety.org  •  Facebook  •  Twitter  •  Instagram
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MARK SHERWOOD
 

Executive Director | Native Fish Society
 

813 7th Street Ste. 200A, Oregon City, OR 97045
 

Cell: (303) 898-8988 | Office: (503) 344-4218
 

nativefishsociety.org  •  Facebook  •  Twitter  •  Instagram
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based on the CDF of these three metrics (blue, dashed line) is compared to 
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SUMMARY 
 

This report analyzes monitoring data for juvenile Coho Salmon in three 
Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) and juvenile steelhead in four Distinct Population 
Segments (DPSs) in western Oregon. Monitoring data are used to evaluate trends in 
distribution and abundance for these species, which inform conservation and recovery 
decisions. The analysis in this report spans the years 1998-2018. Previous annual 
reports can be found at: https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/crl/default.aspx?pn=WORP. 

 
Coho Salmon: 

Southern Oregon Northern California Coho (SONCC) ESU: The 2018 abundance 
estimate was 103,000 parr. This was similar to the 2017 estimate but low, relative to the 
average from all years. Abundance was highest from 2007-2009 and lowest from 1998-
2000 and from 2013-2018. Site occupancy has been low over the past 9 years, relative 
to site occupancy from 1998-2009. 

Oregon Coast Coho (OCC) ESU: The 2018 abundance estimate was 3.3 million 
parr. Parr abundance has been between 2.9 and 4.9 million since 2000, after improving 
from lows averaging 910,000 during 1998-1999. Site occupancy was 80% in 2018. This 
has been the average since 2000, after improving from low estimates in 1998-1999. 

Lower Columbia River (LCR) ESU: The 2018 abundance estimate was 91,000 
parr. Parr abundance estimates suggest a declining trend in the ESU since the start of 
monitoring in 2007. Site occupancy estimates also indicate a declining trend. 

In the OCC female spawner:parr recruit curves asymptote near current spawner 
abundances and parr/female spawner rates declined as spawner abundances increased. 
These data suggest that freshwater productivity rates were regulated by compensatory 
density dependence at early life stages. This pattern was not observed in the LCR, 
although the average number of parr per female in the LCR is half of that from the OCC. 
Adult data was insufficient to perform these analyses in the SONCC. 
 
Steelhead: 

Klamath Mountains Province (KMP) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 
64,000 parr. Abundance estimates were low from 2014-2018 compared to the estimates 
from 2002-2013. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 82%. Site occupancy was lower 
in 2014-2018 than in 2002-2013. The relatively low abundance and occupancy estimates 
recorded in 2014-2018 were more pronounced in the Rogue Stratum of the DPS. 

 Oregon Coast (OC) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 167,000 parr, 
which was lower than the average estimate for the DPS. The 2018 site occupancy 
estimate was 70%, which was similar to the average estimate from 2014-2017, but lower 
than the average estimate from 2010-2013. 

Lower Columbia River (LCR) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 5,100 parr. 
Abundance estimates in the DPS from 2006-2013 are higher than those from 2014-2018, 
suggesting a declining trend. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 57%. Site 
occupancy estimates in the DPS suggest a stable trend. 

South West Washington (SWW) DPS: The 2018 abundance estimate was 2,500 
parr, similar to the lowest recorded estimate in 2017. Abundance estimates have been 
low in recent years for the DPS, but were coupled with a degree of variation that 
prevented the detection of a trend. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 45%. Site 
occupancy estimates from 2014-2018 have been low, relative to those from 2010-2013 
and similar to those from 2006-2009.

https://nrimp.dfw.state.or.us/crl/default.aspx?pn=WORP
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BACKGROUND AND METHODS 
 

This project was initiated by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) in 
1998 as one of the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds (OPSW) monitoring 
programs (State of Oregon 1997). Its primary objective is to inform conservation and 
recovery decisions related to Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) by describing trends 
in the abundance and distribution of Coho Salmon parr in coastal Oregon streams. The 
project uses snorkel surveys at randomly selected sites to meet this objective. 

The project’s original sampling frame was 1st-3rd order streams within the putative 
summer rearing distribution of Coho Salmon in the Oregon Coast Coho (OCC) and the 
Oregon portion of the Southern Oregon Northern California Coho (SONCC) 
Evolutionarily Significant Units (ESUs) (Figure 1). The scope of this sampling frame has 
changed over time. In 2002 the sampling frame was expanded to include both (i) 4th-6th 
order streams within the rearing distribution of Coho Salmon in these ESUs and (ii) 1st-
6th order streams within the rearing distribution juvenile steelhead (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss) in in the Klamath Mountain Province (KMP) and Oregon Coast (OC) Distinct 
Population Segments (DPS). In 2006, 1st-6th order streams within the rearing distribution 
of Coho Salmon and steelhead in the Oregon portions of the Lower Columbia River 
(LCR) Coho Salmon ESU and South West Washington (SWW) and LCR steelhead 
DPSs were included. Due to funding constraints surveys in 4th-6th order streams were 
phased out by 2013. Analyses for all years and in all ESUs/DPSs are now based on data 
from 1st-3rd order streams. 

The scale of the sampling frame has also changed over time. The original 100k 
layer was replaced by a 24k layer in 2007, which refined and expanded the presumed 
summer rearing distribution of Coho Salmon and steelhead. Analyses for all years in the 
ESUs/DPSs for the Oregon Coast and Lower Columbia River regions are currently 
based on the 24k layer. In 2012 a sampling frame based on a 24k stream layer was 
developed for the SONCC/KMP. This 24K-based frame also refined and expanded the 
original Coho Salmon and steelhead rearing distribution within the Oregon portions of the 
SONCC/KMP. Until the 2012 (24k) frame is corroborated by field surveys, analyses in 
the SONCC/KMP will be based on the presumed former distribution. Our sampling frame 
and survey design are described in detail by Jepsen and Rodgers (2004) and Jepsen 
and Leader (2007).  
 
Field Sampling 

A Generalized Random Tessellation Stratified (GRTS, Stevens 2002) design was 
used to select survey sites in a spatially balanced, random fashion from the sampling 
frame. Selected sites were surveyed by field crews using daytime snorkeling during the 
base flow period (mid-July to mid-October). Sites were 1km in length and encompassed 
the GRTS point (x, y coordinates) provided by the selection process. Field crews were 
trained in fish ID and snorkel survey protocols described by Rodgers (2000). Surveys 
began at the downstream end of the site and proceeded upstream (Thurow 1994). The 
length of the site, and the length and average width of pools within the site, were 
measured with a hip chain, open reel tape, depth staff, or range finder. Pool depth was 
measured using a depth staff. All pools ≥6m2 in surface area and ≥20cm in maximum 
depth were snorkeled with a single pass to identify and count juvenile salmonids. Dive 
lights were used to improve visibility in shaded areas. Visibility was rated by considering 
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factors that could impede the ability to observe fish (Rodgers 2000; Crawford 2011). 
Counts were made of Coho Salmon parr regardless of length, of juvenile steelhead ≥90 
mm in fork length (FL, visually estimated), and cutthroat trout (O. clarki) ≥90 mm FL. Due 
to difficulties discerning O. mykiss and O. clarki when under 90mm FL, all trout in this 
range were assumed to be age 0 and were not identified to species or used in analysis 
(Hawkins 1997, Roni and Fayram 2000). Fish presence was noted for dace, shiners, and 
trout <90 mm FL. Freshwater mussel relative abundance and beaver activity were also 
noted. As a part of surveyor training and to evaluate observational differences among 
snorkelers 10-15% of sites were resurveyed by supervisory staff. 

Initially only pools that were ≥40cm in maximum depth were snorkeled. In 2010, 
this criterion was expanded to include pools ≥20cm in maximum depth based on results 
from the Smith River Verification Study (Constable and Suring, unpublished report). The 
Smith River Verification Study suggested the lower criterion would allow surveyors to 
sample larger and more consistent portions of Coho Salmon and steelhead summer 
rearing abundances. In order to compare current data to that from previous years, 
reports following the 2010 field season primarily provide an analysis of data based on 
pools meeting the ≥40cm maximum depth criterion and a secondary analysis of data 
based on pools meeting the ≥20cm maximum depth criterion. 

From 1998-2016, sites that could not be snorkeled due to poor water clarity or 
quality were electrofished using a single pass without block nets to determine occupancy 
in each pool for Coho Salmon and occupancy at the site for steelhead and cutthroat. 
Abundance was not estimated at these sites. Following the 2016 field season our 
electrofishing protocols were evaluated and, due to the small percentage (<6%) of sites 
electrofished, the limitations of the data relative to its cost and effort, and impacts on fish, 
electrofishing was discontinued in 2017.  

 Our sampling objective for Coho Salmon is to produce abundance estimates with 
95% confidence intervals ≤30% of the estimate and to be able to detect a 15% change in 
occupancy with 80% certainty (Crawford and Rumsey, 2011). Analysis of our data has 
shown that completing 40 sites per stratum is typically sufficient to reach this objective.  
 
Data Analysis 

Data are summarized by ESU or DPS and stratum. Cumulative Distribution 
Function (CDF) graphs (based on density), variances, and confidence intervals were 
created using tools developed by the EMAP Design and Analysis Team (EPA 2009). In 
comparison tests a p-value ≤ 0.05 was considered to indicate a significant difference. 
The following metrics of fish distribution and abundance were estimated for each of the 
two target species (Coho Salmon and steelhead):  

 

• Site occupancy: The percent of sites where at least one individual of the 
target species was observed; calculated by dividing the number of sites 
where the target species was observed by the number of sites that were 
surveyed for each stratum, ESU, or DPS.  
 

• Pool frequency: The average percent of pools in a site that contain at least 
one individual of the target species. Pool frequency was first calculated at 
each site by dividing the number of pools where the target species was 
observed by the total number of surveyed pools. The resulting percent at 
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each site was then averaged to obtain the pool frequency estimate within 
the stratum, ESU, or DPS. 

 

• Density: The number of target species individuals divided by the surface 
area of the pool in which they were observed. Density was first calculated 
in each pool. Second, a site density was calculated for each site by 
averaging the pool densities within the site. Lastly, density was estimated 
for each stratum, ESU, and DPS by averaging the site densities within 
each respective region. 

 

• Abundance: The estimate of the number of individuals of each target 
species in pools that met sampling criteria for each stratum, ESU, or DPS. 
Abundance was calculated by multiplying the count of target species 
individuals per kilometer at each site by the site weight. Target species 
individuals per kilometer is the sum of the snorkel count at the site divided 
by the length (in km) of the site. Site weight is the total length of the rearing 
distribution in the stratum, ESU, or DPS divided by the number of surveyed 
sites in the area. The site weight is adjusted for sites that were non-target, 
i.e. sites that were dry, in tidal zones, or above fish passage barriers, 
(Stevens 2002). Abundance estimates provided in this report were based 
on un-calibrated snorkel counts in pools that meet size criteria. As such 
they did not represent total abundance estimates, but were appropriate for 
assessing trends. 

 

• Percent full seeding: This metric is the percent of sites within a stratum or 
ESU with a site density >0.7 Coho Salmon/m2. This value is regarded as 
full seeding following Nickelson et al. (1992) and Rodgers et al. (1992). 
Nickelson et al. estimate full seeding to be 1.0 coho/m2 from electrofishing 
removal estimates and Rodgers et al. report that snorkelers observed 70% 
of the Coho Salmon in electrofishing removal estimates. 

