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Executive Secretary’s Summary of Decisions 

Fall Meeting of the Pacific Salmon Commission  

 

October 26-30, 2015 

Suquamish, WA 

 

The Pacific Salmon Commission held its Fall Meeting from October 26-30, 2015 in Suquamish, 
Washington at the Clearwater Resort and Casino, and discussed a number of topics (see attached 
agenda).  

The Commission AGREED: 

1. The revised Terms of Reference for the Chinook Interface Group (CIG) are accepted as 
submitted by the CIG. 

2. The Secretariat is authorized to proceed with launching the redesigned PSC website on or 
about December 31, 2015. 

3. The bilateral Chinook Negotiation Team is established to negotiate amendments to 
Annex IV, Chapter 3, with membership as identified on the meeting record. 

4. The National Sections have provided their respective lists of issues in Annex IV, Chapter 
3 to guide renegotiations and relevant responses will be complete by the January 2016 
Post-Season meeting. 

5. The Commission should strive to complete a package of proposed amendments to Annex 
IV for transmission to the Parties by December 2017.  

6. The protocol for PST chapter renegotiations dated October 29, 2015 is adopted. 

7. The three memoranda dated October 29, 2015 from the Commission to the Chinook 
Technical Committee (CTC) and the CIG are adopted, specifically: 

a. To the CTC:  Direction for the CTC and its Analytical Working Group (AWG) 
for model improvements and work products; 

b. To the CTC:  Commission response to the CTC regarding inclusion of calibration 
1503 in CTC annual reports; 

c. To the CIG:  Development of an action plan regarding the anticipated process and 
potential timeline for continued use of the current PSC Chinook model and the 
needed evaluation and subsequent transition to relying on the new revised PSC 
Chinook model 

8. All Panel and Committee work plans for 2015/2016 are adopted with the proviso that in 
January 2016 the Commission will re-examine meetings proposed beyond February 2016 
for potential budget constraints.  The CTC work plan shall comport with the Commission 
memoranda noted above, acknowledging that this may require additional meetings of the 
Analytical Working Group.  The Fraser River Panel and CTC meetings just proposed to 
occur before January 2016 are also authorized. 
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9. The Commission shall make efficient use of each January and February meeting week, at 
least during renegotiations, by holding meetings from Monday through Friday.  

10. The Standing Committee on Finance and Administration shall continue to work with the 
Secretariat to address the projected PSC budget shortfall, with a progress report in 
January 2016.  

11. The Slate of Officers for 2015/2016 is adopted as submitted by the National Sections. 



 

 
Draft Agenda - Fall Meeting 

 
October 26-30, 2015 

Clearwater Casino Resort 
Suquamish, Washington 

 
1. Adoption of Agenda 

2. Executive Secretary’s Report 

3. Action Items Pending 

a. Executive Secretary’s update on all “special issue” committees 

b. National perspectives on SFEC reporting needs 

c. Chinook issues 

i. Chinook Review Committee – verbal update on process and progress 

ii. Review of Chinook Interface Group Terms of Reference 

iii. Annex IV, Chapter 3 bilateral renegotiation team and issues  

d. Website redesign:  presentation of beta version 

e. Fraser Strategic Review Committee: interim report on hydroacoustics program 

f. National perspectives on enhancement activities reporting (see pp. 10-11 of 
February 2015 minutes) 

4. Reports from Panels and Committees 

a. Presentation of annual work plans  

b. Chinook Technical Committee 

i. Annex IV, Chapter 3 Performance Evaluation – outline and work plan 

ii. Improvements to Structure of the CTC Model – report 

iii. CTC work plan for 2015/2016 

iv. September 2015 memos from CTC re. 1) list of recommended model 
improvement tasks; and 2) review of guidelines and instructions for pre-
season planning, recommended improvements 

v. Workflow and functionality in 2016 and beyond (as per July17, 2015 
memo from PSC Chair/Vice-Chair to CTC) 

c. Adoption of Instructions to Panels and Committees  

d. Report from Standing Committee on Finance and Administration 

5. Other Business 

a. Approval of officers for 2015/2016 
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Terms of Reference for the Chinook Interface Group 
 

October 28, 2015 
 
Background 
 
Chapter Three in the Agreement between the United States and Canada contains a 
complex management regime that pertains to a large number of Chinook stocks over a 
broad geographic area. As a result, by necessity, it is a complex management regime that 
requires effective communication between the Commission and the Chinook Technical 
Committee (CTC) to ensure proper implementation of the Chapter’s terms.  The 
Commission understood the need of having a forum, with Commission oversight, where 
informal discussions could occur between representatives of the CTC and the 
Commission regarding the CTC’s assignments and the connections to the underlying 
policy objectives of the Chinook regime. 
 
As a result of the Commission’s recognition of this need, in 2002, the Commission 
established the Chinook Interface Group (CIG) to facilitate discussions between the CTC 
and the Commission with respect to work load prioritization and policy intent 
clarification of the elements contained in Chapter Three. 
 
Purpose 
 
The fundamental purpose of the CIG is to facilitate effective communication and 
interaction between the CTC and the Commission to ensure that the elements of Chapter 
Three are effectively and efficiently implemented.  The CIG will seek to identify and 
frame policy and other unresolved issues relating to implementation of Chapter 3 that 
require resolution by or direction from the Commission.  The CIG will provide guidance 
to the CTC as needed to ensure that the CTC provides sufficient background information, 
options, if appropriate, and comparative analysis in a timely manner to support informed 
decision making by the Commission.  When necessary, the CIG will work with the CTC 
to clarify and prioritize assignments and timelines for deliverables identified in their work 
plan or otherwise assigned by the Commission.  The CIG, with Commission oversight, 
will help resolve and/or provide recommendations for resolving policy impediments to 
completion of assignments by the CTC. 
 
When the CTC identifies a policy issue that is impeding progress on a work assignment, 
it will frame the issue and schedule a consultation with the CIG. The CIG will in turn 
advise and brief the Commission on the issue and recommend a course of action to 
resolve it. Generally, the CIG will brief the Commission at the earliest opportunity 
associated with a regularly scheduled meeting. However, the CIG co-chairs may also 
recommend a matter to the Chair of the Commission for resolution at an extraordinary 
session of the Commission if a more timely resolution of an issue is needed. 
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Where appropriate, CIG members may serve as a liaison between the CTC and 
management agencies in their respective jurisdictions to ensure that data required by the 
CTC to complete its’ assignments are provided in a timely manner. 
 
The CIG is a coordinating and communication body between the Commission and the 
CTC, has no policy making authority, and does not have a role in the renegotiation of 
Chinook fishing regimes.  It does not have the authority to make new assignments to the 
CTC absent Commission approval.  
 
 
Membership 
 
The CIG will be comprised of up to three commissioners from each party.  Each party 
will designate one member as co-chair.  The co-chairs will ensure that the CIG operates 
by consensus and with full participation by all members. 
 
Meetings 
 
Meetings of the CIG will be determined by the co-chairs and are open to the public. 
Meeting times and places will be posted by the Secretariat and/or listed on the 
appropriate agendas. The co-chairs of the CIG will communicate as needed with the co-
chairs of the CTC to identify issues and the need, if any, for joint meetings of the CIG 
and CTC.  The co-chairs of the CIG may invite other subject-matter experts (e.g., panel 
members, advisors (‘shadows”), etc.) to participate in CIG meetings. 
 
Meetings may take place by teleconference or in person.  Scheduling will be done to 
minimize costs and travel and, to the extent possible, so as not to interfere with the 
normal course of meetings of the Commission or the CTC. 
 
CIG meeting reports will be provided to the Commission by the co-chairs as needed at 
the Commission’s regularly scheduled meetings. 



1 
 

 

Summary of enhancement reporting issues under the Pacific Salmon Treaty 

prepared by the Secretariat 

October 9, 2015 

Treaty requirements on enhancement reporting 

Reporting on enhancement activities is a requirement under Article V of the Pacific Salmon 
Treaty. 

“Article V:  Salmon Enhancement Programs 

1. Salmon enhancement programs that may be established by the Parties shall be conducted 
subject to the provisions of Article III. 

2. Each year each Party shall provide to the other Party and to the Commission information 
pertaining, inter alia, to: (a) operations of and plans for existing projects; (b) plans for new 
projects; and(c)its views concerning the other Party’s salmon enhancement projects. 

The Commission shall forward this information to the appropriate Panels. 

3. The Panels shall examine the information and report their views to the Commission in light 
of the obligations set forth in Article III. 

4. The Commission shall review the reports of the Panels and may make recommendations to 
the Parties.” 
 

History of reporting under Article V 

1. 1986: The Parties exchanged their first enhancement reports. 

2. 1988: The Commission formed a committee to develop recommendations for the pre- and 
post-season and enhancement report formats. In summary, the committee proposed that: 

- detailed reports on existing enhancement facilities of the type produced in 1987 
be prepared every four years; 

- the Parties will annually update information on eggs taken, fry or smolts released, 
and adults taken to facilities.  Significant changes in facility mission or production 
will be highlighted in narratives; and 
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- the Parties will provide periodic reports through the appropriate Panels on new 
enhancement plans. 

3. 1989-2003: Enhancement reports were exchanged annually.  The last enhancement report 
submitted by the U.S. was for the year 2003. The last enhancement report submitted by 
Canada was for 2005. 

4. In the years during which enhancement reports were exchanged, the practice was to table 
the reports annually at a Commission meeting. Report executive summaries were 
included in each PSC Annual Report. 

5. 2004:  

- At the October 2004 Commission meeting, the U.S. Section raised concerns about 
the usefulness of the enhancement reports. The U.S. believed that while both 
Parties put a lot of effort into compiling the reports, it was unclear about how the 
information was being used and by whom.  

- Canada agreed and the Commission instructed the Southern Panel to conduct a 
review of the Parties’ enhancement reports as described in Article V of the Treaty. 
The Panel was directed to provide recommendations about how to modify or 
refine the format and content of the reports in order to ensure that they provided 
value and that the process of compiling the reports was streamlined.  

6. 2005:  

- At the February 2005 meeting, the Southern Panel Chair and Vice Chair reported 
that the Panel was in the process of reviewing the enhancement reports and hoped 
to make them more useful because at that time, the Panel believed that they 
provide little utility. 

- At the October 2005 meeting, the Commission learned that the Southern Panel 
had generated some recommendations about the annual enhancement report 
process, focusing on improving the utility of the reports and determining if there 
was a better process to follow in providing information on enhancement activities 
annually. 

- The Commission agreed that the Southern Panel’s recommendations would be 
passed on to the Commission’s other three Panels (Transboundary, Northern, and 
Fraser River). Those Panels would review and comment on the recommendations. 
If the Panels concurred with the Southern Panel’s suggested approach, the 
Southern Panel would more fully develop recommendations for the Commission’s 
consideration. 
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7. 2006:  

- At the February 2006 meeting, the Southern Panel presented “Southern Panel 
Enhancement Report Recommendations.” (Attached) 

- The Southern Panel had consolidated the comments from the other three Panels 
about the utility of the annual enhancement reports. The Panels concurred that the 
reports should be condensed, made more useable and more consistent on both sides, 
and that they should center upon issues of major significant change. The result 
would be more useable and understandable annual enhancement reports. 

 

8. The Commission adopted the Southern Panel Enhancement Report Recommendation. 

 

Since this 2006 agreement, neither Party has submitted a report to the Commission on their 
enhancement activities.  

 

 





CTC Model Improvement Tasks 
/ Base-Period Calibration 

 
PSC Executive Session, October 26-30, 2015 

1 
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Model Improvement Fund Expenditures 
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    Grants Item 

Category Item/Payee 
FY 

2009 
FY 

2010 
FY 

2011 
FY 

2012 
Totals 

(Thousands) 

Meetings Travel* $89.3 $123.1 $111.6 $125.9 $449.9 
  Webinars/Conference Calls     $0.2 $0.1 $0.3 
Indirect Costs PSC Administrative Overhead $8.0 $10.0 $10.5 $12.8 $41.3 
CIS ERA/PSC Chinook Model Database Finsight $29.9 $30.4     $60.3 
  ADFG $22.4 $59.9   $82.4 
  USFWS $29.7 $65.2     $94.9 
Data Simulator/Data Generation Model University of Washington $115.3   $115.3 
  VITECH   $27.5   $24.6 $52.1 
Sharepoint Softlanding $92.9   $92.9 
  PSC Office     $9.3   $9.3 
ForecastR Ghement Statistical Consulting     $37.0 $113.1 $150.1 
CWT WCVI Sport Fishery Data Recovery DFO     $13.0   $13.0 
Bayesian Workshop PSC Office       $1.0 $1.0 
Grant Totals   $294.5 $316.1 $274.5 $277.5 $1,162.6 
*Includes LOA Workshop Travel Funds $20.0 $25.0 $25.0 $25.0 $95.0 
Travel was  a combination of AWG and other workgroups related to MI tasks. 



PSC Chinook Model 
Base-Period Calibration 

(BPC) Overview 

3 



How Did We Get Here? 
History & Rationale for Performing a BPC 

• What does it do? - The BPC provides starting cohort sizes, 
base exploitation rates, spawner-recruit functions etc. 

• How current is it? - The BPC used in the current version of the 
Chinook Model was completed in 1998. 

• Why change it? - CWT data have changed, fisheries have 
changed, data for more stocks are available. 

• Why hasn’t this been done before? – BPC efforts using current 
stock-fishery stratifications occurred in 2000 and 2004-2011. 

• What’s happening now? - New BPC effort to expand the 
number of stocks and fisheries in the model began in 2013. 
The base period years are not changing. 
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Challenges to Updating the BPC 

• AABM limits in the 1999 and 2009 PST Agreements are based 
on the model AIs which are dependent on the BPC.  

• Most of the people currently on the AWG were not around 
when the 1998 BPC was performed. 

• Documentation for the components of the BPC from 1998 is 
“thin”. Some information has been lost, some never existed. 
(CWT data, escapement data, auxiliary data etc.) 

