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Overview

This “portfolio” of management actions is being distributed for discussion with Stakeholders as part of
the development process for the Coastal Multi-Species Conservation and Management Plan. This
portfolio is a starting point for those discussions; no decisions about final actions have been made. Final
decisions will be made by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission (OFWC). The portfolio was
developed by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) staff to facilitate discussion among
Stakeholders. Stakeholders will provide very specific feedback about the actions contained in this
portfolio. Once this feedback has been provided, ODFW will develop a draft plan which will go out for
broad public review and further revision (anticipated to occur in the winter of 2013) prior to
presentation to the OFWC for review and adoption, likely in the spring of 2013. Individuals who are not
stakeholders may provide input on this document by contacting a Stakeholder (see website below),
attending a stakeholder meeting and providing written or verbal comment during the specified time, or
participating in the public review of the written draft or the Commission adoption process. More
information about the plan is available

at: http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/CRP/coastal _multispecies.asp .

Abbreviations

CO — coho HUC - Hydrologic Unit Code (USGS) Risk Scores

ChF — Fall Chinook/Chinook N —none -/+ 1.0 — big change

ChS — Spring Chinook NADOT — Non-Assessed Direct Ocean Tributary -/+ 0.5 = “ho-hum” change
StW — Winter Steelhead E-rules — Emergency Rules 0 —no change

StS — Summer Steelhead
CCT - Coastal Cutthroat Trout

Information for Stakeholders

Stakeholders are requested to review this portfolio and solicit feedback from interested individuals or
organizations with whom they interact prior to their next stakeholder meetings. If they have addition
actions which they would like considered, they are requested to also consider how those actions fit into
the “balance” described in the operational assumptions by also considering off-setting action(s) for
conservation or fishing opportunity. They are also asked to be able to describe the rationale or
justification of why the change is necessary.

Operating Assumptions

¢ There is not a conservation or fishing crisis now
¢ A “portfolio” approach will be used
- emphasis areas for wild and hatchery fish will be specified
¢ The outcome should lean toward conservation with better fishing
¢ Hatcheries and harvest create conservation risk, but are important for fishing
¢ New programs require funding and support
¢ Predators can be a risk to conservation and fishing
¢ Habitat is important, but specific actions will not be considered during the stakeholder process
¢ Adaptive management will be necessary as the plan is implemented


http://www.dfw.state.or.us/fish/CRP/coastal_multispecies.asp
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Description of Hatchery and Fisheries Strategies

This proposal follows the Operating Assumptions that have been outlined to the Stakeholders, but is
only a starting point to help develop management strategies that achieve the goals of decreasing
conservation risk and increasing fishing opportunity.

The objectives of the proposals presented here are to:

1. Protect and restore populations of conservation concern

2. Protect rare species and life-history strategies (chum, summer and spring Chinook, summer
steelhead)

3. Maintain hatchery production close to current levels

4. Identify smaller or less accessible hatchery-based fisheries for shifts to other locations

5. Protect and emphasize current wild fish fisheries and maintain or improve them into the
future

6. Seek new opportunities for both hatchery and wild fish fisheries

7. Work within the decision space identified from the current status assessment

The emphasis for each species is as follows:

Fall Chinook — Natural production supports the vast majority of bay/river harvest (over 80%)
coast-wide and is important to maintain and improve these fisheries. Management will focus on
easing risk from harvest to all populations and hatchery programs in some areas, and on
protecting and enhancing habitat. In the Elk, where health status is a concern, management
strategies attempt to reduce the risk from both harvest and the hatchery program.

Spring/Summer Chinook — In Coast Range drainages the spring/summer life-history strategies
are limited (naturally, and exacerbated by human impacts) by suitable habitat. Most areas
where these life-histories still exist will be protected by reduced harvest and hatchery risk. For
the two spring Chinook populations in the Umpqua stratum, efforts to protect the South
Umpqua population focuses on reducing harvest risk and protecting and restoring habitat. For
the much stronger North Umpqua population, where harvest is allowed, efforts focus on
reducing the potential risk from the hatchery program, but will also include some reduced
harvest.

Chum — The Oregon Coast is at the southern-most range for chum salmon and there are small
pockets where natural production occurs on a regular basis. Management for chum will focus
on keeping hatchery and harvest risk low while trying to better understand the status of chum
populations and opportunities to enhance them.

Winter Steelhead — Almost all steelhead harvest is currently supported by hatchery programs
and harvest will continue to be largely supported with hatchery fish, but with less risk. In most
areas where hatchery risk is being reduced significantly, a conservative wild harvest will be
implemented. The wild fisheries are intended to replace the hatchery-driven fisheries while
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keeping risk low. These fisheries will be evaluated and could potentially be expanded to other
areas.

Summer Steelhead — There are only two historic populations of summer steelhead in this
Species Management Unit and both are unique, requiring protection and enhancement.
Management will focus on continuing the prohibition on harvest and reducing the potential risk
from hatchery programs.