 
With the completion of the 2018 field season, there are now 21 years of 

monitoring data for juvenile Coho Salmon in the OCC and SONCC. To compare metrics 
across this time span, we partitioned these 21 years of the data into three-year intervals, 
based on the conventional three-year Coho Salmon life cycle (reviewed by Weitkamp et 
al., 1995). This resulted in seven successive brood groups from 1998-2018. Juvenile 
steelhead data were partitioned into brood groups based on a presumptive four-year life 
cycle (reviewed by Busby et al., 1996). This resulted in four successive brood groups 
from 2002-2017. Data from the 2018 field season is presented as a 5th partial brood 
group in this report. The Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon data was partitioned 
following the 2015 field season, resulting in four successive brood groups from 2007-
2018. Steelhead data in the LCR and SWW were partitioned into three successive brood 
groups from 2006-2017. Steelhead data from the 2018 field season is presented as a 4th 
partial brood group.  

A brood group contains one iteration of each of the three Coho Salmon brood 
lines (likewise, a brood group for steelhead contains one iteration of each of the four 
brood lines), and thus is one complete cycle of the summer rearing segment of the Coho 
Salmon population. The use of brood groups as an analysis unit, in addition to individual 
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cohorts or years, can provide a useful way to monitor trends in distribution and 
abundance for this temporally large data set. We compared estimates of site occupancy 
fish abundance among these brood groups. 

 
Female spawner-parr recruit plots were produced using Beverton-Holt models in 

R version 3.4.0 (2017). AICs from models using a single line to fit all data and models 
with strata-specific asymptotes were compared to select the best model. Residuals were 
plotted to determine trend. Female spawner data used in these plots were from the 
ODFW Oregon Adult Salmonid Inventory and Sampling (OASIS) project (available at 
http://odfw.forestry.oregonstate.edu/spawn/cohoabund.htm). 

 
 

http://odfw.forestry.oregonstate.edu/spawn/cohoabund.htm
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Figure 1. The project area showing western Oregon Coho ESUs and strata. The table 
gives the length of Coho Salmon rearing distribution in 1st-3rd order streams in each area. 

Oregon 
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Mid South 
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Coastal 
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N. Coast  
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ESU/Stratum           Coho Distribution (km) 

LCR       1439 
  Coastal         613 
  Cascades/Gorge       826 
  
OCC                  11,678 
   North Coast       2340  
   Mid Coast       3293  
   Mid S. Coast       2185   
   Umpqua       3858  
  
SONCC        2043 
   N. Coast Basins        443 
   Interior Rogue       1600   
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RESULTS 
2018 Survey Effort and Resurveys 

 
In 2018, 537 sites were selected by the GRTS process. Forty-six of these were 

determined to be non-target (beyond the potential rearing distribution of Coho Salmon 
and steelhead). Of the remaining 491 sites, 180 were not surveyed because of 
landowner access restrictions (101), visibility or water quality issues (26), unsafe or 
difficult access (17), or time restrictions (36). Sites that were not surveyed were defined 
as target, non-response. A total of 311 sites were snorkeled, comprising 4,093 pools in 
303.7 km of streams.  

We met our goals for survey effort in the North Coast, Mid Coast, and LCR Coast  
strata (Table 1). Both the Interior Rogue the North Coast Basins strata had a high 
proportion of sites that were dry or did not have pools that met snorkel criteria. 
Landowner denials were also disproportionately higher in the Interior Rogue. Lack of 
visibility accounted for the high number of sites that could not be surveyed in the LCR. 
The 228,000 acre Klondike-Taylor Creek wildfire prevented surveying in a large portion 
of the SONCC and the South Umpqua Fire Complex prevented access to several sites in 
the Umpqua stratum. 

 
 

Table 1. Survey effort goals and status of sites for 2018. 

ESU Stratum Survey Goal Snorkeled 
Target -Non 

response 
Non-Target 

OCC 

North Coast 40 41 15 3 

Mid Coast 40 40 18 2 

Mid-South Coast 40 38 17 3 

Umpqua 40 37 14 8 

LCR 
Coast 40 40 33 0 

Cascades/Gorge 40 35 35 3 

SONCC 
Interior Rogue 60 46 37 16 

N. Coast Basins 40 34 11 11 

 
 
The goal of a 95% confidence interval ≤30% of the density estimate was met in 

the North Coast and Mid Coast strata (Table 2). Variance partitioning has indicated low 
precision in most years was due to the high variation of Coho Salmon abundance among 
the survey sites (Anlauf-Dunn, ODFW, unpublished data). 

Thirty-seven (12%) of the snorkeled sites were resurveyed by supervisory staff. 
Two of the resurveys were an extension of training for less experienced crew members 
and these were not used to examine the precision of our methodology. Counts of Coho 
Salmon in the remaining 35 sites had a significant relationship with counts from the 
resurveys (Figure 2, top left panel, R2 = 0.993). These results were similar to previous 
years (bottom left panel, R2 = 0.966) and indicated our snorkel counts of Coho Salmon 
were precise and repeatable. Resurvey counts of steelhead in 2017 showed increased 
precision and repeatability (top right panel, R2 = 0.917) relative to previous years (bottom 
right panel, R2 = 0.784). 
 



 13 

Table 2. Distribution and density estimates of Coho Salmon parr in the four strata of the 
Oregon Coast Coho ESU and in the LCR and SONCC. Estimates are from snorkel 
surveys in 1st-3rd order streams from 2018.  

  Distribution Density 

Stratum or ESU 
Site 

Occupancy 
Mean Pool 
Frequency 95% CI 

Percent 
Sites > 0.7 

coho/m2 

Mean Average 
Pool Density 

(coho/m2) 95% CI 

North Coast 78% 68% ± 16% 19% 0.413 ± 24% 

Mid Coast 90% 71% ±13% 8% 0.278 ± 27% 

Mid-South Coast 71% 64% ± 19% 14% 0.314 ± 35% 

Umpqua 76% 57% ± 19% 8% 0.226 ± 34% 

SONCC 42% 21% ± 33% 2% 0.052 ± 53% 

LCR 45% 28% ± 23% 2% 0.069 ± 38% 
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Figure 2. The relationship of Coho Salmon parr and steelhead (≥90mm in fork length) 
parr counts from surveys and resurveys of the same sampling sites for 2018 (top panels, 
n = 35) and for all years (bottom panels, n = 496 for Coho Salmon and n= 442 for 
steelhead, respectively). Data are log transformed to satisfy regression assumptions.   
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Trends in Salmonid Distribution and Abundance 

 
Coho Salmon  
 
SONCC.─ Density and the number of sites fully seeded (Table 2) were similar from 2017 
to 2018. The 2017 abundance estimate was 103,000 parr. This was similar to the 2017 
estimate, but low compared to the average abundance for all years. Abundance 
estimates for the 2016-2018 brood group were similar to those for the 1998-2000 and 
2010-2015 brood groups, but low relative to the remaining brood groups (Figure 3). Site 
occupancy was similar in 2017-2018, but low for the 2016-2018 brood group relative to 
the 1998-2015 brood groups (Figure 4).  
 
OCC.─ Density in the ESU was similar from 2017 to 2018. The number of sites fully 
seeded increased from 5.8% in 2017 to 11.4% in 2018. The 2018 abundance estimate 
was 3.3 million parr. Parr abundance has remained between 2.9 and 4.9 million since 
2000, after improving from an average of 910,000 from 1998 to 1999. The abundance 
estimate for the 2016-2018 brood group was lower than those for the 2007-2015 brood 
groups and higher than the estimate for the 1998-2000 brood group. Site occupancy was 
80% for 2018. Since 2008, site occupancy in the ESU has met a NMFS recovery 
criterion (Wainwright et al., 2008) of ≥80% of sites occupied. Site occupancy for the 
2016-2018 brood group was low relative to estimate for the 2010-2012 brood group and 
high relative to the estimates for the 1998-2003 brood groups.    

  In the Mid South Coast stratum of the OCC, the 2018 CDF curve was low relative to 
the 1998-2017 average CDF curve (Figure 5). In the remaining strata the 2018 CDF 
curves were similar to the 1998-2017 average. Abundance estimates for the 2016-2018 
brood groups were high in the North Coast, similar in the Mid Coast and Umpqua and 
low in the Mid South Coast when compared to 2013-2015 brood groups within the strata 
(Figure 6). Site occupancy estimates in the OCC strata for the 2016-2018 brood groups 
were similar to those for the 2013-2015 brood groups (Figure 7). 
 Female spawner:parr recruit plots for the OCC strata suggested parr production 
began to asymptote near current spawner abundances, indicating a density-dependent 
effect on rearing capacity at this early life stage (Figure 8). Data suggest the rearing 
capacity may be slightly higher in the Mid South Coast relative to the other strata. The 5 
highest (and 12 of the 20 highest) parr abundance estimates were in the Mid South 
Coast. Plots of residuals also suggested the Mid South Coast had a positive trend 
(P=0.05), while a trend was not observed in other strata. In the OCC, the number of parr 
produced per female increased when female spawner abundance decreased and, 
conversely, decreased when female spawner abundance increased, suggesting a 
compensatory effect (Figures 9 and 10). The average number of parr per female was 66 
and ranged from 14 (in the Umpqua, when female spawner abundance was at its 
highest) to 221 (in the Umpqua when, female spawner abundance was at its 2nd lowest). 
This effect was observed in other strata; the North Coast and Mid South Coast had their 
lowest number of parr per female when female abundance was highest and the Mid 
Coast and Mid South Coast had their highest number of parr per female when female 
abundance was lowest. Density-dependent effects on recruits per spawner in the OCC 
have been described by Nickelson and Lawson (1998) and Wainwright (2008). 
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 As stated in the Methods section, the parr numbers given here were from un-
calibrated visual estimates conducted only in pools meeting protocol criteria. Actual parr 
abundance was likely ~185% higher (Constable and Suring, 2018.). We assumed that 
the lack of a corresponding linear increase in parr abundance with increases female 
spawner abundance was not an effect of parr “spilling over” into less optimal habitats, 
such as riffles, where they would not be observed with our protocols. Supporting this 
assumption are data that indicate pool densities have been relatively low to moderate 
(<0.7 Coho Salmon/m2) in the majority of sites in high spawner abundance years. We 
also assume that the bias of snorkeler counts of parr in pools is similar across the range 
of parr abundances we have observed. Initial work of testing these assumptions began in 
the 2016 field season and continued in 2017 and 2018. 