• Recent Challenges - Two key members have left the AWG 
during the past year and others have had health issues that 
have impacted their involvement with the AWG. 
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New Three Phase Project to 
Improve the PSC Chinook Model 

6 

• Phase I – Increase the stock stratification. 
(2013-2015) 

• Phase 2 – Increase the fishery 
stratification. (2015) 

• Phase 3 – Ability to model Mark-Selective 
Fisheries. Stock-specific Proportion Non-
Vulnerable factors (PNV) 2016-2017?  



Changes Required to Accomplish the 
New Stock Stratification 

• Re-stratification of the Cohort Analysis System 
(CAS) CWT database. 

• New stocks were added to CAS, the ERA and 
the model. 

• Several former stock groupings were split in 
CAS, the ERA and the model. 

• As a result the number of model stocks has 
increased from 30 to 40. 

7 



Why add or change stocks? 
• Some stock groups were simply not represented 

previously (e.g. Transboundary Rivers, Yakutat, Mid-
Oregon Coastal). 

• Some stocks were split to better represent life histories 
and ocean distributions (e.g. Fraser Early was split into 
Fraser Early Springs 1.2, Fraser Early Springs 1.3, Fraser 
Early Summers 0.3 and Fraser Early Summers 1.3). 

• The hatchery CWTs used for some stocks have changed 
to provide better distribution and maturation 
representation (e.g. Lower Georgia Strait now uses 
Cowichan as opposed to Big Qualicum CWTs). 
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Other Phase 1 Changes/Improvements 

• Updated escapement/terminal run estimates 
for a number of stocks. 

• Extensive review of CWT codes used for each 
model stock. 

• CWT expansions have been updated due to 
changes in catch estimates. 

• Ricker values have been updated and range of 
allowable α values has been expanded. 
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New Three Phase Project to 
Improve the PSC Chinook Model 
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• Phase I – Increase the stock stratification. 
(2013-2015) 

• Phase 2 – Increase the fishery 
stratification. (2015) 

• Phase 3 – Ability to model Mark-Selective 
Fisheries. Stock-specific Proportion Non-
Vulnerable factors (PNV) 2016-2017?  



Changes Required to Accomplish the 
New Fishery Stratification 

• Re-stratification of the Cohort Analysis System 
(CAS) CWT database. 

• New fisheries were added to CAS, the ERA and 
the model. 

• Several former fisheries were split in the 
model. 

• As a result the number of model fisheries has 
increased from 25 to 48. 
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New Fishery Examples 

• Alaska Terminal Troll 

• Oregon Troll South of Cape Falcon 

• Oregon Sport South of Cape Falcon 

• US Escapement Strays 

• Canadian Escapement Strays 

14 



Fishery Splitting Examples 
• Columbia River Net (Terminal Net) composite 

Alaska Terminal Net, North Terminal Net, Central Terminal 
Net, WCVI Terminal Net, Fraser Terminal Net, PS Freshwater 
Net, Columbia River Net and WA Coast Terminal Net. 

• Columbia River Sport (Terminal Sport) composite 
Alaska Terminal Sport, North Terminal Sport, Central Terminal 
Sport, WCVI Terminal Sport, Fraser Terminal Sport, PS 
Freshwater Sport, Columbia River Sport, WA Coast Terminal 
Sport, NOC Terminal Sport and MOC Terminal Sport. 

• North/Central British Columbia Sport 
North AABM (Queen Charlotte Island) Sport, North ISBM 
Sport and Central BC Sport 
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New Three Phase Project to 
Improve the PSC Chinook Model 

16 

• Phase I – Increase the stock stratification. 
(2013-2015) 

• Phase 2 – Increase the fishery 
stratification. (2015) 

• Phase 3 – Ability to model Mark-Selective 
Fisheries. Stock-specific Proportion Non-
Vulnerable factors (PNV) 2016-2017?  



Changes Needed to Model Mark-
Selective Fisheries 

• Splitting model stocks into adipose 
marked and unmarked components. 

• Splitting model fisheries into mark-
selective and non-mark-selective 
components. 

• Accounting for catch, releases and 
incidental mortalities by mark type. 

17 



What are PNVs? 

18 

Age 5 

Age 4 

Age 3 

Age 2 Length 
Distributions 

Proportion Non-Vulnerable Proportion Vulnerable 

Catchable 
Size 

Size 
Limit 



Why do PNVs matter? 
• PNVs affect estimated Model cohort sizes, 

exploitation rates, catches and shakers. 

• PNVs are currently fishery-specific by age. 
(Model assumes the same size distribution for all fish in a 

fishery at a given age) 

• PNVs will be stock-specific by age based on 
growth functions of individual stocks. 

• Model code and data to implement the new 
PNVs exist but must be enabled and tested. 
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Why make Base Period Changes? 
• The new model stratification will allow the CTC to 

more accurately represent AABM and ISBM fishery 
impacts. 

• It will finally allow for the incorporation of SPFIs in 
the Model for NBC and WCVI troll fisheries. 

• It will also allow the CTC to represent impacts north 
and south of Cape Falcon in Southern US fisheries. 

• It will also allow for finer stock resolution of fishery 
impacts. 

• It will eventually allow for the estimation of 
differential impacts on marked and unmarked stock 
components in MSFs. 

20 



Where Are We Now? 
• Phase 1 is complete. BPC was performed and outputs 

(BSE and STK files) used as replacements in the 
yearly model calibration Clb1402. More evaluation of 
the results is needed. 

• Phase 2 is close to completion. BPC was performed 
and produced BSE and STK files. More evaluation of 
the results is needed. New FP scalars, ceiling file, 
forecast file, CNR file and other inputs are needed to 
perform a yearly model calibration. 

• Remaining work on Phase 2 could be completed by 
the January 2016 Post-Season meeting. 

21 



Where is this all going? 
• After Phase 2 is complete, a new Table 1 will 

be computed that preserves the relationship 
between the allowable catches and the AIs in 
the three AABM fisheries. 

• Results of Phase II could inform the review of 
the stock groupings in Attachments 1-V 
(Chapter 3, Appendix A task 10) 

• After Phase 3 is complete, Table 1 will be 
revised again and the results will be brought 
to the Commission for review. 
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Translation of Table 1 
• Annex IV, Chapter 3, Paragraph 10 (a) states:   

“indices identified in this paragraph are 
consistent with CTC analyses through May 1999. 
In the event that subsequent analyses modify 
these values, the relationship between catch and 
abundance indices specified in Table 1 and 
detailed in Appendix B will be maintained” 

• How to interpret this? Maintain catch levels, 
maintain HRI levels, or something else? 
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Option 1 for New Table 1, Maintain 
Catches with AI Offset or AI Scalar 

• For each AABM fishery find the offset that 
minimizes the mean squared error between 
the new BPC 1999-2014 AI values and the 
1999-2013 AI values from Clb1402 plus the 
offset. 

•
∑ 𝐴𝐴𝑦𝑁𝑁𝑁− 𝐴𝐴𝑦𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶+𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝐶𝐶𝐶3
𝑦=𝐶999  

15
 or 

•
∑ 𝐴𝐴𝑦𝑁𝑁𝑁− 𝐴𝐴𝑦𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶∗𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐶𝐶𝐶3
𝑦=𝐶999  

15
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Example Table 1 Using Phase 1 BPC 
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Offsets -0.16 -0.09 -0.12 
Old AI New AI SEAK New AI NBC New AI WCVI 
1.00 0.84 127500 0.91 130000 0.88 149700 
1.005 0.845 128700 0.915 130700 0.885 172000 
1.05 0.89 139600 0.96 136500 0.93 179700 
1.10 0.94 151700 1.01 143000 0.98 188200 
1.15 0.99 163800 1.06 149500 1.03 196800 
1.20 1.04 176000 1.11 156000 1.08 205400 

1.205 1.045 199800 1.115 156700 1.085 206200 
1.25 1.09 206700 1.16 163300 1.13 213900 
1.30 1.14 214200 1.21 170700 1.18 222500 
1.35 1.19 221800 1.26 178000 1.23 231000 
1.40 1.24 229400 1.31 185300 1.28 239600 
1.45 1.29 237000 1.36 192700 1.33 248100 
1.50 1.34 244600 1.41 200000 1.38 256700 

1.505 1.345 264400 1.415 219600 1.385 257600 
1.55 1.39 271800 1.46 226100 1.43 265300 
1.60 1.44 280000 1.51 233400 1.48 273800 
1.65 1.49 288200 1.56 240700 1.53 282400 
1.70 1.54 296400 1.61 248000 1.58 290900 
1.75 1.59 304600 1.66 255300 1.63 299500 



Pros and Cons of Option 1 

• Pro - Easy to calculate. 

• Pro – Designed to closely maintain the 
allowable catches in the AABM fisheries 
from 1999-2014. 

• Con – Does it satisfy Paragraph 10, 
Section (a)? 
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Option 2 for New Table 1, Maintain HRI 
Levels, Update Proportional Constant 

• Rebuild Table 1 from scratch. Calculate new 
Proportional Constants (PC) and underlying 
relationships between the AABM troll catches, the 
AIs and the fishery indices. 

• 𝑃𝑃 = 𝑙𝑙 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑙𝑙 𝑃𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐻𝐻𝐼 ∗ 𝐴𝐼⁄  

• 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑙𝑙 𝑃𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 = 𝑒 𝑃𝑃+𝑆𝑙 𝐻𝐻𝐴𝐴∗𝐴𝐴  

• 𝑇𝑇𝐶𝐶𝑙 𝑃𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 = 17,000 + 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑙𝑙 𝑃𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 0.8⁄  SEAK 

• 𝑇𝑇𝐶𝐶𝑙 𝑃𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 = 𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑙𝑙 𝑃𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 0.8⁄       NBC & WCVI 
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Example Table 1 Using Phase 1 BPC 
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AI SEAK NBC WCVI 
1.00 183500 234500 141000 

1.005 185300 235700 162000 
1.05 201800 246200 169200 
1.10 220000 258000 177300 
1.15 238300 269700 185300 
1.20 256500 281400 193400 

1.205 292500 282700 194200 
1.25 302800 294700 201500 
1.30 314200 307900 209500 
1.35 325600 321100 217600 
1.40 337100 334300 225600 
1.45 348500 347600 233700 
1.50 359900 360800 241700 

1.505 389700 396100 242600 
1.55 400900 407900 249800 
1.60 413300 421100 257900 
1.65 425700 434300 265900 
1.70 438000 447400 274000 
1.75 450400 460600 282000 



Pros and Cons of Option 2 

• Pro – Fairly easy to calculate. 

• Pro – Designed to maintain the HRI levels 
that underlie Table 1 (Broken Stick 
Graphs). 

• Con – Does it satisfy Paragraph 10, 
Section (a)? 
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Caveats 
• Clarity needed on interpretation of Paragraph 10 (a) 

• Options presented here are possible methods of 
translating Table 1. Different approaches could be 
developed and implemented. 

• The PC in Option 2 was developed using recent years 
(1999-2013). The PC in the 1999 and 2009 Agreements 
was developed using the years 1985-1996. 

• Option 2 maintained HRI levels but produced very large 
allowable catches. Scaling of HRI levels might be 
required. 
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ESTABLISHED BY TREATY BETWEEN CANADA 
AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

MARCH 18, 1985 

 

 
 
 
TO:    Chinook Technical Committee (CTC) 
 
FROM:   Susan Farlinger, Chair 
  W. Ron Allen, Vice-Chair 
 
CC:  Canadian and U.S. Commissioners 
 
RE:  2015 AABM fisheries and tasks 
 
DATE:  July 17, 2015 
 
This memorandum responds to your May 24, 2015 memo regarding appropriate allowable 2015 catch levels 
for the three Aggregate Abundance Based Management (AABM) fisheries:  Southeast Alaska all gear 
(SEAK), Northern British Columbia troll and Queen Charlotte Island sport (NBC), and West Coast 
Vancouver Island troll and outside sport (WCVI).  The Commission has reached a decision on this matter and 
we are writing to convey that with additional guidance for the CTC. 
 
The Commission has agreed to use the results from model calibration 1503, yielding abundance indices of 
1.45 for SEAK, 1.23 for NBC, and 0.85 for WCVI, to establish catch limits for the AABM fisheries noted 
above.  Authorities in each Party have agreed to structure their fisheries and regulatory regimes accordingly 
for 2015. 
 
In addition, we note that the CTC is working on two memos that will highlight issues for the Commission’s 
attention.  These memos will provide a) a review of CTC guidelines and instructions for the preseason 
planning process and recommend improvements to address timeliness and adherence to guidelines, and b) a 
list of recommended model improvement tasks that will need prioritization by the Commission relative to 
pre-2016 model calibration improvements.  The Commission understands that Tasks 1 and 2 from the CTC 
2014/2015 work plan remain the Committee’s top priorities and expect that work on model improvement will 
be completed by October 15th. Further, the Commission understands that delivery of the aforementioned 
memos by September 1, 2015 will not impede the CTC’s ability to complete Tasks 1 and 2 on schedule, and 
look forward to receipt by that date to inform Commission discussion in October and ensure the Commission 
can offer guidance for the efficient implementation of the Treaty in 2016 and beyond.  
 
In the same spirit, the Commission will be discussing the CTC’s annual workflow and functionality at its Fall 
Meeting this October.  We will convey any outcomes of those discussions to the CTC as soon as they are 
complete. 
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We wish to express the Commission’s appreciation for the CTC’s ongoing and challenging work in support 
of the Treaty’s management regime, without which the Parties could not adequately manage and conserve 
our shared stocks of Chinook salmon. 



2015 
Website Re-design 
PSC Fall Meeting 
October 26-30, 2015 
Suquamish, WA 
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Pacific Salmon Commission 

Finance & Administration Committee 

 

October 21, 2015 
 

Options Analysis to Address Projected PSC Budget Shortfalls 

 

1. Background 

 

The Treaty Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of 

Canada Concerning Pacific Salmon (Treaty) established the Pacific Salmon Commission 

(Commission) in 1985 to oversee Treaty implementation and provide recommendations to the 

Parties on bilateral salmon fishing regimes.  The Commission, in turn, was empowered to create 

a Secretariat to facilitate the Commission’s work.  The 26 Secretariat staff members work for 

both Parties simultaneously to facilitate meetings, provide scientific assessments, run field 

programs, and maintain extensive archives dating back to the early 20th Century. 

