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Columbia River Fiscal Impact Advisory Committee 
Minutes 

April 3, 2013 

Committee Members 
Nick Myatt, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Jim Bridwell, Recreational Fisheries Representative 
Trey Carskadon, Recreational Fisheries Representative 
Bruce Buckmaster, Commercial Fisheries Representative 
Hobe Kytr, Commercial Fisheries Representative 
Tony Nigro, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Cameron Smith, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Staff Present 
Roy Elicker, Ed Bowles, Aaron Jenkins, Steve Sanders, Debbi Farrell 

Public in Attendance 
Robert Sudar, Jim Wells, Steve Fick 

Meeting was called to order at 10:00 AM 
Roy Elicker:  

Introductions 
There will be opportunity for public testimony before lunch break. Two opportunities 

were provided for public testimony; the first just prior to the lunch break, and the 
second just prior to the final vote on the recommendations. 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) convened the Fiscal Impact 
Advisory Committee (FIAC) to help the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission 
(Commission) understand the Fiscal Impact Statement (FIS) as described under the 
Administrative Procedures Act and to advise the Commission on its adequacy 

Steve Sanders:  
Specifically, the FIAC is tasked with determining whether there is a fiscal impact to the 

rule and whether the FIS adequately characterizes the nature and scope of the impact 
and who may be affected.  For purposes of the FIAC, adequacy means: 
1. The FIS notifies people whose economic interest would be affected by the rule 

and that they should testify about what their economic interest is. 
2. The FIS serves as a basis for the Commission to determine whether to adopt or 

readopt the rule given the likely economic affect it is going to have, recognizing 
that the FIS is not the final and only document the Commission will consider, it 
will also consider testimony and comments received. 

Roy Elicker: 
It is important to note that the FIS deals only with the rule the Commission is considering 

on May 10 and not with any future rules the Commission may consider.  Future rules 
will have their own new FIS. 

Also, the FIAC is not a “rules advisory committee” and is not here to discuss the rules as 
passed on December 7, 2012. 

On May 10, the Commission can (1) accept the FIAC recommendation, (2) disregard the 
FIAC recommendation, (3) grant additional time for more comment on the FIS or (4) 
reopen and have further discussion of the rules adopted on December 7. 

Attachment 8 
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Nick Myatt: 
Agenda and handouts 
Aaron Jenkins will present the current FIS and discuss how he dealt with comments 

received on the original FIS 
Outcome of FIAC deliberations will be a vote on whether the FIS adequately captures the 

fiscal impact of the rule.  The FIAC recommendation will be forwarded to the 
Commission through a staff report which will also reflect dissenting votes and 
concerns.  FIAC members will also have opportunity to provide further comment to 
the Commission during public testimony.  

Steve Sanders:  
This FIAC meeting is a public meeting under the Public Meetings law and as such is 

being recorded and will have minutes prepared from it.  The recording and minutes 
will be available to the Commission as part of the FIAC report. 

FIAC Discussion of the FIS 
Tony Nigro:  

In response to a request from Nick Myatt to explain two of the handouts:  The FIS uses 
revised harvest and ex-vessel values that reflect corrections to Tables C4 and C5 that 
were in the Columbia River Fishery Management Workgroup recommendations to 
the Oregon and Washington fish and wildlife commissions.  The revised tables are in 
the handouts provided to the FIAC. 

Aaron Jenkins:  
FIS presentation (Power Point presentation available at:  

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/OSCRP/CRM/LMCR_fisheries_mgmt_reform.asp) 
In response to a question from Trey Carskadon:  Value of $63 per recreational angler-trip 

is statewide figure and not specific to the Columbia River.  NOAA Fisheries has 
reported a higher value based on marine recreational fisheries that some have used in 
their analyses. 

Steve Sanders:  
One principal difference between the original FIS and the current one is that the current 

FIS contains a lot more specificity on the number of small businesses and the specific 
businesses that may be affected by the rule 

Tony Nigro:  
In response to a request from Nick Myatt: The corrections to Tables C4 and C5 that were 

discussed earlier are described in footnotes to each table.  The baseline was adjusted 
to reflect fish that would have been harvested in the mainstem gillnet 2S fishery if it 
existed and used all the ESA-impacts assigned to it.  Corrections were also made to 
some of the harvest and ex-vessel value estimates for coho in the Select Area gillnet 
fishery.  Errors originated in supporting spreadsheets that referenced the wrong cells. 