Coastal Cutthroat Trout — Coastal cutthroat trout are believed to be widely distributed and
healthy. Cutthroat management will focus on maintaining their distribution, health, and harvest
opportunities. A reduction in harvest risk in the North Umpqua will seek to address the
continued low number of cutthroat trout documented migrating above Winchester Dam each
year. Better understanding the current status of cutthroat in the North Umpqua will be
identified as a critical research need.
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HATCHERY FISH PROGRAMS
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Management Areas

Current Proposed

|:| Stratum Boundary
I wild Fish Only Area
|:| Wild Fish Emphasis Area (only 1 hatchery program)

- Hatchery Fish Emphasis Area (>1 hatchery program)

Note: See accompanying matrix for program descriptions

/ Low Umpqua

OOS

Frontal
Coq Bay i

Mid Umpqua
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Current Hatchery Programs

Management Area Stratum co ChF ChS Chum Stw StS CCT| Area-Wide
Necanicum R 0 25,000 0 0 40,000 0 0 65,000
Nehalem Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NF Nehalem R 100,000 0 0 0 90,000 0 0 190,000
Nehalem R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nehalem - Salmonberry R £ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook Bay § 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Miami R p 0 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 10,000
Tillamook - Kilchis R S 0 8,000 0 0| 40,000 0 0 48,000
Tillamook - Wilson R = 0 0 125,000 0 140,000 30,000 0 295,000
Tillamook - Trask R § 100,000 123,000 220,000 0 0 0 0 443,000
Tillamook R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nestucca Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nestucca R 0 105,000 110,000 0 110,000 70,000 0 395,000
Little Nestucca R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Salmon R 0 200,000 0 0 0 0 0 200,000
Siletz Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siletz R 0 0 0 0 50,000 80,000 0 130,000
Siletz - Drift Crk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yaquina Bay £ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yaquina R © 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yaquina - Big Elk Crk & 0 0 0 ol 20,000 0 0 20,000
Alsea Bay s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alsea R % 0 0 0 0 120,000 0 0 120,000
Alsea - Drift Crk s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yachats Aggregate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siuslaw Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siuslaw - Lake Crk 0 0 0 0 15,000 0 0 15,000
Siuslaw R 0 0 0 0 85,000 0 0 85,000
Umpqua Bay £ 0 170,000 0 0 0 0 0 170,000
Umpqua - Smith R % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lower Umpqua R B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Middle Umpqua R S 0 300,000 0 0 0 0 0 300,000
N Umpqua R = 0 0| 342,000 0 0| 165,000 0 507,000
N Umpqua - above Rock Crk § 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S Umpqua R 60,000 0 0 0 120,000 0 0 180,000
Tenmile Lk/Crk 0 0 0 0 21,000 0 0 21,000
Coos Bay Frontal 0 1,993,000 0 0 0 0 0 1,993,000
Coos - Millicoma R 0 100,000 0 0 88,000 0 0 188,000
SF Coos R € 0 0 0 o| 37,000 0 0 37,000
Coquille Bay © 0 175,000 0 0 0 0 0 175,000
NF Coquille R 2 0 0 0 ol 25,000 0 0 25,000
EF Coquille R ‘g‘ 0 0 0 0 20,000 0 0 20,000
Middle Fork Coquille R g 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SF Coquille R s 0 0 0 0 70,000 0 0 70,000
Floras/New R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sixes R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EIk R 0 325,000 0 0 0 0 0 325,000
NADOTs mixed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 260,000 3,534,000/ 797,000 0| 1,091,000| 345,000 0 6,027,000
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Proposed Hatchery Programs

Management Area Stratum co ChF ChS Chum Stw StS CCT Area-Wide
Necanicum R 0 25,000 0 0 40,000 0 0 65,000
Nehalem Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NF Nehalem R 100,000 0 0 0 90,000 0 0 190,000
Nehalem R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nehalem - Salmonberry R £ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook Bay g 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Miami R pl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Kilchis R 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Wilson R < 0 0 0 0 160,000 0 0 160,000
Tillamook - Trask R g 100,000 150,000 400,000 0 0 0 0 650,000
Tillamook R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nestucca Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nestucca R 0 100,000 200,000 0 80,000 100,000 0 480,000
Little Nestucca R 0 0 0 0 30,000 0 0 30,000
Salmon R 0 200,000 0 0 0 0 0 200,000
Siletz Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siletz R 0 0 0 0 50,000 50,000 0 100,000
Siletz - Drift Crk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yaquina Bay E 0 0 100,000 0 0 0 0 100,000
Yaquina R S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yaquina - Big Elk Crk :"’: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alsea Bay g 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Alsea R g 0 0 0 0 120,000 0 0 120,000
Alsea - Drift Crk s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yachats Aggregate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siuslaw Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siuslaw - Lake Crk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siuslaw R 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 0 100,000
Umpqua Bay c 0 150,000 0 0 0 0 0 150,000
Umpqua - Smith R % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lower Umpqua R B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Middle Umpqua R o 0 300,000 0 0 0 0 0 300,000
N Umpqua R g 0 0 300,000 0 0 120,000 0 420,000
N Umpqua - above Rock Crk § 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S Umpqua R 60,000 0 0 0 150,000 0 0 210,000
Tenmile Lk/Crk 0 0 0 0 25,000 0 0 25,000
Coos Bay Frontal 0 2,000,000 100,000 0 0 0 0 2,100,000
Coos - Millicoma R 0 0 0 0 125,000 0 0 125,000
SF Coos R E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coquille Bay IS 0 120,000 0 0 0 0 0 120,000
NF Coquille R & 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EF Coquille R § 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Middle Fork Coquille R g 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SF Coquille R i 0 0 (0] 0 100,000 0 0 100,000
Floras/New R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sixes R 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Elk R 0 250,000 0 0 0 0 0 250,000
NADOTs mixed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 260,000 3,295,000( 1,100,000 0| 1,070,000[ 270,000 0 5,995,000
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Matrix of Proposed Hatchery Prog