 

The staff and operational costs of the Secretariat are financed mostly through annual dues paid 

by each national government, which are currently CAD $1,879,636 per country.  Since 2011, the 

Secretariat has received level dues payments that have not kept pace with purchasing power, 

pension obligations, and capital equipment costs.  Similarly, it is expected that Secretariat 

meeting and staff costs will rise in support of 2018 Treaty renegotiations.  

 

Over the last five years, the Commission has adopted budgets in which Party contributions are 

insufficient to meet expenses. The Secretariat has covered resulting income shortfalls through a 

variety of means.  These include staff vacancies, temporary realignment of duties, and in-season 

operational cost drops (e.g., shorter than expected fishing seasons).  The Northern, Southern, and 

Yukon Funds as well as Test Fishing programs have supplemented the Commission’s income to 

pay for various administrative or accounting tasks related to those programs. This supplement is 

currently CAD $168,000 per year or about 4% of the PSC budget (in addition to paying for two 

salaried employees assigned solely to Fund administration). 

 

The Northern and Southern Fund Committees have also provided the Secretariat with significant 

financing to modernize its IT capabilities to benefit the Fund Committees and the Commission.  

This includes CAD $149,000 for developing SharePoint platforms and IT infrastructure, plus 

CAD $35,000 for website redesign, since 2013.  Secretariat staff have also successfully 

competed for a number of Southern Fund grants to pay for research initiatives, sonar units, and 

other projects that support the Fraser River Panel and its management regime.    
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2. Current Status 

 

At the February 2015 Annual Meeting of the Commission, the Finance and Administration 

Committee (Committee) discussed the financial challenges facing the Commission and the 

Secretariat in the coming years.  Although the Secretariat has worked with the Committee to 

constrain expenditures and find efficiencies in operations through FY2018/2019, there will be a 

need to draw down the Commission’s cash reserves as shown in Appendix A.  In fact, the 

forecast budgets for 2017/2018 and 2018/2019 show deficits of CAD $215,040 and CAD 

$653,415, respectively, without any remaining cash reserves to mitigate the additive shortfall of 

CAD $868,455 through 2019.   

 

In conjunction with adopting the 2015/2016 budget, the Commission tasked the Committee to 

reconvene in the summer of 2015 to a) review the Commission’s budget outlook; and b) discuss 

financial planning options to generate savings and augment income through FY2018/2019, with 

the aim of reporting back to the Commission at the October 2015 Executive Session. 

 

The Committee has identified three avenues for further analysis and discussion to help address 

the financial challenges facing the Commission.  These are shown below in no particular order, 

and are not mutually exclusive (i.e., elements of each can be pursued in parallel to maximize 

chances of success): 

 

a. Seek additional contributions from the Parties 

b. Reduce program(s) to fit expected and projected PSC budgets 

c. Explore alternative contributions 

 

3. Discussion of each avenue 

 

Seek additional contributions from the Parties  

 Rationale/Analysis:   

o National contributions have been static since 2011/2012, while expenses have 

grown. 

o The Secretariat’s pension liability has grown to represent a large proportion of 

personnel costs (CAD $221,412 per year or 7% of salaries/benefits), and the 

Parties have made supplemental contributions to offset such costs in similar 

fishery commissions. 

o The Committee notes that the projected deficits ($215,040 in FY2017/2018 and 

$653,415 in FY2018/2019) could be eliminated with a combination of 3 years of 

pension liability coverage and support for hydroacoustic purchase. 

o In-kind contributions like loaned sonar equipment from DFO may also relieve 

significant demands on capital replacement budgets. 

 Tasks involved: 

o Continued efforts by PSC Executive Secretary, Canadian, and U.S. 

representatives to communicate financial needs to Ottawa and Washington. 
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o Development of a risk analysis for government appropriators outlining risks and 

associated repercussions of continued financial shortfalls. 

o Direct correspondence with officials in capitals, as guided by the Commission. 

 

Reduce program(s) to fit expected and projected PSC budgets 

 Rationale/Analysis:  

o Secretariat operations and capital expenditures might be reduced without 

impacting support to the Commission or the Parties. 

o The Committee also notes that it has worked with the Executive Secretary to 

realize substantial savings through other means, including an ongoing vacancy for 

the Director of Hydroacoustics (since May 2013), selected staff reorganization 

and reclassification, and recovery of certain salary/benefits costs from 

administrative fees.  See Appendix B for detail. 

 

o The Committee undertook a budget reduction exercise where a number of 

program reductions were explored, with the goal of reducing expenditures to 

balance the budget. The impact of these reductions were then analysed by 

applying a risk framework using a number of factors including: 

conservation/biological, stakeholders, external economic, internal, and treaty 

implementation. The Committee subsequently met to consider whether any of the 

reductions would be recommended. While the Committee was unable to agree on 

any specific reduction, there was agreement that any program reduction would 

impact the effective delivery of programs by the PSC. 

 

 Tasks involved: 

o Evaluate staffing levels, requirements for Secretariat support, and significant 

program expenses for impacts and risks of reduction (completed September 

2015). 

o Execute selected program reductions, re-assign unmet tasks as necessary 

 

Explore alternative contributions 

 Rationale:   

o The Commission and the Secretariat have received income from other sources to 

finance certain administrative/overhead costs or special projects (i.e., administrative 

fees and Endowment Fund grants).  However, administrative fees drawn from the 

Endowment Funds and Test Fishing are revenue neutral:  they recover costs unique to 

those programs, not other routine Secretariat operations.  In fact, Canadian law (e.g., 

Fisheries Act) precludes the harvest of extra “pay fish” in test fishing operations to 

generate excess revenue that would supplement the PSC’s ordinary budget. 
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o Financing for special projects (e.g., staff proposals to the Southern Endowment Fund) 

is permissible under the PSC’s Financial Regulations, which state in Rule 23: 

 

(a) The Executive Secretary may accept voluntary contributions from the 

Parties or sources other than the Parties, provided that the purposes for 

which the contributions are made are consistent with the policies, aims 

and activities of the Commission. 

 

(b) Such contributions shall be treated as Trust or Special Funds and 

expenditures charged against such funds for the purpose so designated. 

 

o However, the PSC’s ability to accept voluntary contributions has limits beyond those 

in Rule 23.  Domestic policies in Canada (as the PSC’s host government) stipulate 

the Commission may not accept private sector/charitable contributions to augment its 

income.  In addition, since the Commission is an international organization (rather 

than a registered charity), the Secretariat could not issue receipts to donors for tax 

purposes even if such donations were allowable.   

o The Northern and Southern Funds may also accept donations from “third parties” 

under Financial Regulation 26(c), which states: 

Contributions to either the Northern Fund or the Southern Fund may also be made 

by a third party, provided that the purpose of the contribution is consistent with the 

aims and activities of the relevant Fund1 as set out in this rule. 

 

o It is unclear whether the domestic Canadian policies noted above also attach to the 

Endowment Funds (which were established by an agreement separate from the 

Pacific Salmon Treaty).  It is clear, however, the Northern and Southern Fund 

Committees would have the authority to decide whether to solicit and accept such 

donations and for what purpose (including funding of Secretariat operations).  The 

Fund Committees have not yet been asked to consider this option. 

o There are national competitive grant programs for which the Secretariat is eligible 

(e.g., Saltonstall-Kennedy, Western Economic Diversification Canada).  These may 

be viable sources for discrete (but large) expenditures.  See Appendix C for more 

detail. 

 Tasks involved: 

                                                 
1 Rule 26(d) states the aims and activities for the respective fund geographic areas as: (i) development of improved 

information for resource management, including better stock assessment, data acquisition, and improved scientific 

understanding of factors affecting salmon production in the freshwater and marine environments; 

(ii) rehabilitation and restoration of habitat and improvement of natural habitat to enhance productivity and 

protection of Pacific salmon; and (iii) enhancement of wild stock production through low technology techniques 

rather than through large facilities with high operating costs. 
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o The Secretariat and National Correspondents continue to explore national grant 

programs for which the Secretariat may be eligible.   

o The Executive Secretary would engage with the Joint Fund Committee to explore 

interest in third party contributions, and whether such contributions could go directly 

to projects or instead to the endowment fund corpus (to earn dividends/interest for 

project funding). The Commission is invited to consider corresponding with the Joint 

Fund Committees to encourage this approach. 

o Develop proposals for purchases of capital equipment (e.g., sonar equipment for the 

Mission site) or other specific budget items that the Parties are currently unable to 

finance through annual contributions. 

o Secretariat staff would undertake reporting/accounting for grantors if successful in 

seeking external funding. 

o Secretariat staff to liaise with DFO or other agencies offering material support to the 

Commission through loaned equipment. 
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4. Pros and cons 

 

Approach Pros Cons 

a. Seek additional 

contributions from 

Parties 

 Risk analysis allows for clear 

communication of impact of 

program reductions and may 

improve results of continued 

efforts to communicate 

financial needs to Ottawa and 

Washington. 

 As would be quantified in a 

risk analysis, increased 

financial support from Parties 

would help ensure that 

negotiations are funded and 

program delivery is not 

adversely affected. 

 Pension liabilities are a large 

portion of Secretariat 

personnel costs, but might be 

met through a direct appeal 

to national governments. 

 We have not been successful in 

efforts to increase contributions 

to date. 

 Agencies may not have more to 

give and may not be responsive.  

b. Reduce program(s) 

to fit expected and 

projected PSC budgets 

 Live within current means. 

 Other approaches could still 

be pursued while living 

within current means. 

 We may not be able to further cut 

expenses without consequence to 

meet the expected level of 

service by the Parties. 

c. Seek alternative 

contributions 
 Diversifying sources of 

income may help lessen the 

burden on Federal agencies 

that may not have more to 

give. 

 Non-monetary contributions, 

such as equipment loans, 

may be easier to obtain from 

the Parties than funding yet 

equally important in 

offsetting certain budget 

items. 

 Other sources would be uncertain 

and may be hard to come by and 

secure. 

 Canadian host government policy 

forbids private sector/charitable 

contributions to the PSC 

 Endowment Fund Committees 

must agree Secretariat operations 

are a priority for their funding 

each year 

 Risks reliance on funding sources 

less stable than Party 

contributions  

 Funding for pension liability and 

hydroacoustic equipment are not 

yet available.  
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5. Observations and Considerations 

 

Resolving the projected financial shortfall in the Commission’s budget is an urgent issue. The 

PSC will be in a significant deficit by 2017/2018 unless immediate actions are taken. It will take 

time to implement the proposed solutions and decisions are required for the 2016/17 budget year 

in order to create the savings necessary for the following years. 

 

The suggested approaches are not mutually exclusive. The Commission can consider a number 

of actions that provide for all three elements: increasing Party financial support, continuing to 

exercise budgetary restraint to curtail expenses, and seeking alternative funding sources.  

Work is already underway to explore additional sources of funding one time hydroacoustic 

equipment purchases and on-going pension liability.  Resolving these two key pressures would 

largely resolve the immediate funding shortfall of the PSC, until a longer term budget outlook is 

developed during renegotiation of key Treaty chapters. 

 

An immediate solution to the budgetary pressures is not yet apparent.  Key strategies are being 

explored but are not certain.  If no additional funds can be sourced, there will need to be a 

significant reduction to program expenditures which would impact the effective delivery of PSC 

activities. 

 

6. Recommendations and next steps 

 

The Committee recommends that the Secretariat pursue the following activities, subject to 

ongoing direction from the Commission. 

 

1. Seek additional contributions from Parties 

 

The Executive Secretary should: 

 continue to liaise with officials in relevant government offices to advise them about the 

Commission, Treaty renegotiations, and associated budgetary needs (Note:  the Executive 

Secretary initiated contact with senior officials in both capitals to begin this process in 

spring 2015). 

 correspond with appropriate officials in capitals to request supplemental funding for the 

ongoing (and growing) pension liability (currently at CAD $200,000 per year) for three 

fiscal years beginning in FY2016/2017.  See draft letter in Appendix D 

 continue pursuing the provision of sonar equipment through grants or long-term loans (c. 

$367,000 in savings over the next three years) and through Southern Fund grants (Note: 

as of October 2015, the Secretariat has initiated a) discussions with DFO for possible 

loaned equipment and b) a proposal to the Southern Fund for purchase of a single ARIS 

unit in 2016.) 

2. Reduce program expenditures 

The Executive Secretary should:  

 continue to identify the options for program reductions to produce a balanced budget 
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3. Seek alternative contributions 

The Committee recommends that: 

 the Executive Secretary should continue to pursue supplemental funding from the 

Northern and Southern Funds for certain discrete expenses (e.g., sonar equipment, new 

research initiatives) 

 the Executive Secretary should pursue national grant programs in each Party, as 

appropriate, to secure unmet research and capital replacement needs; 
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APPENDIX A  

          

 

          

 

          

  Forecast Results Proposed Budget Forecast Budget Forecast Budget Forecast Budget    

  2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018 2018/2019    

          

1 INCOME   (pink) (none) (pink) (sockeye) NOTES   

          

A. Contribution from Canada 1,879,636  1,879,636  1,879,636  1,879,636  1,879,636     

B. Contribution from U.S. 1,879,636  1,879,636  1,879,636  1,879,636  1,879,636     

     Sub total 3,759,272  3,759,272  3,759,272  3,759,272  3,759,272     

D. Interest 29,000  26,000  26,000  26,000  26,000     

E. Other income 188,000  177,000  177,000  177,000  177,000     

 Carry-over from previous fiscal year 286,454   149,575   0   0   0     

 Top-up from cash reserves (as req'd)   166,560  144,791  238,424  0  1    

F. Total Income 4,262,726  4,278,407  4,107,063  4,200,696  3,962,272     

          

2 EXPENDITURES         

          

A. 1. Permanent Salaries and Benefits 2,723,961  2,809,679  2,818,996  2,841,154  2,951,435  2,3   

 2. Temporary Salaries and Benefits 295,627  245,679  177,433  269,591  277,406     

 3. Total Salaries and Benefits 3,019,588  3,055,358  2,996,429  3,110,744  3,228,841     

B. Travel 61,523  94,695  95,989  119,334  120,034  4   

C. Rents, Communications, Utilities 116,465  122,245  119,726  150,053  150,461  4   

D. Printing and Publications 8,921  9,000  9,000  9,000  9,000     

E. Contractual Services 673,402  810,727  612,708  755,726  778,823     

F. Supplies and Materials 60,567  49,223  50,009  64,121  52,721     

G. Equipment 172,685  137,159  223,203  206,757  275,807  5   

H. Total Expenditures 4,113,151  4,278,407  4,107,063  4,415,736  4,615,687     

          

3 BALANCE (DEFICIT) 149,575  0  0  ($215,040) (653,415)    
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NOTES:          

           

1. 