 
LCR.─ Density estimates and the number of sites fully seeded were similar in 2017-
2018. In both of these years <2% of the sites in the ESU were fully seeded. The 2018 
abundance estimate was 91,000 parr. Although this quadrupled the estimate from 2016, 
the 2016-2018 brood group had lower abundance the preceding brood groups. Spawner 
abundances have been below average in the LCR for brood years 2015 and 2016, which 
likely contributed to the relatively low parr abundance in the current brood group. Site 
occupancy was similar in 2017-2018. Site occupancy for the 2016-2018 brood group was 
low relative to the estimates for the preceding brood groups.  
 Unlike the OCC, the plot of female spawner and parr recruits for the LCR did not 
suggest an asymptote in parr production at current spawner abundances and there was 
a much weaker indication of a density-dependent effect on parr production (Figure 11). A 
plot of residuals did not suggest a trend. The number of parr produced per female 
spawner in the LCR appeared to be less influenced by female spawner abundance, and 
was an average of 50% lower than in the OCC (Figures 12 and 13). The number of parr 
per female ranged from 7, when female spawner abundance was highest, to 66, when 
female spawner abundance was the 2nd lowest, but any compensatory effect in the LCR 
seems weaker than this effect in the OCC (Figure 13). These differences between the 
ESUs are perhaps due to a later start of monitoring in the LCR (fewer data points) and 
spawner densities (female spawners/km) in the LCR that average 36% of those in the 
OCC strata for the 2005-2017 brood years. 
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Figure 3. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr abundance estimates in 
the three western Oregon Coho ESUs, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams 
for the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the abundance estimate with 
the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above the 
horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05. Note the differences in Y-axis scales among panels. 
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Figure 4. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr site occupancy in the 
three western Oregon Coho ESUs based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams for 
the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the percent of sites occupied with 
the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above the 
horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05.
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Figure 5. Average Coho Salmon parr density CDFs based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams in the four strata of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU for survey years 1998-
2018. The points shown on the curves are the percentage of unoccupied sites (circles), 
the median density (squares), and the percentage of sites below full seeding (triangles). 
The average condition of each stratum based on the CDF of these three metrics (blue, 
dashed line) is compared to the condition in 2018 (black, solid line). P values are from 
the comparison test of the two curves.  
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Figure 6. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr abundance estimates in 
the four strata of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams for the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the abundance 
estimate with the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are 
given above the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05.  
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Figure 7. Three year (brood group) trends of Coho Salmon parr site occupancy in the 
four strata of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams for the years 1998-2018. Gray bars and error bars show the percent of sites 
occupied with the 95%CI. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are 
given above the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05. 
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Figure 8. A Beverton-Holt model showing the relationship between the abundance of 
Coho Salmon parr recruits and female spawners in the strata of the Oregon Coast Coho 
ESU for brood years 1998-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys 
in 1st-3rd order streams. Female spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys.  
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Figure 9. The relationship between the abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners 
and the number of parr recruits per female spawner in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU for 
brood years 1998-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Figure 10. The abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners (gray bars) and the 
number of parr recruits per female spawner (black dots and line) over time in the Oregon 
Coast Coho ESU. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Figure 11. A Beverton-Holt model showing the relationship between the abundance of 
Coho Salmon parr recruits and female spawners in the Lower Columbia River ESU for 
brood years 2005-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams. Female spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys.  
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Figure 12. The relationship between the abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners 
and the number of parr recruits per female spawner in the Lower Columbia River ESU 
for brood years 2005-2017. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Figure 13. The abundance of Coho Salmon female spawners (gray bars) and the 
number of parr recruits per female spawner (black dots and line) over time in the Lower 
Columbia River ESU. Parr abundance is from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd 
order streams. Spawner abundance is from spawning ground surveys. 
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Steelhead  
 
KMP.─ Density (Table 3) was higher in 2017 than in 2018. The 2018 abundance 
estimate was 64,000 parr. The three lowest abundance estimates were observed in the 
last four years and abundance estimates were low for the 2014-2017 brood group 
relative to those for the 2010-2013 brood group (Figure 14). The 2018 abundance 
estimate in the Rogue stratum of the DPS was the lowest recorded. In the South Coast 
stratum the 2018 abundance estimate was similar to average. In 2018 the site 
occupancy estimate was 82%. Site occupancy estimates for the 2014-2017 brood group 
and for 2018 were similar to those for the 2010-2013 brood group (Figure 15). 

 
OC.─ Density was similar from 2017 to 2018. The 2018 abundance estimate was 
167,000 parr, which lower than the (highest recorded) estimate from 2017 and lower 
than the average abundance of the 2014-2017 brood group. The 2018 site occupancy 
estimate was 70%, which was similar to the site occupancy of the 2014-2017 brood 
group, but lower than that of the 2010-2013 brood group. 
 
LCR.─ Density was similar from 2017 to 2018. The 2017 abundance estimate was 5,100 
parr, which was lower than the estimate from 2018 but similar to the abundance of the 
2014-2017 brood group. Abundance estimates were lower for the 2014-2017 brood 
group relative to those for the 2009-2013 brood groups. The 2018 site occupancy 
estimate was 57%, which was similar to the estimate for 2017 and for the 2014-2017 
brood group. Site occupancy estimates for the 2014-2017 brood group were similar to 
those for the previous brood groups. 

 
SWW.─ Density was similar from 2017 to 2018. The 2018 abundance estimate was 
2,500 parr. This was similar to the (lowest recorded) estimate for 2017. The three lowest 
abundance estimates have been observed in the last four years, but 95% confidence 
intervals that averaged 55% of the estimates have made comparisons among brood 
groups difficult. The 2018 site occupancy estimate was 45%, which was similar to the 
lowest and second lowest estimates observed in 2015 and 2017, respectively. Site 
occupancy for the 2014-2017 brood group was low relative to that for the 2010-2013 
brood group and the 2018 site occupancy indicates a continuation of this decline. 
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Table 3. Distribution and density estimates for juvenile steelhead (≥90cm in fork length) 
in the four strata of the Oregon Coast Steelhead DPS, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams for 2018. 
 

Stratum 

Distribution Density 

Site 
Occupancy 

Mean Pool 
Frequency 

95% CI 

Mean Average 
Pool Density 

(sthd/m2) 

95% CI 

North Coast 83% 46% ± 18% 0.033 ± 27% 

Mid Coast 78% 34% ± 26% 0.017 ± 32% 

Mid-South  58% 27% ± 32% 0.008 ± 45% 

Umpqua 65% 27% ± 27% 0.013 ± 47% 

KMP Rogue 77% 30% ± 22% 0.012 ± 39% 

KMP South Coast 96% 77% ± 11% 0.050 ± 53% 

Lower Columbia 57% 24% ±30% 0.011 ± 46% 

Southwest WA 45% 10% ± 41% 0.003 ± 54% 

 



 26 

Lower Columbia River DPS

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

Oregon Coast DPS

Brood Group

0

1

2

3

Klamath Mountains Province DPS

A
ve

ra
g

e
 J

u
ve

n
ile

 S
te

e
lh

e
a

d
 A

b
u
n
d

a
n
c
e

 x
 1

0
0

,0
0

0

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2002-2005      2006-2009        2010-2013      2014-2017          2018

0.02

0.05

South West Washington DPS

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.02

 
 
Figure 14. Four year (brood group) trends of juvenile steelhead (≥90cm in fork length) 
abundance estimates in the four western Oregon DPSs, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams for years 2002-2018. The 2018 data are presented as a partial brood 
group. Gray bars and error bars show the abundance estimate with the 95% CI for the 
brood group. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above 
the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05 
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Figure 15. Four year (brood group) trends of juvenile steelhead (≥90cm in fork length) 
site occupancy in four western Oregon DPS, based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order 
streams for years 2002-2018.  The 2018 data are presented as a partial brood group. 
Gray bars and error bars show the percent of sites occupied with the 95%CI for each 
brood group. P-values for selected comparisons among brood groups are given above 
the horizontal arrows where p ≤ 0.05. 
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Effects of Pool Depth on Snorkel Counts 

 
Initially, only pools that were ≥40cm in maximum depth were surveyed. The Smith 

River Verification Study (Constable and Suring, unpublished report.) used electrofishing 
removal estimates (Amour et al. 1983) to determine the portion of the total (from all 
habitats) summer rearing abundances of Coho Salmon and steelhead that was 
contained in pools that met this criterion. In the Smith River study area results indicated 
pools ≥40cm maximum depth contained an average of 46% of the Coho Salmon and 
68% of the steelhead summer rearing abundances. The percentage varied annually over 
the six-year study; ranging 31-61% for Coho Salmon and 49-82% for steelhead. Pools in 
the Smith River study area that were ≥20cm in maximum depth, the lowest depth 
recommended for snorkel surveys (O’Neal 2007), contained an average of 74% of the 
Coho Salmon and 79% of the steelhead summer rearing distribution. The annual 
variation in pools this size was 61-82% for Coho Salmon and 54-91% for steelhead. 
Abundance estimates in pools ≥40cm in maximum depth related moderately to 
abundance estimates in all habitats for Coho Salmon (R² = 0.791, p= 0.007) and strongly 
to abundance estimates in all habitats for steelhead (R² = 0.918, p= 0.001). Abundance 
estimates in pools ≥20cm in maximum depth related strongly to abundance estimates in 
all habitats for both species (Coho Salmon R² = 0.974, p< 0.001; steelhead R² = 0.936, 
p< 0.001). Due to these results, the maximum depth criterion was lowered to ≥20cm in 
2010.  

The lower criterion allowed an additional 1015 pools (a 20% increase) to be 
surveyed in 2018. One survey site did not have pools that were ≥40cm in maximum 
depth, but did have pools that were ≥20cm in maximum depth. Both Coho Salmon and 
steelhead were observed in this site and it slightly improved our survey effort over the 
results presented in Table 1. Additionally, there were nine sites that contained pools that 
were ≥40cm in maximum depth, but where Coho Salmon or steelhead were only 
observed in pools that were <40cm in maximum depth. These changed site occupancy 
estimates. For Coho Salmon, site occupancy estimates decreased by 2% in Mid South 
and increased by 2% in the North Coast over those given in Table 2. In the remaining 
strata site occupancy changed by <1%. For steelhead, site occupancy estimates 
increased by 2% in the KMP, and 4% in the OC over those given in Table 3.In the 
remaining DPS site occupancy rates changed by <1%. 

From 2010-2013 and in 2016-2017 Coho Salmon density estimates decreased in 
most strata when the lower criterion was applied. In most cases this was less than a 10% 
decrease. In 2014 Coho Salmon densities increased by 1-5% in most strata when the 
lower criterion was applied. In 2015 densities did not change by more than 2% except in 
the SONCC. In the SONCC in 2015 densities increased over 60%,primarily due to 
extremely high densities in one site with a single pool <40cm in maximum depth. In 2018 
densities increased by 4% and 5% in the LCR and Umpqua, respectively, and in the 
remaining strata changed by <2%. From 2010-2015 and in 2017-2018 steelhead density 
estimates decreased by <10% with the lower criterion in each DPS. For 2016 a similar 
decrease was observed in the KMP and in the OC, but the LCR increased by 16% and 
the SWW decreased by 12%.  

Paired t-tests from abundance estimates in 2018 from pools ≥40cm and pools 
≥20cm indicate that applying the lower criterion produced significant differences in the 
abundance estimates of Coho Salmon (Table 4) and steelhead (Table 5) parr in the 
Oregon Coast ESU/DPS. This was similar to results from 2010 to 2014 and in 2017. As 
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in past years, abundance estimates based on the lower criterion produced proportionally 
smaller 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon and steelhead estimates in most 
strata (Tables 4 and 5). Resurveys since the adoption of the lower criterion (n=242) have 
indicated the precision of Coho Salmon counts using the ≥20cm maximum depth 
criterion (R²=0.967) was similar to the precision of Coho Salmon counts using the ≥40cm 
maximum depth criterion (R²=0.968) (Figure 16). Resurvey results for steelhead since 
the adoption of the lower criterion also indicated similar precision in counts when the 
≥20cm maximum depth criterion was used (R²=0.750) and when the ≥40cm maximum 
depth criterion was used (R²=0.763). The yearly variability for Coho Salmon abundance 
in each stratum and ESU estimated by surveys in pools ≥40cm in depth has tracked with 
the variability estimated by surveys in pools ≥20cm in depth (Figure17).  

 
 
 
 

Table 4. Comparison of estimates of Coho Salmon abundance in pools using a 
maximum depth of ≥20 cm and in pools using a maximum depth of ≥40 cm. 

Stratum 

2018 Coho Estimates 

Pools ≥40cm Max Depth Pools ≥20cm Max Depth 95% CI 
Difference Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI 

North Coast 784,995 28% 878,269 29% -0.7% 

Mid Coast 959,349 28% 1,088,451 26% 1.8% 

Mid-South Coast 855,895 36% 920,986 36% 0% 

Umpqua 713,140 38% 858,366 34% 3.9% 

SONCC 102,816 51% 113,349 50% 1.2% 

Lower Columbia 90,675 42% 94,085 41% 1.0% 

 
 
 
 
Table 5. Comparison of estimates of steelhead abundance in pools using a maximum 
depth of ≥20 and in pools using a maximum depth of ≥40 cm.  