ram Changes

Management Area

Stratum

co

ChF

Chs

StW

StS

Necanicum R

Nehalem Bay

NF Nehalem R

Nehalem R

Nehalem - Salmonberry R

Tillamook Bay

Tillamook - Miami R

Tillamook - Kilchis R

Tillamook - Wilson R

Tillamook - Trask R

Tillamook R

Nestucca Bay

Nestucca R

Little Nestucca R

North Coast Stratum

25,000

40,000

100,000

90,000

10,000 to 0 *

8,000to 0 *

40,000 to 0

125,000 to 0

140,000 to 160,000

30,000 to 0

100,000

123,000 to 150,000 *

220,000 to 400,000

105,000 to 100,000 *

110,000 to 200,000

110,000 to 80,000

70,000 to 100,000

0 to 30,000

Salmon R

Siletz Bay

Siletz R

Siletz - Drift Crk

Yaquina Bay

Yaquina R

Yaquina - Big Elk Crk

Alsea Bay

Alsea R

Alsea - Drift Crk

Yachats Aggregate

Siuslaw Bay

Siuslaw - Lake Crk

Siuslaw R

Mid-Coast Stratum

200,000

50,000

80,000 to 50,000

0 to 100,000 **

20,000 to 0

120,000

15,000 to 0

85,000 to 100,000

Umpqua Bay

Umpqua - Smith R

Lower Umpqua R

Middle Umpqua R

N Umpqua R

N Umpgua - above Rock Crk

S Umpqua R

Umpqua Stratum

170,000 to 150,000

300,000

342,000 to 300,000

165,000 to 120,000

60,000

120,000 to 150,000 **

Tenmile Lk/Crk

Coos Bay Frontal

Coos - Millicoma R

SF Coos R

Coquille Bay

NF Coquille R

EF Coquille R

Middle Fork Coquille R

SF Coquille R

Floras/New R

Sixes R

Elk R

Mid-South Stratum

21,000 to 25,000

1,993,000 to 2,000,000

0 to 100,000 **

100,000 to O

88,000 to 125,000

37,000 to O

175,000 to 120,000

25,000 to 0

20,000 to O

70,000 to 100,000

325,000 to 250,000

NADOTs

mixed

TOTAL

260,000

3,534,000 to
3,295,000

797,000 to
1,100,000

1,091,000 to

1,070,000

345,000 to
270,000

* unfed fry production programs were converted to smolt equivalents for comparison purposes (10% conversion)

** may require new program funding, staffing, and/or facilities
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Risk Scores of Proposed Hatchery Program Changes

Management Area Stratum co ChF ChS Stw StS

Necanicum R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nehalem Bay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NF Nehalem R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nehalem R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nehalem - Salmonberry R £ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tillamook Bay 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tillamook - Miami R g 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tillamook - Kilchis R S 0.0 -0.5 0.0 -1.0 0.0
Tillamook - Wilson R £ 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.5 -1.0
Tillamook - Trask R 2 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0
Tillamook R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nestucca Bay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nestucca R 0.0 -0.5 1.0 -0.5 1.0
Little Nestucca R 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Salmon R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Siletz Bay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Siletz R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.5
Siletz - Drift Crk 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yaquina Bay E 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Yaquina R © 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yaquina - Big Elk Crk & 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0
Alsea Bay S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Alsea R 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Alsea - Drift Crk s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yachats Aggregate 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Siuslaw Bay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Siuslaw - Lake Crk 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0
Siuslaw R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0
Umpqua Bay € 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Umpqua - Smith R 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lower Umpqua R g 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Middle Umpqua R g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
N Umpqua R 8 0.0 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0
N Umpqua - above Rock Crk § 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S Umpqua R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0
Tenmile Lk/Crk 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0
Coos Bay Frontal 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Coos - Millicoma R 0.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
SF Coos R E 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0
Coquille Bay IS 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
NF Coquille R & 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
EF Coquille R ‘g 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0
Middle Fork Coquille R g 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SF Coquille R S 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Floras/New R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sixes R 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Elk R 0.0 -1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NADOTs mixed 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

conservation risk decrease;
fishing opportunity decrease

conservation risk increase;

fishing opportunity increase

10
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SMU and Stratum Risk Scores of Proposed Hatchery Program Changes

Stratum co ChF Chs Chum StW StS CcCcT

North Coast 0.000 -0.125 * 0.000 0.000 * 0.000
Mid-Coast 0.000 0.083 *x 0.000 -0.201 -0.021 0.000
Umpqua 0.000 -0.042 -0.063 0.000 0.010 0.000 0.000
Mid-South Coast 0.000 -0.333 *x 0.000 -0.083 — 0.000
SMU | 0000 | -0104 [ -0016 | 0.000 -0.069 -0.005 0.000

* non-local hatchery program included in StW score

** hatchery program for life history variant and/or non-local run included in ChF score

11
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General Notes/Actions

¢ educational programs are excluded from consideration, and are assumed to have little to no
conservation or fishing opportunity impacts

¢ all hatchery fish released are expected to have an external identifying mark (typically an adipose
finclip), excluding those released for research purposes

¢ hatchbox programs were considered but there was no identified need for this hatchery production
option

Description of Changes and Scoring

CHF reductions in unfed fry in Miami, Kilchis, Trask and Nestucca — Score = -0.5. These unfed fry
releases were small compared to the likely wild populations, so the impact from competition was likely
small. Assumed unfed fry mortality occurs shortly after release, so not many actually competing for any
length of time.

CHF smolt release increase (Trask) — Score = 0.5. Releases increase from 113K to 150K (33% increase),
but hatchery fish make up only 10% of CHF now, so will only increase risk slightly with 37K more fish
being released. This offsets gain from eliminating unfed fry.

CHF smolt release decrease (L. Umpqua) — Score = -0.5. Releases decrease from 170K to 150K (12%
decrease), so will have minimal reduction in risk from hatchery releases.

CHF smolt release decrease (W.F. Millicoma) — Score = -1. Releases eliminated from 100K to 0 in W.F.
Millicoma, but overall releases in Coos go from 2.1 M to 2 M (5% decrease). May reduce impacts in
Millicoma, but overall risk to CHF in Coos population likely won’t change much.