Cash reserves ($549,775) will be virtually exhausted by the end of 2017/18.  Should a larger portion of the Test Fishing Biologist's salary be included in the PSC 

budget, the rate of drawing down-cash reserves will increase (exhaust quicker; see 3. below))     

   

           

2. Assume additional $5K/mo ($60K/year) needed for pensions starting Jan 1, 2018 (in addition to the $91,000/year payable over 15 years starting Jan 1/15)  

           

3. Budget prepared under the assumption that 37% of salary and benefits for Test Fishing Biologist (Keith Forrest) is allocated to Test Fishing.   

 The budget effect of absorbing all or a portion of Keith's salary in the core PSC budget is estimated below:    

 % captured 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 

Total 4 

yrs 
  

         

 50% 58,366  59,686  60,563  61,771  240,386    

 100% 116,732  119,372  121,126  123,541  480,771    

 63% 73,541  75,204  76,309  77,831  302,885    

         

4. 2017/ 18 and 2018/19 include costs for additional travel and meeting space rental for re-negotiations (based on 2007/2008 and 2008/2009 cycle)  

           

5. Capital assets include:          

  Category  Item 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19    

 ADMIN:              

   Vehicle 28,000  30,000 30,000    

   Misc. equipment 4,400 4,400 4,400 4,400    

 IT: Computers, servers 57,000 44,500 36,500 51,000    

 HYDROACOUSTICS:          

   HTI electronics board 10,659       

   Computers 11,900 21,996 21,900 29,450    

   Boat motor 14,700  14,000 3,045    

   ARIS sounder  144,229  123,259    

   HTI Split beam sounder   99,957     

   Biosonics transducer    22,330    

   Generator replacement    3,523    

 SCALE LAB          

   Software upgrade, misc. fixtures 10,500       

   Microscope - automated stage  8,078  8,800    

 TOTAL   137,159 223,203 206,757 275,807    
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APPENDIX B 

 

Summary of Pacific Salmon Commission Secretariat expenditures and income 

 

May 6, 2015 

 

 
*Note:  figures for FY2011-2014 are actuals; those for FY2014-15 are projected to March 31, 2015; those for FY2015-16 are 

budgeted 

 

Cost control measures and other highlights: 

 

1. Fall 2012:  Vacancy of IT Assistant position addressed through service contract with 

local IT support firm, generating savings of $37,000 per year in salary and benefits.  

These savings have been redirected to offset fees for SharePoint deployment in the 

Commission. 

2. Spring 2013:  Vacancy of Head of Stock Monitoring (J. Cave) left unfilled from May 

2013 to generate savings of $106,000 per year.   

3. Spring 2013:  Accounting workload and succession planning addressed by hiring a full-

time Accounting Assistant (W. Lam) using a combination of endowment fund 

administrative fees and test fishing revenue, preventing an incremental cost of more than 

$60,000 per year in salary and benefits. 

4. 2013-2014:  The Quantitative Fisheries Biologist was on paid maternity leave November 

2013-January 20152.  Staff responsibilities were reorganized so that current staff would 

backfill her duties, while hiring a 1-year term employee at a lower pay grade for 

remaining tasks saved $30,000 in salary.  

                                                 
2 Public service practices stipulate up to one year of paid maternity or paternity leave at 93% of salary.  PSC is 

responsible for paying the difference between the employment insurance benefit ($514/week) and 93% of salary.  In 

this person’s case, this amounts to approximately $54,000 per year for PSC expenditures (in addition to 

salary/benefits for backfill hire). 
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5. 2014-2015:  The rise in salaries and benefits (relative to the previous year) is mostly 

attributable to higher pension liability payments beginning January 1, 2015 and the hiring 

of a term database manager as per Commission agreement. 

If the steps in 1-4 above had not been taken, permanent salaries and benefits would have been 

approximately $230,000 higher as of January 2014. 
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Appendix C 

External funding sources for large capital purchases 

There are three possible opportunities to seek external funding sources that could benefit large 

capital purchases of the PSC: 1) competitive federal grant programs; 2) other federal opportunities; 

and 3) donations or grants to the PSC Endowment Funds.  Each possible opportunity is described in 

more detail below. 

1. Competitive Federal Grant Programs  

The programs listed below are possible competitive sources of external funding (beyond the PSC 

Endowment Funds which the staff continue to approach) for replacing large capital items like sonar 

units, transducers, and echo-sounders.  These units currently ranging in cost from $22,000-$144,000 

and comprise about $390,000 in projected expenses through FY2018/2019 (or 45% of the 

cumulative projected deficit of $868,000). 

Saltonstall-Kennedy (SK) Grants (U.S. Federal program) 

The goal of the SK program is to fund projects that address the needs of fishing communities, optimize 

economic benefits by building and maintaining sustainable fisheries, and increase other opportunities 

to keep working waterfronts viable. The PSC is eligible if applying as a U.S. based entity using its U.S. 

EIN and DUNS.  The work would have to be U.S. based as well, which would not work for a Fraser 

River program. The FY16 solicitation seeks applicants that fall into seven priorities: 

 Aquaculture 

 Fishery Data Collection 

 Techniques for Reducing Bycatch and other Adverse Impacts 

 Adapting to Climate Change and other Long Term Ecosystem Change 

 Promotion, Development, and Marketing 

 Socio-Economic Research 

 Territorial Science 

Regarding 2016 grant applications: 

1. Minimum award for 2014/15 was $25,000, maximum $400,000 

2. Applications must be made through grants.gov (the Secretariat is registered and follow 

the same process for the CTC and CWTIT grants) 

North Pacific Research Board (NPRB; U.S. Federal) 

NPRB relies upon input from external reviewers and its science panel and advisory panel to fund 

the most meritorious science projects that address pressing management and ecosystem 

http://www.nprb.org/nprb/about-us/board-panels/science-panel
http://www.nprb.org/nprb/about-us/board-panels/advisory-panel
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information needs. Proposals are selected for funding through a request for proposal (RFP) 

process via the Annual Research Program or the Long-term Monitoring Program. NPRB also 

develops and implements multi-institution, interdisciplinary science projects under the integrated 

ecosystem research program to create a more integrated understanding of Alaska’s ocean 

ecosystems. Current regional projects include the Gulf of Alaska Project and the Bering Sea 

Project. Preliminary development of an Arctic program is also underway.  

The deadline for RFP input forms, to be considered for the 2016 RFP, was July 15, 2015. 

Anything received after the deadline will be considered for the following year. 

It appears that PSC funding applications would fall under the Annual Research Program.  The 

funding applications are considered as they relate to the research needs published in the 2005 

NPRB Science Plan (http://www.nprb.org/assets/images/uploads/science_plan_nov05_low.pdf).  

The competitiveness of PSC capital purchases in the NPRB program, which is focused on 

Alaskan ecosystems and fisheries, is questionable.  The PSC hydroacoustics program at Mission 

assesses stocks that are caught in Alaskan fisheries, and so there is a potential link to NPRB 

priorities.  However, the replacement of aging hydroacoustic equipment (even with next 

generation ARIS units) may not qualify as “new methods to assess difficult species” as 

articulated in the current research priorities.  In addition, the NPRB is focusing research 

expenditures on Arctic issues in the near-term (D. Mecum, NOAA Fisheries, pers. comm.). 

There are no guidelines with respect to the size of the projects.  Total funding varies, but it 

appears to be around $4.5M/ year on average (2006 was an exception – 45 projects funded for a 

total of $6.7M). 

 

2. Other federal opportunities 

Equipment loans from Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

DFO is exploring the option of providing support by loaning hydroacoustic equipment in 

FY2015/2016. The support could be in the form of a loan of currently owned assets. The 

Department will be in a better position to confirm this possibility by early January 2016. DFO 

will continue to evaluate the possibility of an equipment loan to support this activity in 

subsequent fiscal years. 

 

Western Economic Diversification Canada 
 

Western Economic Diversification Canada (WD) is a government agency that focuses on 

diversifying the western economy. It focuses business development, innovation and community 

development. It was established in 1987 to help broaden the economic base of the four western 

provinces – Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba and Saskatchewan. WD provides funds through 

grants and contributions to eligible groups such as universities and post-secondary academic 

institutions, research institutes, industry associations and other not-for-profit organizations. 

There are a range opportunities within this program that may provide funds for PSC projects.  

 

 

 

 

http://www.nprb.org/annual-research-program
http://www.nprb.org/long-term-monitoring-program
http://www.nprb.org/gulf-of-alaska-project
http://www.nprb.org/bering-sea-project
http://www.nprb.org/bering-sea-project
http://www.nprb.org/arctic-program
http://www.nprb.org/assets/images/uploads/science_plan_nov05_low.pdf
http://www.wd.gc.ca/eng/107.asp
http://www.wd.gc.ca/eng/106.asp
http://www.wd.gc.ca/eng/106.asp
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3. Donations or Grants to the PSC Endowment Funds 

The Pacific Salmon Commission could request that the Fund Committees consider approaching 

Foundations and, as appropriate, soliciting donations or grants that could be inclusive of their mission as 

described in Rule 26(d):   

Rule 26(d) states the aims and activities for the respective fund geographic areas as: (i) 

development of improved information for resource management, including better stock 

assessment, data acquisition, and improved scientific understanding of factors affecting salmon 

production in the freshwater and marine environments; (ii) rehabilitation and restoration of habitat 

and improvement of natural habitat to enhance productivity and protection of Pacific salmon; and 

(iii) enhancement of wild stock production through low technology techniques rather than through 

large facilities with high operating costs. 

Possible Foundations that could be approached include: 

 Paul G. Allen Family Foundation – http://www.pgafamilyfoundation.org/programs/science-

technology 

 Pacific Salmon Foundation – https://www.psf.ca/what-we-do 

The Paul G. Allen Family Foundation is currently developing an oceans-focused program.  Their 

Foundation priorities include jumpstarting critical research in science and technology; projects 

with international reach; conserving wildlife; changing the ways humans and wildlife cohabitate; 

taking risks and funding boldly; making change that will resonate around the world; solving the 

world’s biggest problems; projects that are the difference between status quo and real change; 

new, experimental projects that have the power to set off ripple effects; and projects that promote 

learning, conservation, understanding, and growth. 

 

The Pacific Salmon Foundation makes grants through its Partnered Initiatives program to 

organizations that undertake Pacific salmon conservation and restoration or science and research 

and are typically larger-scale, strategically-critical projects. The Foundation partners with 

government agencies, other non-profits, businesses and volunteers on these projects.  

 

PSC staff have received past funding for large capital expenses of the PSC from the Endowment 

Funds. Further, the Endowment Funds’ consider the priorities of the respective PSC Panels, 

which in recent years have been inclusive of the Fraser Panel’s priorities for such capital 

expenses.  Presumably with more revenue at their disposal, proposals of this nature would 

continue to be well received by the Endowment Funds.   

  

http://www.pgafamilyfoundation.org/programs/science-technology
http://www.pgafamilyfoundation.org/programs/science-technology
https://www.psf.ca/what-we-do
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Appendix D 

 

Draft letter to Parties regarding unfunded pension liability 

 

[Date] 

 

[Addressee] 

 

Dear […], 

 

I am writing regarding the financial status of the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC), an 

international fishery management organization formed in 1985 between Canada and the United 

States.  As the only forum for the countries to cooperatively manage their shared Pacific salmon 

stocks, the PSC is critical to the health of regional salmon populations and the communities that 

depend on them.  Thus, it is my hope that the member governments will help the Commission 

address its financial challenges in the coming months and years. 

 

The PSC employs 26 full-time Secretariat staff and an equal number of seasonal workers to 

assist the countries in implementing the Pacific Salmon Treaty, assessing the health of regional 

stocks, establishing harvest quotas, and sharing scientific information.  The Secretariat’s 

scientists conduct the only accepted assessment program for sockeye and pink salmon in the 

Fraser River, allowing sustainably managed fisheries in one of the world’s most productive 

salmon rivers.  In addition, Commission staff administer three endowment funds that have 

provided more than $80 million in project financing to the Parties since 2002.  This work is 

significant since salmon fisheries in the region are valued at more than $1 billion per year and 

support tens of thousands of jobs.  

 

Funding for the PSC Secretariat staff and operations comes almost entirely from national 

contributions, evenly split between the two countries.  Since 2011, these contributions have 

remained level at $1,879,636 per country while expenses have grown. 

 

The PSC, like similar organizations headquartered in Canada, provides a defined benefit pension 

plan similar to the pensions provided to Canadian federal employees.  Since Commission staff 

are international civil servants, not Canadian civil servants, we do not participate in the public 

service pension plan.  Instead, the Commission and its employees contribute to the Pension Plan 

of the International Fisheries Commissions Pension Society, an entity that services all seven 

international fishery commissions based in North America. The Canadian portion of the plan 

covers 74 employees, of which 40 are current or past employees of the PSC. 

 

Due to inflation, sluggish market returns, and longer retiree life expectancies, the PSC’s 

unfunded pension liability has grown substantially.  To extinguish this liability, the Commission 

is required to make payments of $221,412 CAD per year, quadruple the payments in 2011.  

Unlike the pension liabilities of federal employees covered through other treasury sources, this 

PSC cost has so far been covered from the annual Party contributions noted above.  As you 

might imagine, this rising cost has placed a substantial burden on the PSC’s financial outlook 
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and currently comprises 7% of our salary and benefits expense.  A new valuation from the 

pension’s actuaries is due in 2017, and is expected to raise this liability further.   