Stratum 

2018 Steelhead Estimates 

Pools ≥ 40cm Max Depth Pools ≥ 20cm Max Depth 95% CI 
Difference Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI 

North Coast 56,101 35% 58,830 34% 0.9% 

Mid Coast 56,095 36% 58,999 34% 2.7% 

Mid-South Coast 21,626 43% 22,389 42% 1.1% 

Umpqua 33,158 47% 37,221 45% 2.5% 

KMP Rogue  14,176 39% 14,841 38% 0.4% 

KMP South Coast  49,797 46% 50,512 45% 0.6% 

Lower Columbia DPS 5,067 41% 5,139 40% 0.5% 

Southwest WA DPS 2,525 48% 2,541 47% 0.3% 
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Figure 16. The relationship of Coho Salmon parr counts from surveys and resurveys 
(n=242) using a maximum pool depth criterion of ≥40cm (left panel) and using a 
maximum depth criterion of ≥20cm (right panel). Data are log transformed to satisfy 
regression assumptions. 
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Figure 17. Annual differences in estimates of Coho Salmon parr abundance in western 
Oregon strata based on snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams using (i) a ≥20cm pool 
depth criterion (solid black line) and (ii) a ≥40cm pool depth criterion (dashed gray line). 
Sample year is on the x-axis and parr abundance is on the y-axis in millions. Note 
differences in the y-axis scale for each graph. 
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APPENDIX 1 COHO METRICS 
 
 
 
Table 6. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Oregon portion of the Southern Oregon Northern California Coho ESU. Data 
are from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence 
interval is expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 

Southern Oregon Northern Californian Coho ESU Coho Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance 
±95% 

CI  Density 
±95% 

CI 
Site 

Occupancy 
±95% 

CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 

±95% 
CI 

1998 145,399 52% 0.114 43% 54 19% 5 6% 
1999 62,609 40% 0.271 44% 64 19% 14 10% 
2000 109,165 38% 0.180 54% 76 19% 7 8% 
2001 121,385 50% 0.382 41% 58 22% 18 13% 
2002 376,199 42% 0.477 34% 80 12% 20 8% 
2003 246,644 27% 0.413 29% 74 16% 20 8% 
2004 174,880 43% 0.127 43% 70 23% 8 6% 
2005 385,386 30% 0.381 32% 81 15% 21 9% 
2006 173,821 34% 0.093 42% 67 24% 3 4% 
2007 347,176 57% 0.204 39% 84 17% 11 8% 
2008 413,449 28% 0.421 43% 71 16% 15 8% 
2009 229,648 46% 0.137 40% 70 18% 5 3% 
2010 201,274 40% 0.065 39% 56 23% 1 2% 
2011 203,452 41% 0.091 43% 60 24% 4 5% 
2012 121,781 68% 0.038 53% 25 37% 0 0% 
2013 132,795 51% 0.232 86% 39 22% 7 6% 
2014 120,085 48% 0.071 49% 42 31% 0 0% 
2015 45,308 53% 0.019 66% 28 28% 0 0% 
2016 69,839 39% 0.060 42% 32 26% 1 2% 
2017 128,445 40% 0.075 40% 40 22% 1 2% 
2018 102,816 51% 0.052 54% 42 23% 2 3% 
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Table 7. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is expressed as a percent of the 
estimate. 

 

Oregon Coast Coho ESU Coho Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance 
±95% 

CI 
 

Density 
±95% 

CI 
Site 

Occupancy 
±95% 

CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 

±95% 
CI 

1998 935,199 30% 0.212 26% 67 11% 12 6% 
1999 884,929 26% 0.158 24% 60 13% 6 4% 
2000 2,861,072 20% 0.265 16% 79 7% 11 5% 
2001 2,969,004 24% 0.407 18% 65 9% 24 8% 
2002 3,355,610 21% 0.511 20% 81 6% 25 8% 
2003 3,632,891 18% 0.556 19% 78 6% 28 8% 
2004 3,319,231 16% 0.454 14% 77 6% 28 9% 
2005 3,086,536 15% 0.461 19% 85 5% 20 7% 
2006 4,285,481 18% 0.462 14% 82 6% 26 7% 
2007 4,120,906 17% 0.470 17% 76 7% 26 8% 
2008 3,097,981 18% 0.341 17% 75 8% 15 6% 
2009 4,941,814 16% 0.600 14% 83 6% 33 9% 
2010 3,503,440 13% 0.392 17% 86 5% 18 6% 
2011 4,393,927 13% 0.478 14% 88 5% 22 7% 
2012 3,898,052 15% 0.383 12% 83 5% 18 6% 
2013 4,436,290 17% 0.613 15% 82 6% 33 9% 
2014 2,944,019 24% 0.250 20% 84 7% 8 5% 
2015 4,329,397 17% 0.407 16% 77 6% 17 6% 
2016 3,069,097 17% 0.273 18% 82 6% 11 5% 
2017 3,619,893 17% 0.252 16% 80 7% 6 3% 
2018 3,313,424 16% 0.297 14% 80 7% 11 2% 
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Table 8. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the North Coast Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 

North Coast Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance 
±95% 

CI  Density 
±95% 

CI 
Site 

Occupancy 
±95% 

CI 

Percent 
Full 

Seeding 
±95% 

CI 
1998 238,372 71% 0.117 45% 64 25% 0 0% 
1999 61,228 57% 0.064 73% 53 29% 3 5% 
2000 513,448 39% 0.236 30% 79 14% 9 9% 
2001 650,882 40% 0.411 39% 53 23% 27 16% 
2002 728,083 39% 0.352 31% 80 12% 17 10% 
2003 976,142 33% 0.485 26% 80 13% 29 16% 
2004 842,367 30% 0.454 22% 87 9% 26 14% 
2005 853,247 28% 0.394 27% 82 9% 15 10% 
2006 1,406,547 28% 0.597 23% 88 7% 26 11% 
2007 1,017,969 24% 0.717 27% 83 13% 42 26% 
2008 370,797 48% 0.156 53% 70 22% 4 6% 
2009 829,855 30% 0.627 29% 82 13% 32 17% 
2010 775,036 25% 0.394 21% 93 7% 22 15% 
2011 742,914 30% 0.476 28% 85 12% 25 16% 
2012 577,017 33% 0.331 25% 82 12% 22 12% 
2013 459,220 29% 0.317 33% 78 14% 15 13% 
2014 337,136 28% 0.223 47% 79 18% 8 11% 
2015 618,560 47% 0.492 32% 71 18% 30 20% 
2016 485,460 33% 0.219 32% 80 13% 6 7% 
2017 690,210 30% 0.225 24% 80 14% 3 4% 
2018 784,995 28% 0.413 24% 78 13% 20 13% 
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Table 9. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Mid Coast Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 

Mid Coast Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance 
±95% 

CI Density 
±95% 

CI 
Site 

Occupancy 
±95% 

CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 

±95% 
CI 

1998 201,219 46% 0.173 57% 63 18% 12 10% 
1999 201,765 49% 0.076 46% 58 26% 0 0% 
2000 636,561 34% 0.215 35% 88 11% 5 6% 
2001 803,171 31% 0.497 27% 80 12% 28 15% 
2002 717,782 35% 0.288 28% 88 10% 10 9% 
2003 873,357 35% 0.336 30% 89 9% 17 12% 
2004 672,677 32% 0.385 26% 74 16% 26 16% 
2005 610,126 27% 0.230 30% 86 8% 2 4% 
2006 1,187,999 39% 0.440 26% 87 9% 26 15% 
2007 857,588 29% 0.494 35% 78 14% 26 15% 
2008 805,066 27% 0.350 31% 83 12% 15 12% 
2009 1,345,667 21% 0.578 28% 93 7% 33 18% 
2010 834,439 24% 0.480 27% 92 9% 19 13% 
2011 802,427 27% 0.336 22% 93 7% 9 8% 
2012 1,009,801 23% 0.447 21% 91 8% 24 14% 
2013 1,117,548 29% 0.706 20% 89 9% 43 21% 
2014 1,025,977 51% 0.202 32% 90 10% 3 6% 
2015 1,335,493 22% 0.348 30% 85 10% 8 8% 
2016 1,019,727 31% 0.423 29% 92 8% 18 11% 
2017 1,173,889 35% 0.318 33% 89 9% 7 6% 
2018 959,394 28% 0.278 27% 90 9% 8 7% 
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Table 10. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Mid South Coast Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 

Mid South Coast Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance 
±95% 

CI 
 

Density 
±95% 

CI 
Site 

Occupancy 
±95% 

CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 

±95% 
CI 

1998 495,608 40% 0.370 33% 76 17% 24 15% 
1999 358,029 46% 0.404 36% 70 18% 22 17% 
2000 763,557 40% 0.442 27% 74 15% 29 20% 
2001 998,651 56% 0.470 43% 63 24% 30 22% 
2002 1,057,355 45% 0.958 33% 81 12% 58 35% 
2003 946,047 34% 1.074 41% 75 16% 50 28% 
2004 880,565 31% 0.631 32% 85 10% 39 26% 
2005 1,114,794 29% 0.643 34% 94 8% 32 23% 
2006 1,176,018 37% 0.472 26% 82 14% 30 20% 
2007 1,285,252 38% 0.482 32% 84 12% 28 19% 
2008 1,329,052 31% 0.698 26% 88 11% 43 27% 
2009 1,691,157 30% 0.843 26% 84 11% 44 26% 
2010 1,141,767 20% 0.431 28% 90 9% 25 15% 
2011 1,733,106 21% 0.699 32% 88 9% 39 21% 
2012 1,595,194 28% 0.394 16% 88 9% 10 6% 
2013 2,192,920 29% 0.943 24% 85 10% 51 26% 
2014 963,062 35% 0.272 36% 93 10% 7 10% 
2015 1,415,931 33% 0.426 25% 76 14% 17 12% 
2016 812,154 28% 0.293 31% 84 11% 16 13% 
2017 1,198,942 25% 0.329 23% 84 12% 14 9% 
2018 855,895 36% 0.314 35% 71 17% 14 12% 
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Table 11. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Umpqua Stratum of the Oregon Coast Coho ESU. Data are from un-calibrated 
snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is expressed as a 
percent of the estimate. 

 

Umpqua Stratum Coho Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance 
±95% 

CI 
 

Density 
±95% 

CI 
Site 

Occupancy 
±95% 

CI 
Pct Full 
Seeding 

±95% 
CI 

1999 263,907 44% 0.144 46% 61 25% 4 6% 
2000 947,507 40% 0.213 33% 73 16% 7 8% 
2001 516,299 47% 0.265 40% 58 17% 13 11% 
2002 852,391 44% 0.558 46% 74 14% 23 16% 
2003 837,345 35% 0.458 27% 67 14% 23 13% 
2004 923,622 36% 0.404 26% 67 15% 22 16% 
2005 508,369 35% 0.645 39% 80 14% 34 22% 
2006 514,918 39% 0.368 33% 73 17% 23 13% 
2007 960,097 34% 0.275 41% 65 15% 13 11% 
2008 593,066 41% 0.223 33% 63 19% 5 7% 
2009 1,075,136 42% 0.453 30% 73 15% 26 16% 
2010 752,199 39% 0.291 54% 72 13% 9 9% 
2011 1,115,480 28% 0.477 26% 80 11% 22 15% 
2012 716,040 29% 0.349 30% 73 13% 15 10% 
2013 666,602 27% 0.498 42% 75 13% 24 15% 
2014 617,845 44% 0.295 37% 78 15% 13 12% 
2015 959,413 43% 0.401 33% 74 12% 19 12% 
2016 751,757 39% 0.174 45% 74 16% 6 7% 
2017 556,851 45% 0.164 31% 70 18% 3 5% 
2018 713,140 38% 0.226 34% 76 16% 8 8% 
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Table 12. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for Coho Salmon 
parr in the Oregon portion of the Lower Columbia River Coho ESU. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 
 

Lower Columbia River Coho ESU Coho Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance 
±95
% CI 