CHF smolt release increase (Coos Bay Frontal) — Score = 0. Releases increasing by 7K (.04%) outside of
WF Millicoma, so no significant increase in risk.

CHF smolt release decrease (L. Coquille) — Score = -0.5. Releases reduced from 175K to 120K (32%
reduction), but risk already low due to small size of program and large wild population, so risk reduced

slightly.

CHF smolt release decrease (Elk) — Score = -1. Releases reduced from 325K to 250K (23% reduction).
Since the risk is so high from the large program, a 23% reduction is significant.

CHS smolt release eliminated (Wilson) — Score = -1. The 125K smolt release is being shifted to the Trask.
This may be best place for CHS to establish sustained natural production, so a significant risk reduction.

CHS smolt release increase (Trask) — Score = 1. Releases will be increased from 220K to 400K. There are
already considerable numbers of hatchery fish spawning currently, and increasing the release by 180K

12
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(82% increase) is significant. There may not be much of a wild run left in the Trask, so maybe no more
harm can be incurred.

CHS smolt release increase (Nestucca) — Score = 1. Releases will increase to 200K from 110K. There are
already considerable numbers of hatchery fish spawning currently, and increasing the release by 90K
(82% increase) is significant. Also not much natural production.

CHS program initiated (Yaquina Bay) — Score = 0.5. Program would release 100K smolts from net pens in
the bay. Some potential competition with CHF juveniles or with chum if successful in spawning, but
small enough numbers that impact likely would not be significant.

CHS smolt release decrease (N. Umpqua) — Score = -0.5. Releases would be reduced from 342K to 300K.
There are large numbers of returning hatchery CHS adults above Winchester Dam that are unaccounted
for. They are not seen in the very upper part of the river, but may be causing genetic or ecological
effects to the wild population. The decrease in releases by 42K (12% reduction) will likely not change
the situation significantly, but combined with removing hatchery fish at Rock Creek trap could make a
difference.

CHS program initiated (Coos Bay) — Score = 0.5. Program would release 100K smolts from net pens in the
bay. Some potential competition with CHF juveniles or with chum if successful in spawning, but small
enough numbers that impact likely would not be significant.

STW release eliminated (Kilchis) — Score = -1. The 40K smolt release will be eliminated and somewhat
shifted to the Wilson. This is a small system for a 40K release. There likely were significant numbers of

hatchery fish spawning, so eliminating the program should have a significant positive effect.

STW smolt release increase (Wilson) — Score = 0.5. Releases would increase from 140K to 160K. The 20K
increase (14% increase) would likely increase the risk only slightly.

STW smolt release decrease (Nestucca) — Score = -0.5. Releases would be reduced from 110K to 80K.
The 30K reduction (27% decrease) would reduce the risk some but not significantly.

STW smolt program initiated (L. Nestucca) — Score = 1. Program would release 30K STW smolts into the
L. Nestucca. With no recapture facility, the level of hatchery fish spawning would likely be significant.

STW smolt release eliminated (Big Elk — Yaquina) — Score = -1. Program of 20K smolt release would be
eliminated. This would mostly eliminate the risk from hatchery fish and be a significant change.

STW smolt release eliminated (Lake Cr. - Siuslaw) — Score = -1 . Program of 15K smolt release would be
eliminated. This would negate almost all risk from hatchery fish.
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STW smolt release increase (Siuslaw) — Score = 0.5. Releases would be increased from 85K to 100K. This
15K increase (18% increase) would not add a significant amount of risk to wild STW, but some.

STW smolt release increase (S. Umpqua) — Score = 0.5. Releases would increase from 120K to 150K. This
30K increase (25%) would likely not increase the risk from hatchery fish significantly, but some — very
few hatchery fish currently seen spawning.

STW smolt release increase (Tenmile Lks/Cr) — Score = 0.5. Release would increase from 21K to 25K.
This 4K increase (19%) would likely not increase hatchery risk significantly, but some.

STW smolt release eliminated (S.Fk. Coos) — Score = -1. The program of releasing 37K smolts would be
eliminated. This termination of STW hatchery releases would significantly reduce the hatchery risk.

STW smolt release increase (E & W. Fk. Millicoma) — Score = 1. The releases into the West and East Forks
of the Millicoma would increase from 88K to 125K. This increase of 37K (42%) would significantly
increase the risk from hatchery fish.

STW smolt release eliminated (N.Fk. Coquille) — Score = -1. The program of releasing 25K smolts would
be eliminated. This termination would significantly reduce the risk from hatchery fish.

STW smolt release eliminated (E.Fk. Coquille) — Score = -1. The program of releasing 20K smolts would
be eliminated. This termination would significantly reduce the risk from hatchery fish.

STW smolt release increase (S. Fk. Coquille) — Score = 1. The releases into the S. Fk. Coquille would
increase from 70K to 100K. This increase of 30K (43%) would significantly increase the risk from hatchery
fish.

STS smolt release eliminated (Wilson) — Score = -1 . The program of releasing 30K STS smolts in the
Wilson would be terminated. This would eliminate the risk from hatchery STS in the Wilson.

STS smolt release increase (Nestucca) — Score = 1. The releases of STS smolts would increase from 70K to
100K in the Nestucca. This 30K increase (43%) would likely increase the risk from hatchery STS
significantly.

STS smolt release decrease (Siletz) — Score = -0.5. The releases of STS smolts would decrease from 80K to
50k. This 30K reduction (38%) would likely reduce the hatchery risk only slightly .