 

The Secretariat has been working closely with the Parties in recent years to trim expenditures, 

control personnel costs, and provide the services and scientific support the Parties have expected 

since 1985.  Examples of cost-containment and savings include a prolonged senior staff vacancy,  

staff reorganization and reclassification, and in-season operational windfalls (e.g., shorter than 

expected sampling seasons). However, we have not been able to identify sufficient reductions to 

cover forecast deficits.  If the PSC maintains level Party contributions and does not diminish 

Secretariat operations, then rising costs (including the unfunded pension liability) and exhausted 

cash reserves will result in a cumulative budget deficit of more than CAD $868,000 by fiscal 

year 2018/2019.  I am deeply concerned about the impact this will have on implementation of the 

Pacific Salmon Treaty, the support for Treaty renegotiations already underway, and the future of 

salmon fisheries central to the regional economy and culture.  

 

Therefore, I am writing to request that each Party provide 50% of our annual pension liability or 

CAD $110,700 per Party beginning in fiscal year 2016/2017.  If combined with other cost-

savings measures, this would allow uninterrupted Secretariat operations and ensure adequate 

support to [Canada/the United States] as your delegates embark on renegotiating all the major 

provisions of the Pacific Salmon Treaty in the next three years.  This also would be consistent 

with the approach the governments have recently taken for unfunded pension liabilities in the 

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) and the International Pacific Halibut 

Commission (IPHC).  Receipt of these contributions at least from April 2016 through March 

2019 would significantly reduce the budgetary strain on the Commission, ensure that obligations 

for employee benefits are met, and help maintain needed Secretariat support services through the 

ongoing Treaty renegotiations.  

 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter, and I truly appreciate the support that 

[Canada/the United States] has provided to the PSC and its vital mission since its inception 30 

years ago.   
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Protocol for PST Chapter Renegotiations  
29 October 2015 

 
The Parties wish to provide guidance to ensure clarity for well-functioning process for negotiations. 
Should both parties agree, the protocol language can change. 
 
Commissioners will approve instructions and proposed wording for all chapters, lead negotiations for 
chinook negotiations and support Panel Chairs in resolving outstanding issues in Chapters 1, 2, 5 and 6.  
 
Negotiating teams may identify a subset of Commissioners, advisors, or technical support to work 
bilaterally on particular issues.  The Parties intend to remain flexible in administering the process of the 
negotiations. 
 
Chapter 3, Chinook:  
 
The negotiations will be led by Commissioners and supported by advisors. 
 

• US negotiating team: 8 Commissioners (lead contact/spokesperson) and supported by 8 
advisors. 

 
• Canadian negotiating team:  8 Commissioners (lead contact/spokesperson) supported by 9 

advisors.  
 
Both teams are supported by technical advisors, including CTC co-chairs.  
 
The full Commission will approve proposed chapter language. 
 
Chapters 1,2,5,6 
 
Lead negotiators are Panel Chairs and Vice-Chairs, supported by advisors (Panel members). 
 
Each Party is expected to remain informed of the negotiations and, when appropriate, raise to the 
Commission issues it believes require further support. 
 
The full Commission will approve proposed chapter language. 
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October 29, 2015 

 

To: Bilateral Chinook Technical Committee 

From: Pacific Salmon Commission 

RE: Direction for CTC and AWG for model improvements and work products  

 

1. The PSC Chinook Model performance over the last several years has been highly variable based on the wide 
swings in estimated abundance as expressed within the model calibration abundance indices.  The amount of 
technical debate that has ensued over the last 8 months has been cause for the CTC and AWG to request of the 
Commission instruction on several aspects of technical work moving forward (Memo to Commissioners from CTC 
dated September 4, 2015). There were two elements that were transmitted relative to the US Section meeting on 
June 10, 2015: one was timeliness of release of the preseason abundance index and the other was stability of the 
model calibration results. There are also several work products that are of immediate and longer term value for 
the Commission that we request you complete as best possible within the prescribed timelines as depicted 
below. We have heard discussion and received reasonable correspondence specific to the timing element; 
however the model stability element has not been adequately addressed.   

The Commission is requesting that the AWG embark on investigating both the maturation rates and 
environmental variables to update and document the analyses performed in 2012 with the last two years of data. 
The objective is to provide for improved preseason and postseason abundance indices to be generated for the 
2016 season and postseason AI’s for both the 2014 and 2015 seasons.  We understand it is important to start this 
work soon to inform the current year calibration, and suggest the work completed by December 15, 2015 and no 
later than January 1, 2016 so that we can be assured that a preseason AI can be generated, evaluated and 
released for fishery planning purposes. 

2. The second assignment is for the CTC to complete the Chapter 3 performance review.  The Commission has 
determined to pursue Section 3.3 using a method that would project across the agreement period. In lieu of 
making yearly Chinook model calibrations from 2008 onward to make adjustments to escapements, forecasts and 
fishery catches to model what would have occurred if the 1999 Agreement were in effect during the 2009 
Agreement period, the model will be run assuming the 1999 Agreement target harvest rates to forecast the 
expected catches, terminal runs and escapements for the entire 10-year period of the 2009 Agreement. Changes 
to the code of the current PSC Chinook model will be required to allow the multi-year forward simulations.  The 
coding changes introduced in the PSC chinook model used in forward simulations to support the negotiation of 
the 1999 Pacific Salmon Treaty provide the recommended starting point. We think that a reasonable deadline for 
this work to be completed is by June 1, 2016.   

3. The third assignment is for the AWG to complete Phase 2 of the CTC Model Base period calibration and an annual 
calibration using the new base period information. This work would commence following completion of item 1 
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from above and may require a hiatus mid-February so that annual work related to the postseason and annual 
meetings along with generating the 2016 Exploitation Rate Analysis and model calibration can be completed to 
inform the 2016 fishing regimes of the respective parties. 

This direction recognizes the need for sequencing the AWG’s time and focus to first address task 1 followed by task 3, 
acknowledging a break for annual reporting work during February and March and further that the majority of task 2 
and much of the annual reporting could be delegated to CTC members that are not on the AWG.  As well, the 
direction provides “sideboards” or guidelines regarding deadlines and scope of work to help keep the workload 
manageable.  We thank you for your attention to this matter and look forward to receiving the work products, as 
assigned. 
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Memorandum        October 29, 2015 
 
To: CTC Co-Chairs 
From: PSC Commissioners 
Subject: Commission Response to CTC Re: Inclusion of Calibration 1503 in CTC Annual 
Reports 
 
In the CTC’s memo to PSC Commissioners, dated September 25, 2015, they identified 
the following need for Commission direction: 
  

“The CTC has been unable to reach a consensus on the inclusion of CLB1503 in 
our 2015 Model Calibration and Exploitation Rate Analysis (CLB&ER) report.  
We have agreed to include a timeline of events, detailing the chronology and 
rationale of the divergent views that resulted in the lack of agreement on a model 
calibration.  However, there is no consensus on inclusion of model calibration 
results in our report.  Some CTC members argue that since the Commissioners 
agreed that the catch limits resulting from CLB1503 AIs were to be used to 
manage fisheries in 2015, that other results from this calibration should be 
included in our annual report.  The affected results comprise roughly half the 
CLB&ER report and are highlighted in the Appendix below.  The opposing view 
is that the CTC was not able to reach agreement on a model calibration and that 
annual reports are consensus reports of the CTC, so there should be no 
presentation or discussion of the results of CLB 1503 in our annual report. 
 
The CTC co-chairs request specific direction from the Commission on whether 
the results from CLB1503 should be included in our 2015 CLB&ER report.” 

 
The Commission provides the following direction in response to the CTC’s 
aforementioned request.   
 
The CTC report in question be provided in three parts, described below:  
 

Part 1 – Consensus Report: The consensus report of the CTC includes those 
Chapters where there are consensus and would reference to a separate 
stand-alone Chapter 3 and associated appendices. The Executive 
Summary would be refined to reflect these report components and the 
consensus report itself would include Part 2 , characterized below.  

Part 2 – Catalogue Issues Regarding Model Calibration: The catalogue of issues 
regarding which model calibration to use includes characterizing the 
timeline of events, options evaluated, and ensuing responses.  The 
catalogue would further include a description of agreements reached 
regarding CTC tasks that would ensure the Commission can offer 
guidance for the efficient implementation of the Treaty in 2016 and 
beyond. 
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Part 3 – Chapter 3:  The Chapter 3 report and associated appendices would 
include the highlighted sections of the annual report outline and would be 
drafted by those CTC members who wish to author the report. 



Date: October 29, 2015 

From: Pacific Salmon Commission 

To: Bilateral Chinook Interface Group  

RE: Development of action plan regarding the anticipated process and potential timeline for 
continued use of the current PSC Chinook model and the needed evaluation and subsequent 
transition to relying on the new revised PSC Chinook model. 

Charge:  The CIG will develop an action plan for consideration in January 2016 by the Pacific 
Salmon Commission that includes: 

(1) Consideration if appropriate of performance standards for evaluation of the new PSC 
Chinook model. 

(2) General description of the tasks associated with supporting the transition to reliance on the 
new Chinook model.   

(3) Develop a potential timeline describing the continued use of the existing PSC Chinook model 
and subsequent transition to use of the new PSC Chinook model.  

It is expected that meetings of the CIG and technical staff to address this charge will be 
conducted via teleconference with assistance from the respective national correspondants.  It is 
anticipated that this charge will be completed by the CIG making their recommendations 
concerning these subjects to the Pacific Salmon Commission during the January 2016 Pacific 
Salmon Commission in Portland, OR. 
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PSC Chinook Technical Committee 

 
 

 
PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 

2015-2016 
 
Panel / Committee: 
 
The Chinook Technical Committee reports to the Pacific Salmon Commission.  
 
Date: PSC Fall Session - October 26-30, 2015  
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under the Current PSC Agreement: 
 
The reports on the Annual Reports and Model Improvement tasks appear first below due to the 
higher priority these tasks were given by the Commissioners at the 2013 and 2014 PSC Fall 
Sessions. The reports on Total Mortality Regimes and the Framework for Precautionary 
Management appear near the end due to work being suspended on these tasks. However, the 
reports on the remaining tasks are not sorted in any particular order. 
 
1. Annual Reports 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The CTC typically produces two annual reports each year: the Catch 
and Escapement (C&E) report and the Calibration and Exploitation Rate (CLB&ER) report. The 
CTC published the 2014 CLB&ER report in July of 2015. The 2015 C&E report was finalized in 
August of 2015. 
 
Anticipated Progress this Cycle: The CTC is requesting direction from the Commission on 
how to approach reporting of model calibration results for 2015. The content of the 2015 
CLB&ER report will depend on guidance provided by the PSC and is anticipated to be 
completed in 2016. The 2016 C&E (data through 2015) and 2016 CLB&ER reports are 
anticipated to be completed in 2016. 
  
2. Model Improvements 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The AWG began work on the base period calibration in 2009 and 
this work continues. Base period calibrations were achieved in 2014 and 2015 which expanded 
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the number of stocks in the model and another base period calibration is being conducted in 2015 
to expand the number of fisheries in the model to more accurately reflect AABM and ISBM 
fisheries as well as the fisheries North and South of Cape Falcon. 

A number of MI contracts have been completed in prior cycles and there are two current 
contracts still to be completed. The first is a MI contract to create a data generation model to aid 
in evaluating various fisheries metrics and approaches to modeling the coast wide production of 
Chinook salmon.  The second will complete development of an improved stock forecasting tool 
that can be used by the agencies to provide better forecasts for both the PSC Chinook Model and 
other purposes and has been proposed to the Southern Fund. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Several model improvements will be addressed this cycle. 
The data generation model (DGM) should be completed this cycle and after undergoing scrutiny 
will be able to generate the data necessary to allow the CTC to evaluate alternative approaches to 
represent Chinook salmon production and population dynamics, and alternative ISBM metric 
performance. The stock forecasting tool will also be completed if it is funded. The design 
specifications for the model evaluation framework are currently being developed. However, no 
Model Improvement funds remain to secure a contract to build the model evaluation framework. 

Phase II of the base period calibration must be completed prior to an official PSC model 
calibration that can be used to translate the new time series of AIs into a new Table 1. Plans for 
Phase III of the base period calibration have been developed,  including modeling production of 
hatchery marked fish to represent mark selective fisheries, consideration of multiple time periods 
in a year, dividing fisheries into components when size limits differ), using empirical estimates 
of releases of legal and sub-legal Chinook, and enabling forecasts of pre-fishery ocean 
abundance to be used in the model calibration procedure. The timing of work on Phase III will 
depend on Commission priorities, other CTC tasks that may result relating to the renegotiation of 
Chapter 3 and available personnel and monetary resources. 
 
3. Bilateral Data Standards 
 
Progress to Date: Work on data standards was deferred by the Commission for the 2014-2015 
cycle. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Work on this assignment will occur at the direction of the 
Commission. 
 
4. Individual Stock Based Management Index 
 
Progress to Date: ISBM work was deferred by the Commission for the 2014-2015 cycle. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Progress on this task depends on two inputs. First, the CTC 
are waiting for guidance from the CIG regarding how to proceed on the policy items identified in 
the memos to the CIG from January 2012 and February 2012. Second, the Model Improvement-
DGM is needed to perform quantitative evaluations of the metrics identified in 
TCCHINOOK(11)-4. The CTC will continue evaluating if conditions were met for ISBM 
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fisheries pertaining to paragraph 13(d) and 13(e) and reporting the results in the annual CTC 
CLB&ER report. This evaluation was initiated in the 2013 C&E report. 
 
5. Escapement Goal Reviews  
 
Progress This Past Cycle: No escapement goals were presented to or adopted by the CTC 
during the 2014-2015 cycle. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Any escapement goals presented for review and acceptance 
will be evaluated by the CTC. 
 