 
Density 

±95% 
CI 

Site 
Occupancy 

±95
% CI 

Pct Full 
Seeding 

±95% 
CI 

2006 113,374 54% 0.103 69% 43 28% 4 7% 
2007 115,289 39% 0.130 39% 72 13% 3 5% 
2008 214,467 96% 0.076 73% 44 26% 3 6% 
2009 136,558 41% 0.068 48% 41 22% 0 0% 
2010 179,989 42% 0.108 41% 49 18% 2 4% 
2011 103,458 45% 0.188 97% 44 22% 5 6% 
2012 72,323 33% 0.066 26% 45 17% 0 0% 
2013 117,372 39% 0.078 36% 52 15% 0 0% 
2014 84,705 57% 0.052 42% 44 23% 0 0% 
2015 97,896 28% 0.116 34% 46 19% 2 3% 
2016 21,627 55% 0.011 57% 24 31% 0 0% 
2017 61,780 43% 0.050 42% 39 20% 1 2% 
2018 90,675 41% 0.069 38% 45 20% 2 3% 
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APPENDIX 2 STEELHEAD METRICS 
 
 
Table 13. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon portion of the Klamath Mountains Province Steelhead DPS. Data are from 
un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 
 

Klamath Mountains Province Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 131,414 45% 0.129 25% 96 3% 
2003 93,662 21% 0.078 24% 92 8% 
2004 75,819 20% 0.079 24% 97 4% 
2005 110,282 22% 0.077 20% 92 8% 
2006 84,926 32% 0.066 35% 83 12% 
2007 133,121 23% 0.115 30% 91 8% 
2008 128,514 33% 0.075 20% 97 5% 
2009 128,269 40% 0.069 27% 94 7% 
2010 100,053 25% 0.068 27% 94 6% 
2011 101,639 26% 0.072 22% 89 8% 
2012 127,209 21% 0.043 25% 86 8% 
2013 120,995 20% 0.036 18% 86 7% 
2014 84,777 26% 0.057 33% 85 11% 
2015 46,111 29% 0.025 24% 86 8% 
2016 77,062 28% 0.029 25% 69 12% 
2017 88,951 21% 0.032 22% 84 8% 
2018 63,973 37% 0.021 35% 82 8% 
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Table 14. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Rouge Stratum of the Klamath Mountains Province steelhead DPS. Data are from 
un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
express as a percentage of the estimate. 

 

Klamath Mountains Province Rouge Stratum Steelhead Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 21,237 39% 0.127 40% 92 8% 
2003 24,260 53% 0.085 38% 86 15% 
2004 28,084 42% 0.085 34% 96 7% 
2005 52,521 38% 0.089 27% 91 12% 
2006 42,503 59% 0.073 48% 77 19% 
2007 48,846 34% 0.147 36% 85 14% 
2008 60,752 62% 0.085 28% 95 9% 
2009 59,163 78% 0.086 33% 92 11% 
2010 52,328 43% 0.075 37% 90 11% 
2011 48,419 36% 0.089 26% 85 14% 
2012 54,911 28% 0.030 40% 83 10% 
2013 45,169 24% 0.030 22% 83 9% 
2014 45,810 44% 0.061 40% 81 15% 
2015 31,081 41% 0.024 32% 81 11% 
2016 30,410 44% 0.020 35% 65 16% 
2017 16,743 33% 0.023 33% 81 11% 
2018 14,176 39% 0.012 39% 77 10% 
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Table 15. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the South Coast Stratum of the Klamath Mountains Province steelhead DPS. Data are 
from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval 
is express as a percentage of the estimate. 

Klamath Mountains Province South Coast Stratum Steelhead Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 110,177 53% 0.130 32% 100 0% 
2003 69,402 22% 0.069 20% 100 0% 
2004 47,735 20% 0.068 24% 97 5% 
2005 57,761 23% 0.056 20% 94 9% 
2006 42,423 25% 0.054 18% 93 9% 
2007 84,275 31% 0.058 35% 100 0% 
2008 67,762 26% 0.060 24% 100 0% 
2009 69,107 39% 0.043 36% 97 5% 
2010 47,726 21% 0.056 24% 100 0% 
2011 53,220 33% 0.042 25% 97 5% 
2012 72,298 30% 0.081 26% 96 7% 
2013 75,826 29% 0.054 27% 97 5% 
2014 38,967 36% 0.043 23% 100 0% 

2015 15,030 31% 0.027 23% 100 0% 

2016 46,652 39% 0.060 35% 85 13% 
2017 72,208 24% 0.060 26% 92 10% 
2018 49,797 46% 0.050 53% 96 6% 
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Table 16. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon Coast Steelhead DPS. Data are from un-calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-
3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is expressed as a percent of the 
estimate. 

 

Oregon Coast Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2002 183,127 20% 0.035 26% 68 9% 
2003 241,263 22% 0.035 17% 79 7% 
2004 169,713 21% 0.032 17% 73 7% 
2005 288,482 22% 0.047 26% 77 6% 
2006 204,924 17% 0.028 19% 72 8% 
2007 219,687 25% 0.030 21% 71 8% 
2008 229,564 20% 0.030 21% 68 9% 
2009 230,839 21% 0.043 19% 72 8% 
2010 290,410 19% 0.034 20% 78 7% 
2011 275,137 19% 0.038 14% 83 5% 
2012 226,411 14% 0.032 15% 81 25% 
2013 292,388 21% 0.047 17% 79 24% 
2014 274,672 24% 0.029 18% 88 34% 
2015 136,759 23% 0.015 28% 65 18% 
2016 247,939 19% 0.020 17% 73 22% 
2017 313,308 20% 0.021 16% 84 29% 
2018 166,980 20% 0.018 19% 71 19% 
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Table 17. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon portion of the Lower Columbia River Steelhead DPS. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 
 

Lower Columbia River  Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2006 30,142 47% 0.045 30% 78 18% 
2007 21,259 51% 0.036 43% 67 26% 
2008 9,965 47% 0.010 88% 61 31% 
2009 11,920 80% 0.015 56% 58 24% 
2010 23,497 55% 0.034 31% 66 19% 
2011 16,102 53% 0.036 51% 67 23% 
2012 12,148 64% 0.024 40% 61 31% 
2013 18,283 40% 0.023 40% 68 40% 
2014 12,495 49% 0.015 32% 89 93% 
2015 2,676 52% 0.007 37% 50 30% 
2016 2,905 42% 0.006 39% 46 29% 
2017 8,870 88% 0.013 67% 60 33% 
2018 5,067 41% 0.011 46% 57 28% 
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Table 18. Estimated metrics and associated 95% confidence intervals for steelhead parr 
in the Oregon portion of the Southwest Washington Steelhead DPS. Data are from un-
calibrated snorkel surveys in 1st-3rd order streams. The 95% confidence interval is 
expressed as a percent of the estimate. 

 
 

Southwest Washington  Steelhead  DPS Steelhead Parr Estimates 

Year Abundance ±95% CI  Density ±95% CI Site Occupancy ±95% CI 
2006 6,333 74% 0.014 71% 53 39% 
2007 10,874 103% 0.017 75% 54 31% 
2008 30,671 50% 0.023 43% 62 27% 
2009 16,540 35% 0.027 44% 69 18% 
2010 20,996 38% 0.036 35% 79 18% 
2011 10,815 41% 0.029 41% 66 17% 
2012 13,339 45% 0.024 30% 80 50% 
2013 9,824 30% 0.023 37% 83 59% 
2014 9,411 82% 0.021 46% 68 49% 
2015 2,422 74% 0.007 80% 42 23% 
2016 20,362 52% 0.022 28% 69 41% 
2017 2,026 42% 0.004 54% 42 20% 
2018 2,525 48% 0.003 54% 45 24% 
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4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE 
Salem, Oregon 97302 

 
 



 

January 15, 2020 

To: Chair Wahl and Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commissioners 

From: Conrad Gowell, Native Fish Fellowship Director 

            Mark Sherwood, Executive Director 

Re: Juvenile Steelhead Data Analysis for Klamath Mountain Province, Regarding the Petition 

For Catch and Release of Wild Winter Steelhead in the Southwest Zone for 2020 

Dear Chair Wahl and the Members of the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission, 

After reviewing the staff report regarding the petition for wild steelhead release and further 

conversations with ODFW staff, the Native Fish Society assessed and analyzed additional ODFW 

data.  The data was gathered on juvenile steelhead from snorkel surveys in streams south of 

the Sixes River, also known as the Klamath Mountains Province (KMP). In Oregon, the KMP 

includes the Elk, Rogue, Illinois, Pistol, Chetco, and Winchuck rivers and Euchre and Hunter 

creeks.   The ODFW Progress Report from 2019, in which all of the data and quotations in this 

comment can be found, is attached to this correspondence for your convenience. 

Reviewing this data regarding steelhead juveniles raises additional red flags regarding the 

current health of the wild winter steelhead populations in the Klamath Mountain Province. We 

have highlighted these conclusions in each section as, “Key Takeaways.” If you would like to 

directly access the Key Takeaways, please see the conclusion section of these comments.  

In light of the following concerns with juvenile steelhead health (abundance, density, and site 

occupancy) and the many concerns raised in past testimony, we urge the Commission to 

pause all consumptive fisheries for wild winter steelhead in the southwest zone until a 

conservation and management plan is adopted.  

 

Best Regards,  

 

Conrad Gowell, Native Fish Fellowship Director  

Mark Sherwood Executive Director  

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

Klamath Mountain Province Rogue Stratum Steelhead Parr Abundance - Figure 1  

Data from Table 14, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics 

 

Key Takeaway 1: The most recent estimate of juvenile steelhead abundance in the Rogue 

(14,176 juvenile wild steelhead) is the lowest on record. The overall trendline for Rogue 

juvenile wild steelhead abundance is heading downward.  

Steelhead  

KMP ─ The 2018 abundance estimate in the Rogue stratum of the DPS was the lowest 

recorded.  (ODFW WOPR 2018 Report, page 24)  

 

Steelhead juveniles have been counted in the Rogue River since 2002 as part of the Western 

Oregon Rearing Project. Snorkelers count juvenile steelhead assessing how many fish are 

present.  
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Juvenile Steelhead Abundance for the Klamath Mountain Province (Rogue and South Coast) - 

Figure 2  / Data from Table 13, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Takeaway 2: Juvenile steelhead abundance in the Klamath Mountain Province is trending 

downward.   Abundance has declined over the time period by over 50%.  

 

The abundance of steelhead is the number of juvenile steelhead estimated by surveyors.  
When the abundance of juvenile steelhead is plotted across the Klamath Mountain Province, 

there is a steady downward trend, with some of the lowest abundance totals occurring in the 

past few seasons.  
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Juvenile Steelhead Density for the Klamath Mountain Province - Figure 3 
Data from Table 13, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics 
 

 
Key Takeaway 3: KMP juvenile steelhead continue to fail the health goal adopted by ODFW 

for density.  
 
As abundance declines so does the number of steelhead per square meter of habitat. As you 
can see the trend is steeply downward. This could suggest that not enough adults are 
reproducing to fully utilize the juvenile steelhead rearing habitat available. Essentially, our 
natural river hatchery is not functioning at its peak capacity.  
 
During the consultation process between National Marine Fisheries Service and ODFW in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s, steelhead health goals along with monitoring requirements were 
adopted by the department.  These monitoring efforts were put in place to ensure the regulatory 
sufficiency necessary to avoid an Endangered Species Act listing for KMP wild steelhead.  
 
One of those goals was steelhead density.  

2. During late summer and autumn, the mean density of age 1+ steelhead should be at 
least 0.10 (0.05 in riffles) fish per m2. (ODFW webpage for KMP Steelhead Project)  
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During the original review in 2002 the surveyors did not find that steelhead met or exceeded this 
health goal.  
 