Aaron Jenkins:  
In response to a question from Trey Carskadon:  Estimates of economic benefits are 

conservative in that used lower end of ranges when had choice. 
Hobe Kytr:  

Object to use in FIS of the term “non-selective” gillnets.  Department records have shown 
that managing gillnet fisheries by time, area and mesh size can result in a higher 
degree of selectivity than recreational fisheries, especially true in fall fisheries where 
fisheries are particularly good at targeting harvestable stocks and avoiding stocks of 
concern. 

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/OSCRP/CRM/LMCR_fisheries_mgmt_reform.asp


Columbia River FIAC Page 3 

Aaron Jenkins/Steve Sanders:  
In response to questions from Bruce Buckmaster:  Evaluations of experimental fishing 

gear are not dependent on the $2 million in Policy Option Package (POP) 114, but 
would be helpful if federal funds became available.  The reference is included in the 
FIS to provide policy context for the Commission relative to the entire package of 
policy changes the Commission has made. 

Aaron Jenkins:  
In response to questions from Bruce Buckmaster:   
1. Estimates of changes in Ad Valorum in the FIS are based on revised Table C4 harvest 

estimates and include the value of fish that would be landed in Washington as well as 
Oregon.  However the Ad Valorum estimates are not large and adjustments would not 
affect conclusions in the FIS. 

2. It would be appropriate to reference the proposed fee to recreationally fish on the 
Columbia River (discussed under the section describing how the public would be 
affected by adoption of the rules) under the section discussing how the Department 
would be affected. 

In response to a questions from Hobe Kytr:  The FIS assumes that those who choose not 
to participate in on-going fisheries would still be able to sell those permits to someone 
who would. 

Ed Bowles/Steve Sanders:  
In response to a question from Bruce Buckmaster:  From a policy standpoint the history 

and future of concurrent fishery management on the Columbia River is not to 
bifurcate what is Oregon’s vs. Washington’s relative to the economics associated with 
jointly managed fisheries.  Therefore, it is appropriate from a policy perspective to 
discuss harvest numbers and the associated economics for the jointly managed 
fisheries as a whole, rather than trying to parse them out by state.  The FIAC can note 
in its report to the Commission that certain effects characterized in the FIS apply to 
Oregon and Washington. 

Tony Nigro:  
In response to a question from Trey Carskadon:  The harvest estimates in Table C4 use 

the same models and analytical approaches that we use annually in real-time fisheries 
management, assuming recent or average returns of various salmon stocks to the river 
mouth. 

Tony Nigro/Ed Bowles:  
In response to a question from Hobe Kytr:  The harvest estimates for Select Area 

fisheries in Table C4 assume the numbers of fish released at each site are enhanced to 
levels contemplated in the Columbia River Fishery Management Workgroup 
recommendation.  Increased releases of spring Chinook in Select Areas in 2010, 2011 
and 2012 are a result of the Commission’s 2008 decision to initiate fisheries reforms 
and are thus not part of the baseline.  The Department put plans in place for 2013 to 
enhance releases as directed by the Commission, but the Court of Appeals order 
staying implementation of Division 500 rules required some modification of plans to 
enhance spring Chinook releases. 

Ed Bowles:  
In response to a question from Bruce Buckmaster:  The need for two new Oregon State 

Police (OSP) officers in the lower Columbia River is based on an assessment and 
justification provided to the Legislature by OSP. 
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Trey Carskadon:  
Believes the FIS grossly underestimates increases in angler trips and economic benefits to 

local economies from enhanced recreational fisheries and feels it is unfortunate that 
those economic benefits haven’t gotten more discussion in front of the Commission.  
Increases in angler trips can be up to 8 times more than assumed in the FIS. 

Hobe Kytr:  
Many local community officials do not believe enhanced recreational fishing will have 

significant economic benefits to their communities because most anglers make their 
purchases near their homes and commute to and from their fishing sites already 
supplied with what they need. 

Trey Carskadon:  
Disagrees with Hobe and stands by his statement that FIS grossly underestimates 

increases in angler trips and economic benefits to local economies from enhanced 
recreational fisheries. 

Hobe Kytr:  
Believes the FIS should better account for the significant economic impacts on the fish-

buying public of reducing access to high-quality commercially provided fish from 
upriver mainstem populations.  These high-quality fish will not be replaced by lesser 
quality salmon harvested in off-channel fisheries.  Basically, access to these fish has 
been cut-off from a huge percentage of the population to serve a small minority of 
folks. 