6. Five Year Review(Chapter 3 Performance Review) 

 
Progress This Past Cycle: In January of 2015, the Commission decided to change the scope and 
purpose of the Five Year Review assignment to the CTC. The assignment is no longer simply a 
review of the effects and continuing need for the reductions taken in the AABM fisheries as a 
result of the 2009 Agreement but is now a more comprehensive review of the performance of 
Chapter 3 of the 2009 Agreement as a whole. The CTC has prepared a draft outline of the 
Chapter 3 Performance Review document and transmitted it to the Commissioners for their 
review and approval. 
  
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will work with the CIG and the Commission to 
determine the next steps in preparation of the Chapter 3 Performance Review document. 
 
7. Attachments I-V 

 
Progress This Past Cycle: Work on Attachments I-V was deferred by the Commission for the 
2014-2015 cycle. 
  
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will use information from the base-period 
calibration and CWT data to proceed on this task. Work on this assignment will occur at the 
direction of the Commission. 
 
8. Total Mortality (TM) Regimes 

 
Progress This Past Cycle: No work on implementing a Total Mortality regime occurred in the 
2014-2015 cycle. The CTC is waiting for the Commission’s instructions regarding when and 
how to proceed with implementation of a total mortality regime. 
  
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC is waiting for direction and guidance from the 
Commission before proceeding on further TM work. 
  
9. Framework for Precautionary Management (PM) 
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Progress to Date: No work on implementing a framework for Precautionary Management 
occurred in the 2014-2015 cycle. The annotated PM draft report was presented to the 
Commissioners at the October 2013 Fall Session and no further instructions have been received. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: No further work by the PM Workgroup or the CTC is 
anticipated during this cycle. 
 
10. Recommended Research Projects 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The CTC has not recommended, developed or reviewed project 
proposals, aside from those associated with Model Improvements. The Sentinel Stocks Program 
and the Coded Wire Tag Improvement Program have expired although some of the work funded 
by these programs was funded by the Northern Fund.  
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will provide input to the Joint Fund Committees as 
directed by the PSC. 
 
11. Alternative Fishery Regulatory Measures 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The differential impacts of mark-selective fisheries on marked and 
unmarked Chinook DIT stocks were again evaluated and will be reported in the CLB&ER report. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will continue to evaluate and report on impacts of 
mark-selective fisheries in its future annual reports. CTC members will also continue to work on 
mark selective fishery issues with the Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee. Analytical 
methods have been and will continue to be discussed and developed in anticipation of 
incorporating the effects of mark selective fisheries on the CTC Exploitation Rate Analysis and 
the PSC Chinook Model calibration. The modeling of MSF impacts will occur if Phase III of the 
base period calibration is initiated. 
 
Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
 
Time Constraints 
 
As in previous years, the primary obstacle is the amount of time and effort required to complete 
the large number of tasks assigned to the CTC under the 2009 agreement and the technical 
complexity of those tasks. Although the formation of smaller CTC workgroups to address the 
individual assignments to the CTC streamlines the process and creates some efficiency, the 
necessity of assigning CTC members to multiple workgroups creates some bottlenecks. There 
will undoubtedly be scheduling conflicts for workgroup meetings and CTC members will have to 
prioritize their workloads among the workgroups to which they belong. 
 
Funding Constraints 
 
The MI funds have paid for a large portion of AWG travel over the past five years. However, the 
MI funds will be exhausted by the end of 2015 and the funds available for CTC travel will be 
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limited due to budget constraints in both the Canadian and US sections. It is likely that meeting 
opportunities beyond the post-season and annual meetings will be at a premium. This has the 
potential to significantly impact the CTC’s ability to complete the yearly ERA, PSC Chinook 
Model calibration, MI tasks and annual reports. 
 
Webinar Constraints 
 
The CTC has utilized alternative technologies such as Go-To-Meeting webinar capabilities that 
the PSC office now has available. The technology has worked fairly well when participants are 
in their individual offices. However, at bilateral CTC meetings the committee has been hampered 
by the limitations in the sound quality and amplification that is available either through computer 
microphones or teleconferencing phone systems. The CTC is a large committee and it has been 
difficult to position computer microphones or phone systems sufficiently close to everyone in 
our meeting rooms. This makes it hard to conduct business via webinar due to the inability of 
people to hear everything that is being said. In order to make the technology viable for the 
continued use at bilateral CTC meetings, some investment needs to be made in better 
microphone amplification and a teleconference phone system so that members participating by 
phone can hear what is being said and can fully engage in the discussion. 
 
Data Access Issues 

The CTC has experienced extreme difficulty in accessing and exchange data as a result of the 
malfunction of the PSC FTP site. The SharePoint site development is still in progress and the 
CTC needs to have consistent capability to data access. The FTP site is needed until the CTC 
data needs are fully immersed within the SharePoint application. However, issues with access to 
the SharePoint site from various agencies as well as a steep learning curve have hampered efforts 
by the CTC to fully utilize its capabilities.  

Policy Issues 
 
Other obstacles to progress could result from any policy issues that arise in the workgroups. 
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 
 
None. 
 
Potential Issues for Commissioners: 
 
CWT Sampling Programs 
 
The viability of the coastwide CWT program depends on the ability to find stable funding for 
tagging, sampling and reporting programs which does not exist at this time. The data collection 
and reporting requirements of CWTIT projects continues even though the program has ended. A 
funding source needs to be identified to maintain the integrity of the coastwide CWT program. 
The CTC urges the Commission to be cautious concerning diversion of funding from CWT 
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program to alternative technologies such as PBT. The CWT program remains the only tool that 
provides the coastwide data required for implementation of the PST Chinook agreement. 
 
Transition Planning 
 
During the past several years the CTC has lost three AWG members, and is anticipating the loss 
of additional AWG members in the near future. Succession planning is needed in order to 
provide continuing capacity to implement and evaluate the requirements of Chapter 3 of the PST 
Agreement. Of particular concern is the loss of key programmers. 
 
Chinook Model Improvements 
 
As mentioned earlier, any modifications or improvements to the PSC Chinook Model, including 
the updated base period calibration, have the potential to alter the time series of AIs and the 
historical relationship between the AIs and the landed catches of Chinook. If the historic 
estimates of these indices change, the CTC will need guidance from the PSC in order to maintain 
the historic relation between catch and the abundance indices. Changing fishery indices used to 
monitor harvest rate changes in AABM fisheries is an example of a model modification that 
could result in such a change in the historical relationship between AIs and landed catch. 
 
Chinook Model Improvement Funds 
 
The CTC is making progress and anticipates using all of the allotted funds. However, the 
timelines for the grants have been extended to allow the CTC ample time to use the available 
funds. 
 
Potential Issues for Committee on Scientific Cooperation: 
 
None. 
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas: 
 
Meeting Locations: For this cycle the CTC proposes to meet in Seattle, Portland or Vancouver 
(PSC office) to reduce travel costs as a whole. The meeting schedule proposed for 2015-2016 
includes five full bilateral CTC meetings and two additional CTC-AWG meetings.  The number 
of CTC-AWG meetings proposed has been reduced significantly from previous cycles due to the 
loss of MI funds which has paid for the majority of CTC-AWG travel since the start of the 2009 
Agreement. The schedule also includes an annual US LOA meeting which typically involves 
only US CTC members. However, this schedule does not include any meetings required to 
support the renegotiation of Chapter 3 of the PST. 
 
November 30-December 3, 2015. The U.S. CTC will meet in Seattle, WA to hold the annual 
LOA workshop. The U.S. CTC will review continuing and past LOA projects, and will develop a 
request for proposals for the 2016 LOA funds. 
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January 11-15, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet during the PSC Post-season meeting in 
Portland, OR. The AWG will begin work on the Chinook ERA through 2014. 
 
February 8-12, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet during the 31st PSC Annual meeting in 
Vancouver, BC. The AWG will work on the ERA and begin work on the 2016 PSC Chinook 
Model calibration. The CTC will work on the Catch and Escapement report and will work on 
other workgroup assignments as time permits. The U.S. CTC will reach consensus on its LOA 
funding recommendations for 2016. 
 
February 22-26, 2016. The bilateral CTC AWG will meet in Seattle, WA to complete the annual 
Chinook ERA and work on the 2016 PSC Chinook Model calibration. 
 
March 14-18, 2016. The bilateral CTC AWG will meet in Vancouver, BC to continue work on 
the PSC Chinook Model calibration in order to produce a final calibration for the year. The CTC 
will report the 2016 preseason AIs and allowable catch targets for the AABM fisheries to the 
PSC Commissioners prior to April 1. 
 
April 18-22, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet in Seattle, WA to work on the C&E report and to 
make progress on outstanding CTC assignments. The AWG will work on the ERA outputs for 
the CLB&ER report. The C&E report will be completed by June. 

May 23-27, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet in Portland, OR to finalize the C&E report and 
draft the CLB&ER report. The CTC will work on outstanding CTC assignments. The CTC will 
also review progress on workgroup assignments to date and assign tasks for the summer. 

September 19-23, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet in Vancouver, BC to work on CTC 
assignments and complete the 2016 CLB&ER report. 
 
Status of Technical or Annual Reports: 
 
The 2015 C&E report is complete. The 2015 CLB&ER report will be completed in 2016 and the 
2016 C&E and 2016 CLB&ER reports will be completed in 2016. 
 
Comments: 
 
The CTC has no additional comments at this time. 



PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 
2015-2016 

 
Panel / Committee: 
Committee on Scientific Cooperation (CSC) reports to the Commission 
 
Date: October 1, 2015 
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under Current PSC Agreement: 
At the 2015 annual meeting, Commissioners approved the CSC’s proposals to continue 
work in two areas: (1) the assessment of the degree to which a Parental-based Tagging 
(PBT) system or other technologies might be able to replace or supplement/complement 
the existing CWT-based system for Chinook and coho salmon, and (2) encouraging 
development of a training workshop on Bayesian methods.  
 
Parentage-Based Genetic Tagging/Coded Wire Tagging (PBT/CWT) Review  
Update on 2014/15 activities.  The CSC assessed the potential of PBT through a contract 
issued under the auspices of the Southern Boundary Restoration and Enhancement Fund 
(Southern Fund).  In 2014 and 2015, an Oversight Committee comprised of experts 
drawn from PSC Technical Committees worked with the CSC to jointly develop an RFP, 
review proposals and provide advice regarding interim and final reports.  The final report 
from the contractors was received and posted on the PSC website on April 28, 2015.  The 
CSC’s review of the report was submitted to the Commission on August 11, 2015.    
 
Proposed 2015/16 activities:  (1) The CSC is prepared to provide a briefing to the 
Commission on the PBT assessment if requested at the 2016 Annual Meeting.  (2) The 
CSC proposes to continue to examine other potential tagging technologies, in particular 
Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) tags.  In 2005, the PSC Expert Panel on the 
Future of the Coded-Wire Tag  System recommended consideration of RFID tags 
(including passive integrated transponder or PIT tags) as potential replacements for 
CWTs. The RFID tags allow for non-lethal sampling and have the potential for mass-
screening of catches, migrants through fish passes, and escapements.  In the ten years 
since the Expert Panel report, there have been considerable technological advancements, 
and RFID tags have been used to tag animals as small as bees and spiders. The CSC 
found in its development of the project for reviewing the current status of Parental Base 
Tagging (PBT) strong support from Technical Committee members for more information 
on the current status of RFID technology and it’s potential to improve current tagging and 
tag recovery processes.   The CSC has submitted concept proposals to both the Northern 
and Southern Endowment funds for $25,000total to have a contractor conduct a review of 
the RFID technology.  
 
Bayesian workshop   
Update on 2014/15 activities. In 2014, the CSC consulted with Technical Committees 
regarding emerging scientific issues and they identified a need to better understand the 
potential applications of Bayesian statistics and modeling to technical problems 
confronted by fishery scientists serving on PSC technical committees.  Catherine 
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Michielsens, with the PSC staff, is an expert in Bayesian statistics and she agreed to hold 
workshops to address the question.  She conducted two 3-day workshops December 1-3, 
2014 in Seattle and March 30-April 1, 2015 in Nanaimo.  The workshops were extremely 
well received.   
 
Proposed 2015/16 activities:  This task is complete and the CSC will continue to consult 
annually with PSC Committees to identify emerging needs. 
 
Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
 
Completion of the review of RFID technology is dependent on funding from the 
Endowment Funds. 
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 
 
The CSC itself has identified several activities that they could undertake in 2015/16 with 
the Commission’s approval: 
 

1) Alternative Management Approaches for Chinook and Coho.  There is increasing 
interest in the identification of alternative management approaches that are 
affordable and effective.  This is a logical extension of the review of technologies 
for PBT and RFID which could also inform the renegotiation of the Pacific 
Salmon Treaty.  Activities would include participation by CSC members in the 
workshop proposed on the identification of alternative approaches to the 
management of Coho fisheries, which was submitted as a concept proposal to the 
Endowment Funds for initiation in 2016.  The CSC will consider its potential role 
based on the workshop findings. 

2) Increased Scientific Cooperation among International Commissions.  There are 
multiple international commissions that have shared interest in the conservation 
and understanding of factors affecting the productivity of marine resources, 
including salmon in the North Pacific and elsewhere. The PSC recognizes these 
Commissions but engagement is ad hoc.  Given climate change, rapidly changing 
environments, and limited resources there is potential benefit in more effective 
scientific cooperation among these organizations that include the North Pacific 
Anadromous Fish Commission (NPAFC), the North Atlantic Salmon 
Conservation Organization (NASCO), the North Pacific Marine Science 
Organization (PICES), the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES), the North Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC), and the International 
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC).   While most of these organizations extend 
invitations to annual meetings, there may be more effective ways to meet, 
exchange relevant information and develop joint strategic initiatives such as the 
International Year of the Salmon (IYS) proposed by the NPAFC. The CSC 
proposes working with the Executive Secretary of the PSC to develop a 
discussion document for the Commission examining the potential for improved 
international scientific cooperation in relation to salmon and their environment in 
the North Pacific. 



3) Consideration of a PSC Science Plan.  Numerous Commissions and agencies use 
high level, multi-year, science plans to articulate and manage performance for 
long-term science objectives.  The CSC proposes working with the PSC 
Executive Secretary to provide the Commission with an assessment of a potential 
structure, costs and benefits of a PSC Science plan. 