STS smolt release decrease (N. Umpqua) — Score = 0. This adjustment is to align current release levels
with what has been reported in the HGMP for this program. The goal the last five years has been to
release 110K STS smolts. Achieving the 120K goal would have very little effect on the risk from this
hatchery program.
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WILD FISH FISHERIES

15



. Note: Retention limit changes
- Retention Allowed are not reflected I

|:| No Retention Allowed

Retention/non-retention proposed
to change from current

ET. - Pre-Decisional, For Discussion P
Proposed V\H@Fﬁsﬁ arves
Locations in Management Areas

Siletz Bay; Fa"
Chinook

Winter
Steelhead

Coastal
Cutthroat

et Summer/Spring
i Chinook

N. Umpqua:

N. Umpqua:
above Rock Crk

above Rock Crk

@@

Frontal N. Umpqua: oL o L NoUmpgud: 0 50
above RockCrk  — _.J L _ - N N e e o L00s e e e e de e above Rock ke o o o
@” . o x e o

=




DRAFT - Pre-Decisional, For Discussion Purposes Only

Matrix of Proposed Wild Harvest Changes

Management Area

Stratum

Chs* Chum Stw Sts

Necanicum R

Nehalem Bay

NF Nehalem R

Nehalem R

Nehalem - Salmonberry R

Tillamook Bay

Tillamook - Miami R

Tillamook - Kilchis R

Tillamook - Wilson R

Tillamook - Trask R

Tillamook R

Nestucca Bay

Nestucca R

Little Nestucca R

North Coast Stratum

zl|lz|lz|z|z|z|2z|2|2|2

Salmon R

Siletz Bay

Siletz R

Siletz - Drift Crk

Yaquina Bay

Yaquina R

Yaquina - Big Elk Crk

Alsea Bay

Alsea R

Alsea - Drift Crk

Yachats Aggregate

Siuslaw Bay

Siuslaw - Lake Crk

Siuslaw R

Mid-Coast Stratum

Umpqua Bay

Umpqua - Smith R

Lower Umpqua R

Middle Umpqua R

N Umpqua R

N Umpqua - above Rock Crk

S Umpqua R

Umpqua Stratum

Tenmile Lk/Crk (Silt/Tahk) °

Coos Bay Frontal

Coos - Millicoma R

SF Coos R

Coquille Bay

NF Coquille R

EF Coquille R

Middle Fork Coquille R

SF Coquille R

Floras/New R

Sixes R

Elk R

Mid-South Stratum

z|lz|z|z|Zz|z|Z2|2|2|2|2]|2|2|2

NADOTs

?includes summer run in the Nehalem
® harvest for Siltcoos and Tahkenitch same as Tenmile, not other NADOTs
N - ro retention

‘ I retention/non-retention proposed to change from current
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Risk Scores of Proposed Wild Harvest Changes

Management Area Stratum co ChF Chs Chum Stw StS CCT

Necanicum R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Nehalem Bay 0 -0.5 -1 0 0 0 0
NF Nehalem R 0 -0.5 -1 0 0 0 0
Nehalem R 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 0
Nehalem - Salmonberry R £ 0 -0.5 -1 0 0 0 0
Tillamook Bay 2 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Miami R g 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Kilchis R S 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Wilson R £ 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook - Trask R 2 0 -0.5 0 0 0.5 0 0
Tillamook R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Nestucca Bay 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Nestucca R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Little Nestucca R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Salmon R 0 -0.5 0 0 0.5 0 0
Siletz Bay 0 -0.5 -0.5 0 0 0 0
Siletz R 0 -0.5 -0.5 0 0 0 0
Siletz - Drift Crk 0 -0.5 -0.5 0 0 0 0
Yaquina Bay E 0 -0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0
Yaquina R IS 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Yaquina - Big Elk Crk & 0 0.5 0 0 0.5 0 0
Alsea Bay g 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Alsea R 2 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Alsea - Drift Crk S 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Yachats Aggregate 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Siuslaw Bay 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Siuslaw - Lake Crk 0 -0.5 0 0 0.5 0 0
Siuslaw R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Umpqua Bay € 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 0
Umpqua - Smith R 2 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 0
Lower Umpqua R g 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 0
Middle Umpqua R g 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 0
N Umpqua R 8 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 -0.5
N Umpqua - above Rock Crk § 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 -0.5
S Umpqua R 0 -0.5 -1 0 0.5 0 -0.5
Tenmile Lk/Crk (Silt/Tahk) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coos Bay Frontal 0 -0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0
Coos - Millicoma R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
SF Coos R E 0 -0.5 0 0 0.5 0 0
Coquille Bay © 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
NF Coquille R & 0 05 0 0 0.5 0 0
EF Coquille R § 0 -0.5 0 0 0.5 0 0
Middle Fork Coquille R _‘g 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
SF Coquille R S 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Floras/New R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Sixes R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
Elk R 0 -0.5 0 0 0 0 0
NADOTs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

conservation risk decrease;
fishing opportunity decrease

conservation risk increase;
fishing opportunity increase
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SMU and Stratum Risk Scores of Proposed Wild Harvest Changes

Stratum co ChF ChS * Chum Stw StS CCT

North Coast 0.000 -0.800 0.000 0.000 0.138 0.000 0.000
Mid-Coast 0.000 -0.607 0.027 0.000 0.130 0.000 0.000
Umpqua 0.000 -0.500 -1.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 -0.313
Mid-South Coast 0.000 -0.500 0.064 0.000 0.122 0.000 0.000
SMU 0.000 -0.602 -1.000 | 0.000 | 0.223 0.000 0.000

* wild harvest of life history variant included in ChF score; harvest of non-local hatchery
variant noted here but excluded from SMU score
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General Notes/Actions

¢ the wild harvest matrix will be the default fishery condition, with annual determination of retention
level where allowed (see Retention Schedule below); annual retention levels will be determined with a
stratum-level forecast for each SMU, which have not been developed to date (if they are found to not
be accurate within 5 years, fishing will default to the “average” retention level in the Retention
Schedule)

¢ adipose-clipped salmon or steelhead may be kept in all areas open for salmon or steelhead fishing

¢ open for catch-and-release if not closed

¢ populations that reach conservation criteria will be closed (conservation criteria are yet to be
developed, but this is a level where the population takes a significant downturn outside of expected
variation)

¢ hatchery fish card may be purchased to permit retention of additional hatchery fish annually

* reach-specific deadlines/ closures for each species remain in place, unless specified otherwise

¢ mandatory return of daily/annual tags (end of year; daily reporting if creel fisheries enacted)

» significant re-make of punch cards (consistency with management areas, improved identification of
hatchery and wild fish, etc...)