Goal 2: We estimated the summer densities of juvenile trout at 42 randomly selected 
sites in the Rogue River Basin and at 52 randomly selected sites in other coastal basins 
of the KMP. Mean densities of subyearling trout in the Rogue River Basin, and in other 
coastal basins, exceeded the population health goal. In contrast, mean densities of age 
1+ steelhead did not meet the population health goal in either the Rogue River Basin or 
in other coastal basins. (ODFW webpage for KMP Steelhead Project) 
 

Today, with the steady decline in juvenile steelhead density we are not meeting this health goal.  
 
 
Juvenile Steelhead Site Occupancy for the Klamath Mountain Province - Figure 4 
Data from Table 13, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics 
 

 
Key Takeaway 4: The long term trend in steelhead site occupancy is downward and in 8 
of the past 17 years, or nearly 50% of the time, it is possible that the juvenile steelhead 
site occupancy goal was not met.  
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Site occupancy refers to whether or not habitat available to steelhead has juvenile steelhead in 
it. Meaning if a square meter has 500 juvenile steelhead or just 1 juvenile steelhead the habitat 
is considered occupied. As you can observe the trendline is downward as well.  
 
During the consultation process between National Marine Fisheries Service and ODFW in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s, steelhead health goals along with monitoring requirements were 
adopted by the department to avoid a Endangered Species Act listing for KMP wild steelhead.  
 
One of those health goals was for site occupancy: 
 

3. Juvenile steelhead should be present in at least 80% of sites accessible to spawners, 
or the percentage of sites inhabited by juvenile steelhead should increase through time. 
(ODFW webpage for KMP Steelhead Project) 

 
As a result of the steady decline, the current three year average for site occupancy for KMP 
steelhead is 78% - below this minimum health criteria. The four year average is 80%, which is at 
the minimum health criteria. Keep in mind this health criteria is one of the only measurements 
from the KMP ESA listing health goals that is still being evaluated today. It’s all we have to go 
on and we’re dipping below the goal.  
 
Considering the 95% confidence interval juvenile steelhead in the Klamath Mountains Province 
have not met the 80% occupancy health goal in 8 out of the past 17 years. In the KMP we’ve 
failed this health goal nearly 50% of the time, due in large part to the past 7 years. That is 
also to say that 20% of the habitat that could otherwise contribute to population productivity is 
not being utilized. 
 
Key Takeaway 5: Since instituting harvest for wild winter steelhead in the KMP, all 
measures for juvenile health have declined and we’re beginning to fail the minimum 
health goals adopted by ODFW to avoid a KMP steelhead Endangered Species Act 
listing.  
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Oregon Coast DPS & KMP Steelhead Part Estimate of Site Occupancy - Figure 5 
Data from Table 13 & Table 16, Appendix 2 Steelhead Metrics  

 

 
Key Takeaway 6. Neighboring Distinct Populations, like the Oregon Coast, which are not 
subjected to the same levels of consumptive harvest, do not display the same red flags 
in juvenile steelhead health seen in the KMP zone. 
 
If we are comparing the above presented data to trends in the Oregon Coast (OC) Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS) (from the Necanicum to Sixes rivers) where wild steelhead catch 
and release has been required in most basins since the early 1990s, a very different trend 
emerges.  Site occupancy is increasing throughout the neighboring OC DPS, while substantial 
declines are being recorded throughout the Klamath Mountain Province.  
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Conclusion 
All juvenile steelhead health measurements are declining. We’re not meeting adopted health 
goals for density and site occupancy for the Klamath Mountains Province.  

1: The most recent estimate of juvenile steelhead abundance in the Rogue is the lowest on 

record since 2002. The overall trendline for Rogue juvenile wild steelhead abundance is 

heading downward.  

2: Juvenile steelhead abundance in the Klamath Mountain Province is trending downward. 

Abundance has declined over the time period by over 50%.  

 
3: Klamath Mountain Province juvenile steelhead continue to fail the health goal adopted by 

ODFW for density.  
 
4:The long term trend in steelhead site occupancy is downward and in 8 of the past 17 
years, or nearly 50% of the time, it is possible that the juvenile steelhead site occupancy 
goal was not met.  
 
5: Since instituting harvest for wild winter steelhead in the KMP, all measures for juvenile 
health have declined and we’re beginning to fail the minimum health goals adopted by 
ODFW to avoid a KMP steelhead Endangered Species Act listing.  
 
6. Neighboring Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of juvenile steelhead, which are not 
subjected to the same levels of consumptive harvest, do not display the same red flags 
in juvenile steelhead health seen in the KMP zone. 
 
We strongly urge reducing risk to wild winter steelhead by temporarily pausing 

consumptive fisheries for wild winter steelhead in the southwest zone until a conservation 

and management plan is adopted.  
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Klamath Mountain Province Steelhead Project

Description
ESA Issues

A National Marine Fisheries Service status review concluded that KMP steelhead were threatened with
extinction. In contrast, an ODFW evaluation concluded that summer steelhead (STS) populations were
depressed, but the winter steelhead (STW) populations were healthy. Subsequent discussions lead to
a deferral of the proposed ESA listing. Oregon agreed to terminate STW harvest in KMP streams
(except the Rogue River Basin remained open) and to improve population assessments. Oregon also
committed to development of population health goals for steelhead (first attempted for KMP steelhead).

Background

The KMP includes coastal basins from Cape Blanco to just south of the Klamath River in California. In
Oregon, all basins produce STW, but STS are produced only in the Rogue River Basin. ODFW
estimated that returns of wild steelhead to the Rogue River averaged about 20,000 STS in 1976-99
and about 43,000 STW in 1977-80. Returns of wild STW to other coastal streams have not been
directly estimated. Some KMP steelhead have an unusual life history, making a false spawning run
after only 3-5 months in the ocean. These fish are known as "half-pounders" and are found only in the
Rogue, Klamath, and Eel River basins. Steelhead of hatchery origin are released only in the Rogue
River Basin and in the Chetco River.

Project Goal and Objectives

Develop and implement assessment methods to determine the status of wild steelhead in the Oregon
portion of the KMP.

Objectives:   1. Develop population health goals and allied monitoring methods.

                    2. Determine resource status in relation to health goals.

Population Health Goals Adopted by ODFW

In 1999, ODFW developed six population health goals for KMP
steelhead:

1. Characteristics of fresh water habitat in areas accessible to steelhead
should become more similar to ODFW benchmarks of habitat quality
established for streams in western Oregon.

2. During late summer and autumn, the mean density of trout fry should
be at least 0.50 fish per m2 and the mean density of age ³ 1+ steelhead
should be at least 0.10 (0.05 in riffles) fish per m2.

3. Juvenile steelhead should be present in at least 80% of sites
accessible to spawners, or the percentage of sites inhabited by juvenile
steelhead should increase through time.

4. Mean production rates in intermittent streams used by spawning
summer steelhead should be a minimum of 7,000 trout fry per kilometer.

5. Annual returns to Gold Ray Dam should be a minimum of 4,000 wild
summer steelhead and 4,000 wild winter steelhead, while annual returns
to the Rogue River should be a minimum of 10,000 wild late-run adult
summer steelhead.
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6. Fish with half-pounder life histories should compose at least 95% of
the late-run adult summer steelhead in the Rogue River.

Project Findings

Sampling to determine resource status in relation to population health goals began in summer of 1999.
A summary of results follow, with an emphasis on goal 2:

Goal 1: ODFW’s Aquatic Habitat Inventory Project completed the sampling.

Goal 3: The distribution goal was met. We found juvenile steelhead at 93 of 95 (98%) random sites
judged accessible to spawners.

Goal 4: No results to date. Sampling began in spring 2000.

Goal 5: Return goals were met except for wild summer steelhead that passed Gold Ray Dam.

Goal 6: About 200 scale samples were taken and need to be interpreted.

Goal 2: We estimated the summer densities of juvenile trout at 42 randomly selected sites in the
Rogue River Basin and at 52 randomly selected sites in other coastal basins of the KMP. Mean
densities of subyearling trout in the Rogue River Basin, and in other coastal basins, exceeded the
population health goal. In contrast, mean densities of age ³ 1+ steelhead did not meet the population
health goal in either the Rogue River Basin or in other coastal basins.

We electrofished to estimate the densities of trout in first to third order streams on a 1:100,000 USGS
stream layer. Densities were relatively easy to estimate in small streams, but were difficult or
impossible to estimate in the larger third order streams. In most cases, subyearling steelhead could not
be visually distinguished from subyearling cutthroat trout.

We found that densities of age ³ 1+ steelhead tended to be greater in the larger streams. This finding
indicates that mean density estimates for KMP streams are probably affected by the size of the
streams that are sampled. In addition, if electrofishing remains the preferred sampling method,
inferences about trout densities will remain appropriate for only the smaller streams.

We also found that trout densities exhibited non-normal distributions. Various types of data
transformations failed to normalize the data. This finding indicated that nonparametric analytical
methods will probably need to be employed to monitor changes in trout densities through time.

 Proposed Additions to Population Health Goals

Further discussion and review of the project lead to the development of two additional population
health goals in 2000:

7. Mean production rates in coastal streams should be a minimum of 300 wild smolts per kilometer.

8. Wild fish should compose at least 50% of the winter steelhead that return to the Chetco River and at
least 90% of the winter steelhead that return to other coastal streams. These run composition goals
conform to guidelines of ODFW’s wild fish policy.

Management Implications

Attainment of all the goals likely indicates that the populations of wild steelhead in the KMP are healthy
and may allow managers to restore harvest opportunities for wild fish. Conversely, failure to attain any
of the goals likely indicates that the populations are depressed and should lead to actions designed to
minimize fishing mortality. However, in most years it is likely that some goals are attained while some
are not. Under that scenario, and depending on which goals are attained, selective fisheries, like the
current one for wild winter steelhead in the Rogue River, remain as viable options for fishery managers.
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From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Fishing on the Illinois River
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2020 9:18:05 AM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Don Howard <dirtwork28@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 9:01 AM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Subject: Fishing on the Illinois River
 
To whom this may concern .
My name is Don Howard  me and my wife bought a 61 lot private gated subdivision here in
Cave Junction .
 My whole Retirement is in this subdivision and I have people  moving  here that are buying
my houses based on fishing steel head out of this beautiful river that is right next to my
Subdivision.  I don't think that when people  consider trying to shut things down how it affects
other people.  
I take my grandson and grand daughter  down to fish in that river .
As well as my wife and her family  grew up here and have strong family ties here  and she
used to play down here on this river in her diapers while her father and brother fish for steel
head . 
I don't think catching  steel head will do anything  detrimental to this river they run every year
like clock work
If they want to be a thorn in so.e ones 4 point of contact have them pick on the pot growers
who suck off of the river and contaminate it as well .
I have over 3.6 million  in this project and I would assume  not let some bigot  control weather
or not I sell my homes in this valley based on not letting people keep there steel head fish .
That is why most are buying in my subdivision  and we are bringing  alot of Revenue to this
city as well and I do not think the powers that be would appreciate  this .
 
Thank you 
Don Howard 
Howard & Howard Homes 
808-281-9941 
 

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
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From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: South West Zone Steelhead Rule Change
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2020 3:42:07 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Ed Kammer <edwardkammer@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 2:37 PM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Subject: South West Zone Steelhead Rule Change
 
I strongly oppose removing the option of keeping 1 wild Steelhead per day and 3 per year. 
Where are the facts to support such a change?  I am a lifetime resident of Gold Beach and
have fished for all species of Salmon and Steelhead all my life.  All the fishermen I know are
well aware of how valuable wild fish are and most wild fish are released regardless of the
rules.  Based on the facts available the current rules are actually very strict.  The one thing
most people neglect to mention is that the current rule allows us to keep a deeply hooked wild
fish that would otherwise die or be eaten by a seal or sea lion.  
Please - no more rule changes!
Sincerely,
Edward Kammer
99204 Silver Creek Rd
P.O. Box 1181
Gold Beach, Oregon 97444
541-698-0515
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January 17, 2020  
 
FR: Mark Sherwood, Native Fish Society  
TO: ODFW Commission  
RE: Catch and Release for Wild Steelhead in SW Oregon  
 
Dear Chair Wahl, Fish and Wildlife Commissioners and Director Melcher,  
 
I’m Mark Sherwood, Native Fish Society’s Executive Director.  
 