4) Consideration of the International Year of the Salmon. The North Pacific 
Anadromous Fish Commission (NPAFC) is exploring the development of a broad 
initiative entitled the International Year of the Salmon (IYS).   The initiative was 
initially proposed to NPAFC several years ago by Canada based on a paper by Dr. 
Dick Beamish and was supported in principle by NPAFC at its recent annual 
meeting (May 2015; Kobe, Japan).    The International Year of the Salmon is 
envisioned as an intensive burst of internationally coordinated, interdisciplinary 
research focused on salmon across the northern hemisphere and their relation to 
people. New technologies, observations, and analytical methods will address 
knowledge gaps and provide tools to understand and manage salmon in a rapidly 
changing environment.  The “Year” is actually a seven year initiative similar in 
structure to the International Polar Year.  The NPAFC conducted one scoping 
meeting in Vancouver in 2015 and has proposed a second scoping meeting to be 
held in early 2016 in Vancouver with possible PSC participation to further refine 
the scientific objectives and to consider a business strategy.  The CSC proposes 
working with the PSC Executive Secretary to develop an analysis of potential 
options for PSC engagement in the IYS. 

 
The CSC always welcomes any additional tasks which may be identified by 
Commissioners, and CSC members hope to have an opportunity to meet with Technical 
Committee Co-Chairs during either the January or February 2016 meetings to determine 
if there are emerging issues that could benefit from involvement by members of the CSC. 
 
 
Potential Issues for Commissioners: 
N/A 
 
Potential Issues for Committee on Scientific Cooperation: 
 
The CSC welcomes the opportunity to review suggestions put forward by the Panels and 
Technical Committees and remains prepared to address any priority issues identified by 
Commissioners. 
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas: 
All members of the CSC plan to meet face-to-face at the January and February PSC 
meetings to 1) Brief the Commission on the CSC PBT Review  2) Consult with Technical 
Committees on emerging scientific issues  3) Develop an RFP for the RFID contract in 
case the project is approved by either the Northern or Southern Fund Committees.    
 
 
Status of Technical or Annual Reports: N/A 



 
Comments: N/A 
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PSC Chinook Technical Committee 

 
 

 
PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 

2015-2016 
 
Panel / Committee: 
 
The Chinook Technical Committee reports to the Pacific Salmon Commission.  
 
Date: PSC Fall Session - October 26-30, 2015  
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under the Current PSC Agreement: 
 
The reports on the Annual Reports and Model Improvement tasks appear first below due to the 
higher priority these tasks were given by the Commissioners at the 2013 and 2014 PSC Fall 
Sessions. The reports on Total Mortality Regimes and the Framework for Precautionary 
Management appear near the end due to work being suspended on these tasks. However, the 
reports on the remaining tasks are not sorted in any particular order. 
 
1. Annual Reports 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The CTC typically produces two annual reports each year: the Catch 
and Escapement (C&E) report and the Calibration and Exploitation Rate (CLB&ER) report. The 
CTC published the 2014 CLB&ER report in July of 2015. The 2015 C&E report was finalized in 
August of 2015. 
 
Anticipated Progress this Cycle: The CTC is requesting direction from the Commission on 
how to approach reporting of model calibration results for 2015. The content of the 2015 
CLB&ER report will depend on guidance provided by the PSC and is anticipated to be 
completed in 2016. The 2016 C&E (data through 2015) and 2016 CLB&ER reports are 
anticipated to be completed in 2016. 
  
2. Model Improvements 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The AWG began work on the base period calibration in 2009 and 
this work continues. Base period calibrations were achieved in 2014 and 2015 which expanded 
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the number of stocks in the model and another base period calibration is being conducted in 2015 
to expand the number of fisheries in the model to more accurately reflect AABM and ISBM 
fisheries as well as the fisheries North and South of Cape Falcon. 

A number of MI contracts have been completed in prior cycles and there are two current 
contracts still to be completed. The first is a MI contract to create a data generation model to aid 
in evaluating various fisheries metrics and approaches to modeling the coast wide production of 
Chinook salmon.  The second will complete development of an improved stock forecasting tool 
that can be used by the agencies to provide better forecasts for both the PSC Chinook Model and 
other purposes and has been proposed to the Southern Fund. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Several model improvements will be addressed this cycle. 
The data generation model (DGM) should be completed this cycle and after undergoing scrutiny 
will be able to generate the data necessary to allow the CTC to evaluate alternative approaches to 
represent Chinook salmon production and population dynamics, and alternative ISBM metric 
performance. The stock forecasting tool will also be completed if it is funded. The design 
specifications for the model evaluation framework are currently being developed. However, no 
Model Improvement funds remain to secure a contract to build the model evaluation framework. 

Phase II of the base period calibration must be completed prior to an official PSC model 
calibration that can be used to translate the new time series of AIs into a new Table 1. Plans for 
Phase III of the base period calibration have been developed,  including modeling production of 
hatchery marked fish to represent mark selective fisheries, consideration of multiple time periods 
in a year, dividing fisheries into components when size limits differ), using empirical estimates 
of releases of legal and sub-legal Chinook, and enabling forecasts of pre-fishery ocean 
abundance to be used in the model calibration procedure. The timing of work on Phase III will 
depend on Commission priorities, other CTC tasks that may result relating to the renegotiation of 
Chapter 3 and available personnel and monetary resources. 
 
3. Bilateral Data Standards 
 
Progress to Date: Work on data standards was deferred by the Commission for the 2014-2015 
cycle. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Work on this assignment will occur at the direction of the 
Commission. 
 
4. Individual Stock Based Management Index 
 
Progress to Date: ISBM work was deferred by the Commission for the 2014-2015 cycle. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Progress on this task depends on two inputs. First, the CTC 
are waiting for guidance from the CIG regarding how to proceed on the policy items identified in 
the memos to the CIG from January 2012 and February 2012. Second, the Model Improvement-
DGM is needed to perform quantitative evaluations of the metrics identified in 
TCCHINOOK(11)-4. The CTC will continue evaluating if conditions were met for ISBM 
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fisheries pertaining to paragraph 13(d) and 13(e) and reporting the results in the annual CTC 
CLB&ER report. This evaluation was initiated in the 2013 C&E report. 
 
5. Escapement Goal Reviews  
 
Progress This Past Cycle: No escapement goals were presented to or adopted by the CTC 
during the 2014-2015 cycle. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: Any escapement goals presented for review and acceptance 
will be evaluated by the CTC. 
 
6. Five Year Review(Chapter 3 Performance Review) 

 
Progress This Past Cycle: In January of 2015, the Commission decided to change the scope and 
purpose of the Five Year Review assignment to the CTC. The assignment is no longer simply a 
review of the effects and continuing need for the reductions taken in the AABM fisheries as a 
result of the 2009 Agreement but is now a more comprehensive review of the performance of 
Chapter 3 of the 2009 Agreement as a whole. The CTC has prepared a draft outline of the 
Chapter 3 Performance Review document and transmitted it to the Commissioners for their 
review and approval. 
  
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will work with the CIG and the Commission to 
determine the next steps in preparation of the Chapter 3 Performance Review document. 
 
7. Attachments I-V 

 
Progress This Past Cycle: Work on Attachments I-V was deferred by the Commission for the 
2014-2015 cycle. 
  
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will use information from the base-period 
calibration and CWT data to proceed on this task. Work on this assignment will occur at the 
direction of the Commission. 
 
8. Total Mortality (TM) Regimes 

 
Progress This Past Cycle: No work on implementing a Total Mortality regime occurred in the 
2014-2015 cycle. The CTC is waiting for the Commission’s instructions regarding when and 
how to proceed with implementation of a total mortality regime. 
  
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC is waiting for direction and guidance from the 
Commission before proceeding on further TM work. 
  
9. Framework for Precautionary Management (PM) 
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Progress to Date: No work on implementing a framework for Precautionary Management 
occurred in the 2014-2015 cycle. The annotated PM draft report was presented to the 
Commissioners at the October 2013 Fall Session and no further instructions have been received. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: No further work by the PM Workgroup or the CTC is 
anticipated during this cycle. 
 
10. Recommended Research Projects 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The CTC has not recommended, developed or reviewed project 
proposals, aside from those associated with Model Improvements. The Sentinel Stocks Program 
and the Coded Wire Tag Improvement Program have expired although some of the work funded 
by these programs was funded by the Northern Fund.  
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will provide input to the Joint Fund Committees as 
directed by the PSC. 
 
11. Alternative Fishery Regulatory Measures 
 
Progress This Past Cycle: The differential impacts of mark-selective fisheries on marked and 
unmarked Chinook DIT stocks were again evaluated and will be reported in the CLB&ER report. 
 
Anticipated Progress This Cycle: The CTC will continue to evaluate and report on impacts of 
mark-selective fisheries in its future annual reports. CTC members will also continue to work on 
mark selective fishery issues with the Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee. Analytical 
methods have been and will continue to be discussed and developed in anticipation of 
incorporating the effects of mark selective fisheries on the CTC Exploitation Rate Analysis and 
the PSC Chinook Model calibration. The modeling of MSF impacts will occur if Phase III of the 
base period calibration is initiated. 
 
Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
 
Time Constraints 
 
As in previous years, the primary obstacle is the amount of time and effort required to complete 
the large number of tasks assigned to the CTC under the 2009 agreement and the technical 
complexity of those tasks. Although the formation of smaller CTC workgroups to address the 
individual assignments to the CTC streamlines the process and creates some efficiency, the 
necessity of assigning CTC members to multiple workgroups creates some bottlenecks. There 
will undoubtedly be scheduling conflicts for workgroup meetings and CTC members will have to 
prioritize their workloads among the workgroups to which they belong. 
 
Funding Constraints 
 
The MI funds have paid for a large portion of AWG travel over the past five years. However, the 
MI funds will be exhausted by the end of 2015 and the funds available for CTC travel will be 
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limited due to budget constraints in both the Canadian and US sections. It is likely that meeting 
opportunities beyond the post-season and annual meetings will be at a premium. This has the 
potential to significantly impact the CTC’s ability to complete the yearly ERA, PSC Chinook 
Model calibration, MI tasks and annual reports. 
 
Webinar Constraints 
 
The CTC has utilized alternative technologies such as Go-To-Meeting webinar capabilities that 
the PSC office now has available. The technology has worked fairly well when participants are 
in their individual offices. However, at bilateral CTC meetings the committee has been hampered 
by the limitations in the sound quality and amplification that is available either through computer 
microphones or teleconferencing phone systems. The CTC is a large committee and it has been 
difficult to position computer microphones or phone systems sufficiently close to everyone in 
our meeting rooms. This makes it hard to conduct business via webinar due to the inability of 
people to hear everything that is being said. In order to make the technology viable for the 
continued use at bilateral CTC meetings, some investment needs to be made in better 
microphone amplification and a teleconference phone system so that members participating by 
phone can hear what is being said and can fully engage in the discussion. 
 
Data Access Issues 

The CTC has experienced extreme difficulty in accessing and exchange data as a result of the 
malfunction of the PSC FTP site. The SharePoint site development is still in progress and the 
CTC needs to have consistent capability to data access. The FTP site is needed until the CTC 
data needs are fully immersed within the SharePoint application. However, issues with access to 
the SharePoint site from various agencies as well as a steep learning curve have hampered efforts 
by the CTC to fully utilize its capabilities.  

Policy Issues 
 
Other obstacles to progress could result from any policy issues that arise in the workgroups. 
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 
 
None. 
 
Potential Issues for Commissioners: 
 
CWT Sampling Programs 
 
The viability of the coastwide CWT program depends on the ability to find stable funding for 
tagging, sampling and reporting programs which does not exist at this time. The data collection 
and reporting requirements of CWTIT projects continues even though the program has ended. A 
funding source needs to be identified to maintain the integrity of the coastwide CWT program. 
The CTC urges the Commission to be cautious concerning diversion of funding from CWT 
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program to alternative technologies such as PBT. The CWT program remains the only tool that 
provides the coastwide data required for implementation of the PST Chinook agreement. 
 
Transition Planning 
 
During the past several years the CTC has lost three AWG members, and is anticipating the loss 
of additional AWG members in the near future. Succession planning is needed in order to 
provide continuing capacity to implement and evaluate the requirements of Chapter 3 of the PST 
Agreement. Of particular concern is the loss of key programmers. 
 
Chinook Model Improvements 
 
As mentioned earlier, any modifications or improvements to the PSC Chinook Model, including 
the updated base period calibration, have the potential to alter the time series of AIs and the 
historical relationship between the AIs and the landed catches of Chinook. If the historic 
estimates of these indices change, the CTC will need guidance from the PSC in order to maintain 
the historic relation between catch and the abundance indices. Changing fishery indices used to 
monitor harvest rate changes in AABM fisheries is an example of a model modification that 
could result in such a change in the historical relationship between AIs and landed catch. 
 
Chinook Model Improvement Funds 
 
The CTC is making progress and anticipates using all of the allotted funds. However, the 
timelines for the grants have been extended to allow the CTC ample time to use the available 
funds. 
 
Potential Issues for Committee on Scientific Cooperation: 
 
None. 
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas: 
 
Meeting Locations: For this cycle the CTC proposes to meet in Seattle, Portland or Vancouver 
(PSC office) to reduce travel costs as a whole. The meeting schedule proposed for 2015-2016 
includes five full bilateral CTC meetings and two additional CTC-AWG meetings.  The number 
of CTC-AWG meetings proposed has been reduced significantly from previous cycles due to the 
loss of MI funds which has paid for the majority of CTC-AWG travel since the start of the 2009 
Agreement. The schedule also includes an annual US LOA meeting which typically involves 
only US CTC members. However, this schedule does not include any meetings required to 
support the renegotiation of Chapter 3 of the PST. 
 
November 30-December 3, 2015. The U.S. CTC will meet in Seattle, WA to hold the annual 
LOA workshop. The U.S. CTC will review continuing and past LOA projects, and will develop a 
request for proposals for the 2016 LOA funds. 
 



 

 7

January 11-15, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet during the PSC Post-season meeting in 
Portland, OR. The AWG will begin work on the Chinook ERA through 2014. 
 