¢ Retention Schedule for Proposed Wild Harvest Changes (used for cells with “R” in the matrix):...

Predicted Stratum Retention Schedule (Regulations)
Abundance Cycle % ° |co Chinook ” [chs Steelhead ° |Cutthroat
North Coast Very Low 15% |N 1/5 N 1/1 N (based on CO)
(higher pressure) |Average 70% |(1/2 1/10 1/5 1/2 2 over 8, ALF
Very High 15% |[1/5 2/20 1/10 1/3 2 over 8, ALF
Season: 6/1 to
8/31
Mid Coast Very Low 15% |N 1/5 11 N (based on CO)
Average 70% (1/2 2/10 1/2 2 owver 8, ALF
Very High 15% (1/5 2/20 1/3 2 over 8, ALF
Umpqua Very Low 15% |N 1/5 N 1/1 N (based on CO)
Average 70% (1/2 2/10 1/5 1/2 2 owver 8, ALF
Very High 15% |1/5 2/20 2/5 1/3 2 over 8, ALF
Season: 2/1 to
7/15
Mid-South Coast [Very Low 15% |N 1/5 1/1 N (based on CO)
Awerage 70% (1/2 2/10 * 1/2 2 over 8, ALF
Very High 15% |1/5 2/20 * 1/3 2 over 8, ALF

- Season for wild STW harvest in those basins proposed to be open to such harvest would be 12/1 to 3/31

b _ Tillamook, Nestucca, Siletz, Yaquina, Alsea, Coos, and Coquille basins would be open to fin-clipped Chinook only
from 2/1 to 7/15.

©- proportion of time that stratum would be targeted to be in the respective abundance cycle
* - Bag limits for CHF in the Elk and Sixes rivers would be 1/10 during Average years and 2/10 during Very High years.
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e js there support for mandatory Guide logbooks?

e js there support for testing limited entry wild harvest fisheries in several locations (e.g., lottery for
purchased wild harvest tags with local consideration)?

¢ CURRENT Regulations for Wild Harvest (General Summary):...

Current Regulations (General)

(0] Chinook ChS/sum Steelhead |Cutthroat

North Coast select area quotas |2/20 or 2/20 or N 2 ower 8, ALF
other areas: N E - rules E - rules

Mid Coast select area quotas |2/20 or 2/20 or N 2 ower 8, ALF
other areas: N E - rules E - rules

Umpqua select area quotas |2/20 or 2/20 or N 2 ower 8, ALF
other areas: N E - rules E - rules

Mid-South Coast select area quotas |2/20 or 2/20 or N except |2 ower 8, ALF
other areas: N E - rules E - rules Sixes 1/5

Description of Changes and Scoring
Wild CHF retention schedule (All but N. Coast, Sixes & Elk) — Score = -0.5. Changes the annual bag in
most years from 20 to 10 and reduces daily and seasonal bag lower (1 & 5) in low abundance years and

increases annual limit in high years. The lower annual bags and reduced bag limits during low abundance
years will reduce harvest some, but not a lot (2.2% fewer fish harvested = Change from 20% harvest rate
to 19.5% as example), so risk reduction is not significant. We have reduced bag limits in the past during
low abundance years, so not a lot of change there.

Wild CHF retention schedule (N. Coast, Sixes & Elk) — Score = -0.5. Changes the daily and annual bag limit
from 2 & 20 to 1 & 10 in most years. The lower daily bag limit will reduce the number of fish harvested
by about 5%, but reduces the harvest rate by only a percentage point or so. More risk reduction than in
other populations, but still not a significant risk reduction.

Wild CHS harvest eliminated (Siletz) — Score = -0.5. Harvest of wild CHS has been low numbers in recent
years and was percentage-wise probably in single digits, so eliminating harvest will not significantly
reduce risk . Ocean harvest rates are unknown, but likely greater than in-river.

Wild CHS retention schedule (N & S Umpqua populations) — Score = -1. Changes the daily and seasonal
bag limits from 2 & 20 to 1 & 5 in most years and close wild harvest in low abundance years. This could
reduce the in-river harvest rate by more than 15%. This will be significant to the S. Umpqua population
in particular.
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Wild Summer Chinook retention schedule (Nehalem) — Score = -1. Changes the daily and seasonal bag
limits from 2 & 10 to 1 & 5 in most years and close wild harvest in low abundance years. This could
reduce the in-river harvest rate by as much as 15%.

Wild STW harvest initiated (S. Fk. Nehalem, Trask, Salmon, Big Elk Cr, Lake Cr, S. Fk. Coos, N. Fk. Coquille
and E. Fk. Coquille) — Score = 0.5. Initiation of wild STW harvest at low daily and annual bag limits (1 & 2
in most years) will likely increase risk, but only marginally.