Trey Carskadon:  
Questions whether general public has access to these fish.  For example, a “Google” 

search for spring Chinook came up with only one vendor who offered the fish for $46 
per pound.  Who in the public is spending that kind of money for Columbia River 
spring Chinook? 

Bruce Buckmaster:  
The example of $46 per pound demonstrates that the demand for spring Chinook and 

other commercially harvested fish well exceeds the supply and underscores the 
significant economic effects that will occur with further reductions in supply. 

Tony Nigro/Ed Bowles:  
With respect to spring Chinook, there is no evidence that the ex-vessel value of spring 

Chinook harvested from the mainstem Columbia River versus Select Areas differs 
significantly for fish caught at the same time of the year.  Ex-vessel value, i.e. return 
to the fishers, varies more with time of year than with area where they were caught. 

Bruce Buckmaster:  
Questions whether the multiplier of 1.88 used in the FIS to expand ex-vessel values to 

estimates of local personal income is sufficient and suggests that the Department 
work with Robert Sudar to incorporate analyses Robert has done on the value of 
commercially harvested fish as they move their way through the economy to the 
ultimate consumer. 

Hobe Kytr:  
The FIS should take into account planned the large and significant increases in hatchery 

production of summer Chinook (Chief Joseph hatchery) and upriver bright fall 
Chinook (John Day mitigation) when assessing the economic losses associated with 
reduced commercial harvest opportunities in the mainstem Columbia River. 

Ed Bowles:  
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Since the Oregon and Washington fish and wildlife commissions have left open the 
question of how much access commercial fisheries will have to summer Chinook, it is 
not possible at this time to determine how the current rules will affect summer 
Chinook fisheries.  Oregon’s Commission and staff are hopeful for commercial 
fisheries to be able to tap into the planned increased production of summer Chinook 
through selective techniques. 

Public Testimony 
Steve Fick (Representing West Coast Seafood Processors Association): 

Initial Testimony: 

With respect to issue of non-selective gillnets, all gear handle non-target fish, including 
recreational fishing gear.  If you consider the handle of non-target fish in gillnets to 
be non-selective, that should apply the same definition to all gear, including hooks, 
that handle non-target fish. 

The FIS has not, but should, take into account the fact that additional recreational fishing 
opportunity may not translate into additional effort.  Many recreational anglers have 
only so much time and money budgeted for fishing and may not chose to or afford to 
spend more time and money fishing, even if there is an opportunity to do so. 

Reducing mainstem commercial fisheries will disrupt the continuity of supply and 
marketing.  For example replacing mainstem-caught spring Chinook with fish caught 
in Select Areas will shift the timing of supply from March into April and reduce the 
price because of competition with other fisheries like the ocean troll fisheries. 

Current allocations are sufficient to meet recreational fishing objectives for the most part 
and proposed changes do not result in enough additional recreational fishing days to 
justify the economic loss to commercial fishers. 

Follow-up Testimony: 
The FIS does not but should discuss “social economics”, i.e. social effects on 

communities of the rules as middle class jobs are replaced by minimum wage jobs, 
permanent and seasonal. 

Robert Sudar: 

Initial testimony: 

Expressed concerns with certain assumptions in revised Tables C4 and C5 that informed 
the ex-vessel value analyses in the FIS with regard to whether the commercial fleet 
could actually harvest fish at levels shown in Table C4 with either gill nets or seines. 

Concerned that estimates of additional angler trips resulting from proposed changes in 
allocation of summer Chinook are too high.  Unless the increase in angler trips is 
concentrated early in the summer season, the fish will have passed through the lower 
river and will not have contributed in any significant way to the fishery.  The 
recreational fishery does not need, nor could it effectively utilize the additional 
summer Chinook it would be allocated under the rules.  Also, his understanding of 
Washington’s policy position adopted this year is that the commercial allocation of 
summer Chinook goes to zero in the long term, although they recognized a potential 
disconnect with Oregon. 

Proposed commercial seine fisheries just do not appear to pencil out economically.  Need 
to pin down specifics of the fishery relative to available harvest and number of fleet-
days needed to harvest those fish.  Too few fish and too many days to harvest them 
mean little or no profitability.  Also, opportunity to participate in the seine fisheries 
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will be limited and likely result in a loss of commercial fishing licenses and income to 
the states. 