We promote healthy fisheries, reform harmful fisheries, and organize fisheries to protect the 
most vulnerable species from harm. We recognize the value of both consumptive and 
non-consumptive fisheries, and we promote respectful fishing by all. 
 
I’m here because the current consumptive fishery for wild winter steelhead in southwest Oregon 
is not contributing to the long term health of these fish. Juvenile steelhead are declining across 
all metrics and in the long term for the Klamath Mountains Province.  
 
This wild winter steelhead fishery is one of the least regulated and monitored fisheries in the 
entire state of Oregon for one of the most vulnerable and complex fish species we have. It’s the 
only steelhead population without a conservation and management plan. No other state, 
province, or country with wild steelhead permits a consumptive fishery like this one. Russia, 
British Columbia, Washington, Idaho, California and most of Oregon requires catch and release 
for wild steelhead.  
 
Today’s vote is about reestablishing that the burden of proof lies with the department, and not 
on wild fish, when taking a significant risk. It’s about current and future Oregonians, who we 
have a responsibility to provide with the opportunities we enjoy.  
 
Commissioners there are 14 populations of salmon and steelhead protected under the 
Endangered Species Act in Oregon - representing every corner of our state. This backdrop of 
region and statewide declines and extinction is the context for today’s decision - for weighing 
the department’s recommendation to “wait for a smoking gun” vs. the overwhelming public 
request for precautionary action.  
 
What’s worse, all of these ESA listings have happened in the last 30 years and not a single one 
has been recovered. From a decade working to revive abundant wild fish, I’ve learned that 
recovery comes very slowly and is not guaranteed. We need to act in a way that charts a 
different course, wild fish declines are too long-lasting to act otherwise.  

 



 
 

 
Why act now for a temporary rule, for just one year? What you permit you promote, what you 
allow you encourage. If things are going to change for fish in Oregon, decision-makers need to 
make changes.  
One of those changes is taking a precautionary approach in the face of uncertainty. It’s in 
statute and it’s what we need now.  Please put the conservation of our fish first and approve a 
temporary rule for catch and release for wild winter steelhead in southwest Oregon.  
 
Wild matters,  
Mark  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: Memo Supporting Temporary Rule for SW Oregon Wild Steelhead
Date: Friday, January 17, 2020 7:05:42 AM
Attachments: TCA Memo to OFWC on South Coast Wild Steelhead.pdf

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: David Moskowitz <theconservationangler@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 4:42 PM
To: odfw.commission@state.or.us
Cc: curt.melcher@state.or.us; Michelle Tate <michelle.l.tate@state.or.us>
Subject: Memo Supporting Temporary Rule for SW Oregon Wild Steelhead
 
Dear Commissioners,
Please accept this memo in support of a Commission decision to adpt a
temporary rule requiring safe release of all wild steelhead in Oregon's SW
Region.
 
I apologize for the late delivery of this memo as I have been suffering
mightily from a terrible cold and flu for a week.  I will be unable to attend
the Commission Meeting on Friday.
 
Sincerely,
David Moskowitz
 
David A. Moskowitz
Executive Director
971-235-8953 (Direct)
theconservationangler@gmail.com
www.theconservationangler.org
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Memorandum 


TO: Mary Wahl, Chair, Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 


Members of the Commission 


CC: Curt Melcher, Director 


Dt: January 16, 2020 


Re: Emergency Rules Protecting Oregon South Coast Wild Steelhead 


 


The purpose of this memo is to provide the Fish and Wildlife Commission (FWC) with a 


sound rational to Adopt the Proposed Emergency Rules for 2020 on Oregon’s South Coast 


to Protect Wild Steelhead. 


There are several sound biological and social reasons to adopt the temporary rules. 


1. Uncertain and Unknown Population Status 


The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has not conducted enough population 


monitoring of adult spawning escapement, juvenile survival, angler effort and harvest rate to 


have a strong grasp of the population abundance trends or productivity to support retaining the 


current harvest regime of 1 wild steelhead per day and three per season. 


2. Habitat Conditions are not the primary limiting factor 


Wild steelhead are extremely resilient, persistent and productive even when habitat conditions 


are not pristine. After the Mt. St. Helens eruption and the massive impact to the Toutle River, 


wild steelhead returns astonished everyone who expected a lost population – and that rebound 


was aided by no fishing and no hatchery plants.  A similar example is Finney Creek on the 


Skagit River where habitat has been degraded by logging in the 1970s-1980s period, followed by 


active restoration - with no positive fish results until the elimination of hatchery releases and 


closure of Finney Creek to all fishing. Wild Steelhead spawning escapement have greatly 


increased the past 5 years. These are but a few examples where wild steelhead have recovered 


even with poor habitat in the freshwater portion of their lives. 


Habitat conditions are mentioned as “limiting” in the Staff Report, but that requires answers to 


the question of what is known about the carrying capacity for Oregon’s South Coast Rivers 


regarding wild steelhead?  ODFW should be able to describe the amount of spawning habitat, 


available gravel and measure how well is it being filled by spawning adults. 


3. ODFW fails to adequately assess the impact of harvest on the health of wild steelhead on the 


South Coast 


ODFW does not appear to know how many steelhead are in those rivers, nor do they know the 


harvest rate.  In order to manage a harvest fishery, ODFW must know: 


a.) how many adults of each population return to each river,  


b.) how many are harvested, and: 


c.) how many escape to spawn.  







 
With steelhead, since many do not die after spawning, ODFW should also have information on: 


d.) age class of adults, 


e.) age class of smolts,  


Note: Age class is necessary to estimate survival and reconstruct run sizes. If ODFW cannot 


reconstruct the overall run size, then there is no way to measure the impact of the harvest 


f.) the harvest rate of kelts  


Note: The kelt life-history (i.e. repeat spawners) is a life history trait is important to productivity 


of the population as female steelhead returning multiple times to spawn carry more eggs).  


And it is not just harvest rate – ODFW must know if the harvest rate is equitable throughout the 


winter steelhead run - and amongst different life histories. Selectively harvesting during certain 


periods or certain life histories is a critical consideration for conservation of a diverse salmonid 


like steelhead. 


Historically, the late March/April component of wild steelhead harvest constituted not more than 


5% of the total. Historically, in both Oregon and Washington, there was very little effort during 


that season as many anglers shifted focus on the then-abundant spring chinook or ocean 


Chinook. Now, the late component of wild steelhead is all that is left in many wild steelhead 


rivers. Consider these examples: 


a. Hoh/Queets: pre-WWII populations were 50,000-60,000 fish; Current total returns 


are approximately 3,000 fish which are approximately historic late returns; 


b. Skagit: 1950's harvest of nearly 25,000 all-wild fish with total adult population 


between 50,000-70,000 fish. The current wild population (all late March-June) is 


5,000-9,000 - close to the historic levels for the late component of the population. 


 


The take-away, only by recovering the earlier components of the population structure can the 


wild stock recovery come close to approximating historic abundance, resilience and diversity. 


 


Some argue the later returning steelhead have been given considerable protection with closures. 


However, what is the result of protecting the late run fish and not the early run steelhead from 


fishing pressure?  The coastwide trend in both Washington and Oregon has been to lose early 


return steelhead through focused harvest or broodstock program, while the agencies promote 


angling season that maximize protection of the late run steelhead. The result is that late-run 


steelhead have increasingly replaced the former dominance of early return steelhead. This has 


been the case throughout the Pacific Northwest as management strategies focused hatchery 


programs and broodstock programs on the early portion of the winter run.  


The reason this is an important management practice to change is that with climate change 


impacts, more steelhead spawning tributaries are going dry, and those that formerly went dry are 


drying earlier.  Late return steelhead are likely laying eggs too late to result in fry that emerge 


before intermittent streams go dry. The result is that intermittent tributaries go out of production 


for the late run steelhead. If climate change will adversely affect productivity of spawning 







 
tributaries, management must be consistent so escapement can match good spawning habitat 


(accessible gravels and adequate streamflow). Management, including harvest management, 


must protect escapement of a broad range of returning adults with diverse run-timing and spawn-


timing to make productive use of intermittent tributaries.   


Fred Everest’s 1973 paper on the Rogue River summer steelhead clearly showed that the 


majority of the summer steelhead spawning habitat in the Rogue was in small intermittent 


tributaries, and they depended on spawning early enough so the juveniles can get out of the 


gravel and to areas of perennial flow before the streams went dry by mid to late June – and 


undoubtedly even earlier today, as is also the case on the Skagit River’s intermittent tributaries.   


Successful and sustainable steelhead management on the South Coast will absolutely depend on 


recovery of early return steelhead that can fill the tributary habitat that will become intermittent 


and will become intermittent earlier.  


4. Angler Activity and Harvest Impact is Difficult to Measure In real-time 


Given that wild steelhead harvest is very limited elsewhere in the PNW, the Commission and 


ODFW must consider and evaluate the impact of "effort shift" that occurs when wild steelhead 


harvest is allowed only in a particular region.  The Commission and ODFW need only look to 


the Olympic Peninsula which was inundated with guides and anglers once the rivers in the Puget 


Sound were closed. The same effort shift happens on the Oregon North Coast when the lower 


Columbia closes to harvest for fall and spring salmon. 


Pressure shift is an issue when it comes to angler harvest on multiple small streams with 


relatively small populations. Wild steelhead harvest attracts anglers that know they can kill their 


first fish - wild or hatchery - which is a draw for anglers in California and throughout Oregon 


where harvest of steelhead is prohibited.   


The Commission should ask staff to identify an example of where Oregon has permitted wild 


steelhead harvest and those fish have remained abundant and are not in decline? 


5. Specific Comments on the Staff Summary Memo 


 


a. “Of approximately 5,800 miles of adult steelhead habitat in the Southwest Zone, only about 7% 


(405 miles) are open to wild harvest.”  Page 2 


Rely: This number is misleading as most of the stream miles in this total are small spawning 


and rearing areas where angling would not likely be accessible to anglers 


b. “An analysis of the combined angling tags from the Rogue River (2004-2015) shows that in 


almost every year, 90% of the anglers have reported harvesting between 0 and 2 wild winter 


steelhead annually.” Page 3 


Reply: This statistic is misleading as well. It does not provide an answer to the question of 


how many wild steelhead are harvested by the remaining 10% of the anglers. For example, if 


90 anglers harvest one steelhead per year (90 wild steelhead), and 10 anglers may harvest 3 


steelhead per year (totaling 30 wild steelhead). This would mean on average that 100 anglers 







 
would harvest 130 steelhead, and that 10% of the anglers would have accounted for 23% of 


the wild harvest.  Finally, none of this data addresses the encounter rate on wild steelhead 


which must be determined to account for the direct and indirect mortality on wild steelhead 


from the South Coast fishery. 


c. “Status assessments for both the CMP and RSP (plan in progress) indicate that all winter 


steelhead populations in the Southwest Zone are viable.”   Page 9 


Reply: Why are these status assessments not provided in the materials for the Commission? 


If ODFW has status assessments for each of the SW Oregon Steelhead Rivers, then that data 


should be front-and-center for the Commission and the public to review and assess. 


6. Conclusion 


To recount, the Commission should adopt a temporary rule ending wild steelhead harvest on 


Southwest Oregon Rivers because: 


 


a. The uncertain and unknown population status for many SW Oregon Rivers 


 


b. Habitat conditions are not the primary limiting factor for steelhead in the SW Region - 


aside from loss of habitat from existing dams and un-fixed passage barriers 


 


c. ODFW cannot measure angler activity and harvest impacts are difficult to measure 


during real-time fisheries. 