Wild CCT harvest eliminated (N. Umqua) — Score = 0. The relatively low harvest pressure thought to
currently be in place did not have hardly any risk to the overall CCT population in the S. Umpqua.
Removing this harvest and allowing catch and release to continue would create virtually no change in
risk.
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IMPACTS BY OTHER SPECIES

General Notes/Actions

¢ The matrix is not intended to describe the full range of possible location-based issues; it only indicates
where ODFW has discussed the possibility of actions.

¢ These actions were not scored for risk benefits at this time, as they will all either benefit or be neutral
to both conservation needs and fishing opportunity.

Description of Strategies

Clearly predation does occur, however, to date, there are minimal population-level studies that indicate
conservation impacts to anadromous salmonids at that scale. Regardless of whether there are
conservation impacts, there are social concerns with the impact of predation on conservation and
fishing opportunity/satisfaction. Actions were chosen to represent the direction of the ODFW Coastal
Avian Predation Program, need for further information, and specific areas of concern where actions are
planned.
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ACTIONS to Address:

Pinniped Predation

Avian Predation (primarily double-crested
cormorants)

Matrix of Current and
Proposed Actions
Addressing Impacts by
Other Species

Population Area

Stratum

[Trophic re-balance (i.e., manage other

Research population-level impacts
|species in food web)

Habitat modification/dispersal

Haze

Modify hatchery releases to reduce

Jattraction

Lethal removal-nuisance

Lethal removal-conservation

Develop a more detailed plan

Surveys to determine foraging population

Research population-level impacts
Habitat modification/dispersal

Isize
Haze

Necanicum R

Nehalem R

Tillamook

Nestucca R

North Coast

o
o

Salmon R

Siletz R

Yaquina R

Alsea R

Yachats Aggregate

Siuslaw R

Mid-Coast

Lower Umpqua R

Middle Umpqua R

N Umpqua R

S Umpqua R

Umpqua

Tenmile Lk/Crk

Coos

Coquille R

Floras/New R

Sixes R

Elk R

Mid-South

NADOTs

mixed

O - On-going work
X - Proposed work

* work being done to enhance pinniped habitat
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ACTIONS to Address: Avian Predation (primarily double-crested cormorants) Non-Native Fish Predation Prey/Food Availability
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2 =1 =3 c g = = &
S = c = £ 2 9] & N £ =
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i = 2 = = 4 o [ o = 2
. £ Q =} 7] [ = & [ E
Matrix of Current and - o g o 2 z 0 > < % " z -
. H (%] o
Proposed Actions « & = ] = _,': = @ 2 5 2 < «
. = = —_— v _ - =
Addressing Impacts by o 9 [ 2 = @ o o = c = = 5 © o 0 g
. o = = g o ho p=3 g © o 5 < < ) o ¢
Other Species c >0 ; ® o) © g S =} T 2 = o 9 iT =
o o T B = = o S = 1) © (SER] o 2= > o 5
© O c 9 > > =} Q = € o o 5 s = o Q © O
2 o S © o) o £ o & ] e = Al ) - o 2 o
o e ® £ S S © > 5] = 3 = 5 > c 2 = o =
= = < © ) O a < = = bo] = (] B ° E ] < - =
< @ > o = = o e o g B g > w w9 et L »n
c 9 &= O ol ol i © £ 5 9} i = 5 Q o S © c 9
. ] B3 = = z d ® 3 R0 = € = 5 L & ]
() (] C © (o)
Population Area = > 9 3 3 [a) o < o 2 T o _£ & S5 & E &
Necanicum R
Nehalem R
Tillamook X
Nestucca R
Salmon R
Siletz R
Yaquina R
Alsea R
Yachats Aggregate
Siuslaw R
o,
X X O, tribs X X lamprey,
Lower Umpqua R U. chub
0,
(] O, tribs X X lamprey,
Middle Umpqua R U. chub
X,
N Umpqua R lamprey
o,
(0] O, tribs X X lamprey,
S Umpqua R U. chub
Tenmile Lk/Crk 0
Coos X X
X,
. (0} X 0}
Coquille R lamprey
Floras/New R
Sixes R
Elk R
NADOTs

O - On-going work
X - Proposed work

* work being done to enhance pinniped habitat
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HABITAT

General Notes/Actions

¢ The plan will not identify limiting factors for populations which are considered viable through in the
Current Status Assessment; this does not mean that habitat is not limiting relative to historic
population levels and based on the desire to improve population levels beyond viability, greater calls
for restoration can be made.
¢ The plan will prioritize habitat needs across 6"-field HUCs and population areas; habitat
limitations/needs and actions necessary within 6"-field HUCs will be determined during plan
implementation, by other entities’ processes, and/or through locally-driven watershed assessments.
¢ Protection actions and projects should focus on:
— ecosystem functions
— cold water/spring sources
— large wood sources
— estuary and mainstem habitat
— ChS and StS holding pools
— given limited spatial distribution, protect all chum habitat
— stream complexity and water quality (prominent limiting factors for coho; benefit all species)
¢ Restoration actions and projects should focus on:
— within 6HUCs, conduct watershed assessment to prioritize local actions/projects
— ecosystem functions
— cold water/spring sources
—large wood sources
— estuary and mainstem habitat
— stream complexity and water quality (prominent limiting factors for coho; benefit all species)
¢ These actions were not scored for risk benefits at this time, as they will all either benefit or be neutral
to both conservation needs and fishing opportunity.