With respect to the spring Chinook fishery, 15,000 additional recreational angler trips 
times $63 per trip totals about $950,000.  In 2012, the ex-vessel value of the 5,000 
spring Chinook that were commercially harvested was about $430,000, with a total 
market value (e.g. restaurant sales, grocery store sales, etc.) of $2 million.  Adding a 
day or two to the recreational spring Chinook fishery is worth far less than the 
commercial value of the fish taken away from mainstem fisheries. 

Follow-up testimony:  
The policy has a significant impact on the fish-buying public in that it will restrict access 

to mainstem fish which are more highly valued than off-channel fish.  Current 
markets that value the larger mainstem fish will no longer be served under the policy. 

Jim Wells: 

Initial Testimony: 

The ex-vessel value estimate of commercial fisheries in 2021 in Table C5 is about the 
same as the actual value of the fisheries in recent years.  Phil Anderson of the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife has stated that there will be no 
conservation benefit to the allocation shifts.  If the economic value of the fisheries 
remains the same and there is no conservation benefit, then why are the changes 
necessary? 

The seine fisheries proposed are not real seine fisheries in that they cannot be conducted 
in a profitable way.  The estimated gross income is $1,200 per day.  The estimated 
daily expenses range from $950 to $1,400 per day, not including the initial 
investment of $53,000 to $190,000 to get into the fisheries. 

With regard to the tangle-net fishery, need a minimum of 20,000 coho to make it work.  
With the smaller mesh required (3½-inch mesh), the average size of fish will be 
smaller than in current 6-inch mesh.  Generously assuming an 8-pound average times 
$1.50 per pound, the ex-vessel value of the fishery would be $240,000.  If 40 fishers 
participate in the fishery, the gross income would be $6,000 apiece.  Over a ten-day 
fishery, the daily gross income would be $600 per day.  When one factors in costs of 
new mesh, a helper who is needed to sort fish and run them through a recovery box, 
insurance needed to cover the helper and other operating expenses, it becomes 
apparent the profit is just not there. 

Follow-up Testimony: 

For alternative gear in the mainstem to be economically viable, need to increase the pool 
of fish available for harvest or reduce the size of the fleet harvesting those fish.  
These fisheries will not be profitable because it is too expensive for commercial 
fishers to gear up and it is too expensive to operate the gear, given the pool of fish 
that are assumed to be available for harvest. 

Bruce Buckmaster: 

The issues Jim Wells raises in his testimony speak to the question of whether the 
proposed seine and tangle-net fisheries are economically viable and are an important 
consideration for the Commission if it is to make an informed decision about the 
rules. 

FIAC Discussion of the FIS (continued) 
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Tony Nigro/Ed Bowles: 

In response to a question from Bruce Buckmaster:  Because the analysis in Table C5 is a 
relative comparison of the ex-vessel value of the commercial fisheries in the table 
over time, any adjustment made to the baseline or current value would carry forward 
to the future years.  The modeled estimate of about $3.8 million could be adjusted 
upward to agree with the recent three-year average of about $4.4 million if you use 
the three-year average run-sizes in the models.  However, this would not change the 
difference between the current value and future values because the future values 
would be similarly adjusted upward to reflect changes in the run-sizes used in the 
modeling. 

Ed Bowles: 

In response to a question from Jim Bridwell:  With regard to summer Chinook allocation, 
the intent is to address apparent differences between the Washington and Oregon fish 
and wildlife commissions during the transition period and as part of an adaptive 
management approach to implementing the fisheries.  As stated earlier, Oregon’s 
Commission and staff are hopeful for commercial fisheries to be able to tap into the 
planned increased production of summer Chinook through selective techniques. 

Trey Carskadon: 

Although understand reason why the $63 per angler-trip value was used in the FIS, would 
like to emphasize that the number is low because it is a statewide number and 
includes other species.  For salmon on the Columbia River, the industry uses $108 per 
angler trip.  Would like to make sure the Commission understands that this number 
and the associated economic analyses are very conservative.  Also, would like to 
point out when fisheries are promoted (e.g. recent steelhead fishery), get a significant 
increase in angler trips and that should be noted to the Commission. 

With regard to impact on small businesses, from personal experience, local expenditures 
for gas, food etc. can be significant and should positively benefit local businesses. 