 


d. ODFW has not adequately assessed the impact of harvest on the health of wild steelhead 


on the South Coast nor provided complete current status assessments by river and 


population. 


The Commission must ask the staff about their ability to monitor the angler effort in every river 


in the Southwest Region, and if Staff cannot precisely assess the risk to the wild steelhead 


populations by continuing to allow harvest, then the commission should take a precautionary 


approach until after the conservation plan has been adopted and all have a better idea of the 


status of the wild populations. 


It is important that the Commission consider that the result of adopting this temporary rule is not 


a closure to steelhead angling – this decision maintains angler opportunity and it is the consistent 


application of a conservation-oriented angling regulation that has measurable conservation 


benefits for wild fish. 


Contact: 


David Moskowitz, Executive Director 


The Conservation Angler 


3241 NE 73rd Avenue 


Portland, OR 97213 


971-235-8953 


theconservationangler@gmail.com 



theconservationangler@gmail.com





 
Conservation means fair and honest dealings with the future, usually at some cost to the
immediate present. It is simply morality, with little to offset the glamour and quick material
rewards of the North American deity, ”Progress”.  Roderick Haig-Brown



 
Memorandum 

TO: Mary Wahl, Chair, Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 

Members of the Commission 

CC: Curt Melcher, Director 

Dt: January 16, 2020 

Re: Emergency Rules Protecting Oregon South Coast Wild Steelhead 

 

The purpose of this memo is to provide the Fish and Wildlife Commission (FWC) with a 

sound rational to Adopt the Proposed Emergency Rules for 2020 on Oregon’s South Coast 

to Protect Wild Steelhead. 

There are several sound biological and social reasons to adopt the temporary rules. 

1. Uncertain and Unknown Population Status 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has not conducted enough population 

monitoring of adult spawning escapement, juvenile survival, angler effort and harvest rate to 

have a strong grasp of the population abundance trends or productivity to support retaining the 

current harvest regime of 1 wild steelhead per day and three per season. 

2. Habitat Conditions are not the primary limiting factor 

Wild steelhead are extremely resilient, persistent and productive even when habitat conditions 

are not pristine. After the Mt. St. Helens eruption and the massive impact to the Toutle River, 

wild steelhead returns astonished everyone who expected a lost population – and that rebound 

was aided by no fishing and no hatchery plants.  A similar example is Finney Creek on the 

Skagit River where habitat has been degraded by logging in the 1970s-1980s period, followed by 

active restoration - with no positive fish results until the elimination of hatchery releases and 

closure of Finney Creek to all fishing. Wild Steelhead spawning escapement have greatly 

increased the past 5 years. These are but a few examples where wild steelhead have recovered 

even with poor habitat in the freshwater portion of their lives. 

Habitat conditions are mentioned as “limiting” in the Staff Report, but that requires answers to 

the question of what is known about the carrying capacity for Oregon’s South Coast Rivers 

regarding wild steelhead?  ODFW should be able to describe the amount of spawning habitat, 

available gravel and measure how well is it being filled by spawning adults. 

3. ODFW fails to adequately assess the impact of harvest on the health of wild steelhead on the 

South Coast 

ODFW does not appear to know how many steelhead are in those rivers, nor do they know the 

harvest rate.  In order to manage a harvest fishery, ODFW must know: 

a.) how many adults of each population return to each river,  

b.) how many are harvested, and: 

c.) how many escape to spawn.  



 
With steelhead, since many do not die after spawning, ODFW should also have information on: 

d.) age class of adults, 

e.) age class of smolts,  

Note: Age class is necessary to estimate survival and reconstruct run sizes. If ODFW cannot 

reconstruct the overall run size, then there is no way to measure the impact of the harvest 

f.) the harvest rate of kelts  

Note: The kelt life-history (i.e. repeat spawners) is a life history trait is important to productivity 

of the population as female steelhead returning multiple times to spawn carry more eggs).  

And it is not just harvest rate – ODFW must know if the harvest rate is equitable throughout the 

winter steelhead run - and amongst different life histories. Selectively harvesting during certain 

periods or certain life histories is a critical consideration for conservation of a diverse salmonid 

like steelhead. 

Historically, the late March/April component of wild steelhead harvest constituted not more than 

5% of the total. Historically, in both Oregon and Washington, there was very little effort during 

that season as many anglers shifted focus on the then-abundant spring chinook or ocean 

Chinook. Now, the late component of wild steelhead is all that is left in many wild steelhead 

rivers. Consider these examples: 

a. Hoh/Queets: pre-WWII populations were 50,000-60,000 fish; Current total returns 

are approximately 3,000 fish which are approximately historic late returns; 

b. Skagit: 1950's harvest of nearly 25,000 all-wild fish with total adult population 

between 50,000-70,000 fish. The current wild population (all late March-June) is 

5,000-9,000 - close to the historic levels for the late component of the population. 

 

The take-away, only by recovering the earlier components of the population structure can the 

wild stock recovery come close to approximating historic abundance, resilience and diversity. 

 

Some argue the later returning steelhead have been given considerable protection with closures. 

However, what is the result of protecting the late run fish and not the early run steelhead from 

fishing pressure?  The coastwide trend in both Washington and Oregon has been to lose early 

return steelhead through focused harvest or broodstock program, while the agencies promote 

angling season that maximize protection of the late run steelhead. The result is that late-run 

steelhead have increasingly replaced the former dominance of early return steelhead. This has 

been the case throughout the Pacific Northwest as management strategies focused hatchery 

programs and broodstock programs on the early portion of the winter run.  

The reason this is an important management practice to change is that with climate change 

impacts, more steelhead spawning tributaries are going dry, and those that formerly went dry are 

drying earlier.  Late return steelhead are likely laying eggs too late to result in fry that emerge 

before intermittent streams go dry. The result is that intermittent tributaries go out of production 

for the late run steelhead. If climate change will adversely affect productivity of spawning 



 
tributaries, management must be consistent so escapement can match good spawning habitat 

(accessible gravels and adequate streamflow). Management, including harvest management, 

must protect escapement of a broad range of returning adults with diverse run-timing and spawn-

timing to make productive use of intermittent tributaries.   

Fred Everest’s 1973 paper on the Rogue River summer steelhead clearly showed that the 

majority of the summer steelhead spawning habitat in the Rogue was in small intermittent 

tributaries, and they depended on spawning early enough so the juveniles can get out of the 

gravel and to areas of perennial flow before the streams went dry by mid to late June – and 

undoubtedly even earlier today, as is also the case on the Skagit River’s intermittent tributaries.   

Successful and sustainable steelhead management on the South Coast will absolutely depend on 

recovery of early return steelhead that can fill the tributary habitat that will become intermittent 

and will become intermittent earlier.  

4. Angler Activity and Harvest Impact is Difficult to Measure In real-time 

Given that wild steelhead harvest is very limited elsewhere in the PNW, the Commission and 

ODFW must consider and evaluate the impact of "effort shift" that occurs when wild steelhead 

harvest is allowed only in a particular region.  The Commission and ODFW need only look to 

the Olympic Peninsula which was inundated with guides and anglers once the rivers in the Puget 

Sound were closed. The same effort shift happens on the Oregon North Coast when the lower 

Columbia closes to harvest for fall and spring salmon. 

Pressure shift is an issue when it comes to angler harvest on multiple small streams with 

relatively small populations. Wild steelhead harvest attracts anglers that know they can kill their 

first fish - wild or hatchery - which is a draw for anglers in California and throughout Oregon 

where harvest of steelhead is prohibited.   

The Commission should ask staff to identify an example of where Oregon has permitted wild 

steelhead harvest and those fish have remained abundant and are not in decline? 

5. Specific Comments on the Staff Summary Memo 

 

a. “Of approximately 5,800 miles of adult steelhead habitat in the Southwest Zone, only about 7% 

(405 miles) are open to wild harvest.”  Page 2 

Rely: This number is misleading as most of the stream miles in this total are small spawning 

and rearing areas where angling would not likely be accessible to anglers 

b. “An analysis of the combined angling tags from the Rogue River (2004-2015) shows that in 

almost every year, 90% of the anglers have reported harvesting between 0 and 2 wild winter 

steelhead annually.” Page 3 

Reply: This statistic is misleading as well. It does not provide an answer to the question of 

how many wild steelhead are harvested by the remaining 10% of the anglers. For example, if 

90 anglers harvest one steelhead per year (90 wild steelhead), and 10 anglers may harvest 3 

steelhead per year (totaling 30 wild steelhead). This would mean on average that 100 anglers 



 
would harvest 130 steelhead, and that 10% of the anglers would have accounted for 23% of 

the wild harvest.  Finally, none of this data addresses the encounter rate on wild steelhead 

which must be determined to account for the direct and indirect mortality on wild steelhead 

from the South Coast fishery. 

c. “Status assessments for both the CMP and RSP (plan in progress) indicate that all winter 

steelhead populations in the Southwest Zone are viable.”   Page 9 

Reply: Why are these status assessments not provided in the materials for the Commission? 

If ODFW has status assessments for each of the SW Oregon Steelhead Rivers, then that data 

should be front-and-center for the Commission and the public to review and assess. 

6. Conclusion 

To recount, the Commission should adopt a temporary rule ending wild steelhead harvest on 

Southwest Oregon Rivers because: 

 

a. The uncertain and unknown population status for many SW Oregon Rivers 

 

b. Habitat conditions are not the primary limiting factor for steelhead in the SW Region - 

aside from loss of habitat from existing dams and un-fixed passage barriers 

 

c. ODFW cannot measure angler activity and harvest impacts are difficult to measure 

during real-time fisheries. 

 

d. ODFW has not adequately assessed the impact of harvest on the health of wild steelhead 

on the South Coast nor provided complete current status assessments by river and 

population. 

The Commission must ask the staff about their ability to monitor the angler effort in every river 

in the Southwest Region, and if Staff cannot precisely assess the risk to the wild steelhead 

populations by continuing to allow harvest, then the commission should take a precautionary 

approach until after the conservation plan has been adopted and all have a better idea of the 

status of the wild populations. 

It is important that the Commission consider that the result of adopting this temporary rule is not 

a closure to steelhead angling – this decision maintains angler opportunity and it is the consistent 

application of a conservation-oriented angling regulation that has measurable conservation 

benefits for wild fish. 

Contact: 

David Moskowitz, Executive Director 

The Conservation Angler 

3241 NE 73rd Avenue 

Portland, OR 97213 

971-235-8953 

theconservationangler@gmail.com 

theconservationangler@gmail.com


From: April H Mack
To: April H Mack
Subject: FW: South West Zone Steelhead Rule Change
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2020 3:42:07 PM

 
 
April
 
April Mack
Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Fish Rules Coordinator
503-947-6233
503-947-6202 (Fax)
 
 
From: Ed Kammer <edwardkammer@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 2:37 PM
To: ODFW Commission <ODFW.Commission@coho2.dfw.state.or.us>
Subject: South West Zone Steelhead Rule Change
 
I strongly oppose removing the option of keeping 1 wild Steelhead per day and 3 per year. 
Where are the facts to support such a change?  I am a lifetime resident of Gold Beach and
have fished for all species of Salmon and Steelhead all my life.  All the fishermen I know are
well aware of how valuable wild fish are and most wild fish are released regardless of the
rules.  Based on the facts available the current rules are actually very strict.  The one thing
most people neglect to mention is that the current rule allows us to keep a deeply hooked wild
fish that would otherwise die or be eaten by a seal or sea lion.  
Please - no more rule changes!
Sincerely,
Edward Kammer
99204 Silver Creek Rd
P.O. Box 1181
Gold Beach, Oregon 97444
541-698-0515

mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us
mailto:April.H.Mack@state.or.us





























































