Description of Strategies

Habitat is the foundation for conservation and fishing opportunity, and improving and protecting habitat
condition benefits both of these interests. Limiting factors associated with freshwater habitat are the
typical density-dependent “bottleneck” for populations. Future threats such as climate change and
development due to population growth also manifest themselves through habitat impacts. Due to this,
habitat work (protection and restoration) is vital for maintaining and improving fish interests. The basic
strategy employed in the matrix was to assure that all 6™"-field HUCs that have high biological value and
low degradation and vulnerability are protected to the greatest extent possible. 6"-field HUCs that have
a high biological value and can be restored to a high level of habitat quality are targeted for such
restoration at a rate of 20% across the Oregon Coast in order to at the very least off-set future threats.
Restoration improvements greater than this level are required where there are non-viable anadromous
salmonid populations covered by this plan, scaled to the degree that habitat is a limiting factor.
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ACTIONS to Address: Protection Restoration
E
]
Matrix of Current and % 6HUCs | 72 6HUCS | o eliics g 2
Proposed Habitat Status High Priority Moderate || oy priority | % 52
#6HUCs . Priority . = = O
Restoration . Restoration | 5 5 ®©
Focus (2) Restoration [Ee, @ | 2 285
Focus (3) £ . -
)g S |%6HUCsat]| é S |%6HUCsto]
Population Area Stratum |Management Area 2 E Score 1 & § Score 1 (A)
Necanicum R Necanicum R 3 0 33 67 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
Nehalem Bay 0 12 24 0
Nehalem R NF Nehalem R 34 0 3 3 3 Yes 100 Yes 20
Nehalem R 0 9 38 0
E Nehalem - Salmonberry R 0 3 6 0
§ Tillamook Bay 0 0 5 0
2 |Tillamook - Miami R 0 0 10 0
@ - —
Tillamook g [Tillamook - Kilchis R 21 0 > > 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
£ Tillamook - Wilson R 0 10 29 0
S Tillamook - Trask R 0 5 24 0
Tillamook R 0 0 10 0
Nestucca Bay 0 0 0 0
Nestucca R Nestucca R 13 0 23 46 8 Yes 100 Yes 20
Little Nestucca R 0 8 8 8
Salmon R Salmon R 3 0 67 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
Siletz Bay 0 38 6 0
Siletz R Siletz R 16 6 25 6 6 Yes 100 Yes 20
Siletz - Drift Crk 6 0 6 0
E Yaquina Bay 0 11 11 0
Yaquina R ® Yaquina R 9 0 0 33 11 Yes 100 Yes 20
& |vaquina - Big Elk Crk 0 11 22 0
§ Alsea Bay 0 27 7 0
Alsea R : Alsea R 15 0 20 47 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
s Alsea - Drift Crk 0 0 0 0
Yachats Aggregate Yachats Aggregate 2 0 0 100 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
Siuslaw Bay 0 0 15 0
Siuslaw R Siuslaw - Lake Crk 26 0 0 12 4 Yes 100 Yes 20
Siuslaw R 0 15 54 0
€ Umpqua Bay pending pending pending pending
Lower Umpqua R % Umpqua - Smith R 22 pending pending pending pending Yes 100 Yes 20
% Lower Umpqua R pending pending pending pending
Middle Umpqua R ] Middle Umpqua R 24 pending pending pending pending Yes 100 Yes 20
N Umpgua R g N Umpqua R 55 Pendl:ng pendl:ng pendl:ng pendl:ng Yes 100 Yes 20
S N Umpqua - above Rock Crk pending pending pending pending
S Umpqua R S Umpqua R 65 pending pending pending pending Yes 100 Yes* 40
Tenmile Lk/Crk Tenmile Lk/Crk 3 0 100 0 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
Coos Bay Frontal 0 7 36 0
Coos Coos - Millicoma R 14 0 7 7 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
E  [sFcCoosR 0 14 21 0
® Coquille Bay 0 3 14 0
% NF Couille R 0 8 3 0
Coquille R § EF Coquille R 36 0 8 8 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
g Middle Fork Coquille R 0 8 11 8
s SF Coquille R 0 11 11 3
Floras/New R Floras/New R 6 0 0 17 0 Yes 100 Yes 20
Sixes R Sixes R 3 pending pending pending pending Yes 100 Yes 20
Ek R Ek R 2 pending pending pending pending Yes 100 Yes** 25
NADOTs NADOTs 21 0 38 57 0 Yes 100 Yes 20

red text - draft results which require further work and Technical Workgroup input

Limiting Factors for Non-Viable Populations

* primary: temperature, human "competition" for pools, non-native predation, mining/extraction
** primary: estuary rearing habitat; secondary: freshwater rearing habitat, hatchery fish, harvest (low abundance yrs)
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CONSERVATION AND OPPORTUNITY SUMMARY

29



“Total (W +'H) Opportunity” §
in Management Areas

Current Proposed

Siletz Ba |:| Stratum Boundary

<1 hatchery program or
I:l wild fish retention opportunity

2-3 hatchery programs or Yaq. Bay]
- wild fish retention opportunities

Alsea Ba Alsea Ba
=
y

= 4 hatchery programs or
- wild fish retention opportunities

.

N. Umpqua:
above Rock Crk

N. Umpqua:
above Rock Crk
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Sum of SMU and Stratum Risk Scores of Proposed Hatchery and Wild Harvest Changes

Stratum co ChF Chs Chum Stw StS CCT

North Coast 0.000 -0.925 0.000 0.000 0.138 0.000 0.000
Mid-Coast 0.000 -0.524 0.027 0.000 -0.071 -0.021 0.000
Umpqua 0.000 -0.542 -1.063 0.000 0.510 0.000 -0.313
Mid-South Coast 0.000 -0.833 0.064 0.000 0.039 0.000 0.000
SMU 0.000 -0.706 -1.016 0.000 0.154 -0.005 -0.078
Decision Space: protect <0 protect protect <0.25 protect <0

* wild harvest of life history variant included in ChF score; harvest of non-local hatchery variant noted here
but excluded from SMU score
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