Ed Bowles:  
In response to a question from Hobe Kytr:  The FIS is not intended to reflect every 

individual’s economic gain or loss, but to look at economic impacts across sectors 
and across the fleet.  Washington buyers, through the licensing process, can buy off-
channel fish in Oregon. 

Hobe Kytr:  
Would like to reiterate point made by Jim Wells in his testimony that the capital, annual 

and crew costs of seine fisheries do not pencil out with respect to profitability and 
overall earnings would likely go down. 

Bruce Buckmaster:  
The FIS should compare the present value of a gill net permit with the value if the rules 

were enacted.  The value is likely to decline given that current laws ban alternative 
gears and there is presently no alternative to reduced mainstem opportunity other than 
off-channel fisheries. 

Since the rules do not provide for selective seine fisheries, which are prohibited by 
current law, the ex-vessel values shown in Table C5 should not include the value of 
those fisheries, either in the transition period or in the long term.  The Commission 
needs to be informed of the economic impact under the rules if the Legislature does 
not make alternative gears legal. 
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Ed Bowles:  
In response to issues raised by Bruce Buckmaster:  Although alternative gear is currently 

prohibited, the adaptive management approach adopted by the Commission uses the 
transition period to determine which alternative gears are most appropriate and 
enables the Commission to subsequently authorize those gears through rule-making 
with a new FIS at that time.   
The Commission also understands that with regard to the economic impact of gearing 
up to participate in selective fisheries using alternative gear that those costs will be 
subsidized in part or whole by government, which is playing out through the 
Legislature. 

Bruce Buckmaster:  
There are people arguing against legalizing seines for a variety of reasons, and if they 

prevail in the Legislature, the Commission will not be able to authorize those gears.  
This would make the policy decisions contemplated by the Commission moot, even 
though the rules on allocation changes and where you can fish with gillnets will be 
enacted.  The FIS needs to clearly delineate economic impacts under these 
circumstances. 

Ed Bowles:  
In response to point made by Bruce Buckmaster:  The Commission is not bound to 

maintain the allocations described in the rules into the future if its policy intent is not 
met.  Under adaptive management the Commission may realign and readjust the rules 
if circumstances do not play out as expected. 

Bruce Buckmaster:  
The FIS does not, but should describe economic impacts if the current rules are repealed, 

rather than re-affirmed. 
The FIS does not, but should describe economic impacts of limiting gillnets to off-

channel areas with regard to potential changes in commercial access to species other 
than salmon such as sturgeon, shad, herring, etc. 

Under current law, the number of Columbia River gillnet permits must be at least 200.  
The FIS does not, but should assess whether sufficient economic opportunity exists to 
support 200 gillnetters if they have limited access in the mainstem and are primarily 
constrained to fishing only in off-channel areas. 

FIAC Recommendation 
Steve Sanders:  

Specifically, the FIAC is tasked with answering three questions: 
1. Do the rules, as proposed, have an economic effect? 
2. Is the FIS filed adequate to notify the people whose economic interests would be 

affected that their interests would be affected and now is the time to testify 
regarding those interests?  

3. Is the FIS filed adequate to apprise the Commission, at least initially on the 
general fiscal effect of the rules? 

The FIS is not the final and only document the Commission will consider, it will also 
consider testimony and comments received. 

Question 1: Do the rules, as proposed, have an economic effect? 
Nick Myatt: Yes 
Jim Bridwell: Yes 
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Trey Carskadon: Yes 
Bruce Buckmaster: Yes 
Hobe Kytr: Yes 
Tony Nigro: Yes 
Cameron Smith: Yes 

Question 2: Is the FIS filed adequate to notify the people whose economic interests would be 
affected that their interests would be affected and now is the time to testify regarding those 
interests? 

Nick Myatt: Yes 
Jim Bridwell: Yes 
Trey Carskadon: Yes 
Bruce Buckmaster: No 
Hobe Kytr: No 
Tony Nigro: Yes 
Cameron Smith: Yes 

Question 3: Is the FIS filed adequate to apprise the Commission, at least initially on the 
general fiscal effect of the rules? 

Nick Myatt: Yes 
Jim Bridwell: Yes 
Trey Carskadon: Yes 
Bruce Buckmaster: No 
Hobe Kytr: No 
Tony Nigro: Yes 
Cameron Smith: Yes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:  This meeting was recorded.  Copies of the recording are available by request.   