February 8-12, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet during the 31st PSC Annual meeting in 
Vancouver, BC. The AWG will work on the ERA and begin work on the 2016 PSC Chinook 
Model calibration. The CTC will work on the Catch and Escapement report and will work on 
other workgroup assignments as time permits. The U.S. CTC will reach consensus on its LOA 
funding recommendations for 2016. 
 
February 22-26, 2016. The bilateral CTC AWG will meet in Seattle, WA to complete the annual 
Chinook ERA and work on the 2016 PSC Chinook Model calibration. 
 
March 14-18, 2016. The bilateral CTC AWG will meet in Vancouver, BC to continue work on 
the PSC Chinook Model calibration in order to produce a final calibration for the year. The CTC 
will report the 2016 preseason AIs and allowable catch targets for the AABM fisheries to the 
PSC Commissioners prior to April 1. 
 
April 18-22, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet in Seattle, WA to work on the C&E report and to 
make progress on outstanding CTC assignments. The AWG will work on the ERA outputs for 
the CLB&ER report. The C&E report will be completed by June. 

May 23-27, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet in Portland, OR to finalize the C&E report and 
draft the CLB&ER report. The CTC will work on outstanding CTC assignments. The CTC will 
also review progress on workgroup assignments to date and assign tasks for the summer. 

September 19-23, 2016. The bilateral CTC will meet in Vancouver, BC to work on CTC 
assignments and complete the 2016 CLB&ER report. 

 
Status of Technical or Annual Reports: 
 
The 2015 C&E report is complete. The 2015 CLB&ER report will be completed in 2016 and the 
2016 C&E and 2016 CLB&ER reports will be completed in 2016. 
 
Comments: 
 
The CTC has no additional comments at this time. 
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PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 
 

2015-2016 
 
 

Panel / Committee: 
Joint Technical Committee on Data Sharing (TCDS) and its subcommittee Data 
Standards Work Group (DSWG).   
 
The Joint Technical Committee on Data Sharing functions as a steering committee for 
Coded Wire Tag (CWT) data sharing issues and liaises with the Chinook Technical 
Committee (CTC), Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee (SFEC), and Coho 
Technical Committee (CoTC) to improve CWT data to better support their analytical 
work to meet Treaty obligations. This Committee defines requirements needed for bi-
lateral CWT data exchange and additional verification rules that would improve the 
integrity of the data.  
 
The Data Standards Working Group (DSWG) sub-committee reviews requirements 
established by the TCDS, makes recommendations how to implement, and does the 
work of modifying the bi-lateral data exchange standards and verification process.   
 
Data Sharing reports directly to the Commissioners.   

 
Date:  

This work plan will be presented to the commission during its executive meeting 
October 26 through 30, 2015 in Suquamish, Washington. 

 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under Current PSC Agreement: 

There were no specific bi-lateral tasks for this committee under the 1999 or 2008 PSC 
agreement other than the general agreement as described in the 1985 Memorandum of 
Understanding to maintain and make improvements to the CWT system.  Since 1985, 
Data Sharing and the Data Standards Work Group have been maintaining and 
updating the CWT data exchange standards and verification process.   
 
Following the work of the CWT Expert Panel, the CWT Workgroup and the CWT 
Improvement Team, we understand that the Commissioners want Data Sharing to 
continue in the role of examining issues pertaining to CWT data.  The new data 
specification standards that the committee will complete in 2015/16 will support 
analytical work of the joint committees and improve confidence levels, quality and 
accuracy of the data. 
 

Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
1) Data Sharing Committee Membership 

 
Over the years, participation at meetings and progress on addressing data sharing 
issues has been a low priority for members with other competing PSC Committee 
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responsibilities. A gradual transition to TCDS Committee membership that does 
not adequately represent the CTC, SFEC, and CoTC analysts has resulted in a 
diminishment of the authority, liaison, and decision-making capacity of the TCDS 
as a steering committee in prioritizing and assigning tasks to the DSWG. 
 
To effectively address bi-lateral data sharing issues, we ask the Commissioners to 
direct the CTC, CoTC and SFEC to review the current membership of the 
Technical Committee on Data Sharing and make recommendations for changes to 
membership to ensure that PSC Joint Technical Committees (CTC, CoTC, SFEC) 
analysts who are knowledgeable ‘users’ of the CWT data and emerging issues are 
sufficiently represented with a minimum of one member from each country from 
each PSC Joint Technical Committee.   
 
 

2) Travel Costs 
 
The committee and sub-committee only meets in person when absolutely 
necessary and it will provide a conference call option for cost effectiveness.   In-
person meetings will be planned to occur during one of the annual meetings 
(postseason review and annual) or adjacent to CTC, CoTC or SFEC meetings to 
save travel expenses if members are available to meet around their other 
commitments.  
 

Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: None 
 

Potential Issues for Commissioners:   
1) Parental-Based Genetic Tagging 

 
The Committee on Scientific Cooperation’s August 2015 “Multidisciplinary 
Evaluation of the Feasibilty of Parentage-Based Genetic Tagging (PBT) for 
Management of Pacific Salmon” concluded that, as stated in the August 11 letter 
to the Commissioners, “For the near future (next 3-5 years?), the CWT system 
remains the most cost-effective approach for generating the information currently 
required for management of Chinook and coho salmon by the PSC and PFMC but 
also recommends that the concept and cost-effectiveness of a coast-wide PBT-
based or hybrid CWT-PBT based system should be reexamined again in five 
years (or possibly sooner if technological changes or significant reductions in cost 
warrant this).” 
  
A coast-wide PBT-based or hybrid CWT-PBT based system will require 
significant modifications that would likely take 2-3 years to modify the current 
CWT-based system in the US (RMIS) and in Canada (MRP), the CWT-based data 
sharing exchange and validation specifications, and numerous CWT-based state 
or federal computer information systems. 
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Potential Issues for Committee on Scientific Cooperation: None 
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas: 
 

When Who Location Purpose 
October 20 
& 21, 2015 

Data 
Standards 
Work 
Group 
(DSWG) 

Seattle, WA   Finalize recommendations for changes to the 
CWT data exchange specifications, including 
an implementation timeline.  

January, 
2015? 

Technical 
Committee 
on Data 
Sharing 
(TCDS) 

conference 
call or 
Vancouver, 
BC   

Review and approve DSWG recommendations 
and timelines for implementation of updates to 
CWT data exchange specifications. An in-
person meeting will occur only if there are 
significant issues to resolve that cannot be 
effectively addressed by a conference call. 

Feb, 2016 Data 
Standards 

Conference 
call 

Finalize updates to CWT data exchange 
specifications.   

Jun, 2016 Data 
Sharing 

Conference 
call 

Complete CWT data sharing report containing 
new data exchange specifications and an 
implementation plan.  

 
Status of Technical or Annual Reports: 

TCDS will complete a report containing updated data exchange standards and an 
implementation plan for CWT data sharing. 

 
Comments: 

No additional comments. 
 



PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 
2015-2016 

 
Panel / Committee: Fraser River Panel and Fraser River Panel Technical Committee 
 
Date: Provided at PSC Executive Session in Suquamish, WA on October 29-30, 2015.  
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under  Current PSC Agreement: 
The Panel continued implemented the new Chapter 4 of the Pacific Salmon Treaty for 
the 2015 sockeye and pink salmon season.   
 
Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
There were no obstacles to Panel implementation of the Fraser River Sockeye and Pink 
Salmon chapter (Chapter 4 of the Pacific Salmon Treaty) in 2015. 
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 
The Panel was instructed by the Commission to undertake work in support of the hydro-
acoustics strategic review (FSRC).  To advance their efforts, the FSRC engaged Dr. Carl 
Walters to “examine alternative hydroacoustic monitoring configurations for the Mission 
Bridge and Qualark Creek stations – both as independent and as complementary 
operations, as well as other assessment methodologies.”  The Panel will continue this 
work as needed until the strategic review is completed. 
 
Potential Issues for Commissioners: 
One issue for the Commissioners following the 2015 fishing season is the cost of Panel-
related test fisheries and the use of revolving funds in 2015 to cover the shortfall. As a 
consequence the revolving fund has been largely depleted leaving limited reserves for 
2016; a year which is anticipated to bring low abundances of returns across all stock 
groups limiting the ability to generate sufficient revenue from test fishing activities. 
 
Potential Issues for Committee on Scientific Cooperation 
There are no potential issues for the Committee on Scientific Cooperation following the 
2015 fishing season. 
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas: 
 
October 29-30, 2015 PSC Executive Session 
 

Present the 2015/2016 Fraser Panel/Fraser River Panel Technical Committee 
Work Plan to the Commission. 
 

Special issues the Panel will address by the conclusion of the Annual meeting 
cycle include: 
 

1. Review and provide a report to the Commission on the 2015 implementation of 
Chapter 4 of the Pacific Salmon Treaty.   

2. Address management performance and accountability issues, including a review 
of “2015 Fraser Management Plan Principles and Constraints” and consistency in 
managing all fisheries to meet bilateral objectives. 



3. Continue to review the technical information and modeling work being used as 
the basis for the Fraser Panel’s Management Adjustments, as well as non-
quantifiable in-season information that can be used when applying Management 
Adjustments in-season.  Review the procedure for incorporating these 
adjustments into in-season management of Fraser sockeye.  

4. Compare in-season estimates of sockeye run size by management group with 
observed spawning escapements, catches and any applied management 
adjustments, including review of upstream migration timing, en-route mortality 
and spawning success of late-run stock components.   Where differences are 
observed, evaluate the potential causes of observed differences, including 
consideration of the potential contribution of fishery induced mortalities to any 
discrepancies.  Compare the observed differences to the projected differences 
based on the Management Adjustments adopted by the Panel in-season. 

5. The Panel will prepare recommendations on 2016 Fraser sockeye and pink 
salmon-related proposals to the Southern Endowment Fund (SEF) Committee.  
The Panel developed a list of specific funding priorities, which was used in the 
SEF call for proposals, so that applications will be focused on work of the most 
value to the Panel.  

6. Review issues concerning the management of Fraser sockeye and pink salmon, 
including escapement goal determination, documentation of escapement levels, 
and variations in marine area migration timing and diversion that result in stock 
and/or species overlap and management complications in Panel fishery harvest 
areas.  

7. The Panel will continue discussions on methods for determining allowable 
impacts on non-targets stocks and species, and necessary conservation actions, 
in Panel Area fisheries. 

8. The Panel will continue to review and discuss data and management implications 
relating to the placement of stocks within the Fraser River Sockeye Management 
Groups, including the changes made to the stock aggregations in 2012.   As an 
outcome of this discussion and review, the Panel will determine whether further 
revision of stock management group assignments for individual stocks is 
warranted, and whether the stocks would be more appropriately managed as part 
of other stock management groups for 2016 or longer term. 

 
January, 2016 PSC Post-Season Meeting 
 

Each National Section shall conduct detailed reviews of the 2015 Fraser River 
sockeye and pink salmon returns, fishery performance, special conservation 
actions and escapement levels and provide a summary of this information to the 
Commission. 
 

February, 2016 PSC Annual Meeting 
 

The Panel shall continue discussions of any unresolved special issues. 
 
The Panel shall address “Other Activities” identified for the Panel in the 
2015/2016 Work Plan. 
 



The Panel will initiate the 2016 Pre-Season Planning process consistent with the 
provisions of the renewed Annex IV, Chapter 4 of the Pacific Salmon Treaty, and 
any guidance provided by the Commission. The Panel will require meetings in 
April and June 2016 in addition to the PSC Annual Meetings to complete pre-
season planning tasks.   
 

Outline of Other Activities of the Fraser River Panel for the 2015/2016 Cycle 
This list includes special items/topics of less time sensitive nature or one-time 
projects.  

 
Continue development of an improved Fraser sockeye and pink fishery planning 
model.  The Panel will facilitate, monitor and provide guidance as necessary to 
the efforts of the PSC Staff and Fraser River Panel Technical Committee to 
develop the new Fraser Fishery Pre-season Planning Model.  
 
Continue to review essential spawning assessment and enhancement activities. 
The Panel will monitor and advise as appropriate. 
 
Continue work on Hydro-acoustics:  The Panel will continue work on Hydro-
acoustics as directed by the Hydro-acoustics Strategic Review Committee.  
 
Complete revision of the Panel’s Test Fishing Policy Document:  Review existing 
policy and update to reflect a return to use of fish for funding program activities. 
Revised policy will define the balance between conservation, program funding, 
and harvest objectives sufficient to guide pre and in-season salmon retention in 
Fraser River Panel-Approved Test Fisheries. 
 
Begin work to evaluate Panel-Approved Test Fisheries and potential use of data 
from other sources.  Confirm the purposes and costs of the eleven (11) current 
PSC Panel-approved test fisheries. Define criteria to evaluate the relative merits 
of both current as well as alternative test fishery programs. Identify opportunities 
for more effective use of data from fisheries and other sources to augment 
information obtained from test fisheries. 
 
Review 2015 Test Fisheries and Develop a Test Fishing Plan for the 2016 
Season.  Plan will incorporate any changes and or use of data for other sources 
that could improve in-season assessments. 
  
Review Progress in Completing the Canadian Sockeye Escapement Initiative:  
The Panel may receive a presentation on changes and updates to the Fraser 
River Sockeye Spawning Initiative (FRSSI). 
 
PSC staff will provide a progress report on the sampling programs at Mission, 
including any issues that arose from modifications made to the program in 2015. 
The Panel will also receive a report on the 2015 Qualark acoustic program. 
 
PSC staff will provide a presentation on species composition issues at Mission 
with a special focus on Chinook and pink issues encountered in 2015. 
 
The Technical Committee will review  data updates to the Fraser sockeye catch 
and exploitation rate files, and make revisions as needed. 



 
The Technical Committee will draft a memo on data sharing and co-ordination so 
that changes to production data can be tracked from various data sources.  
 
The Panel will receive an update of progress of the SEF project designed to 
address Runsize Adjustments for Fraser sockeye.  
 
Identify Key Projects Through The Ad Hoc Fraser River Panel Southern 
Endowment  
Fund Scoping Group:  This group, with the assistance of the PSC technical staff, 
will identify opportunities for the enhancement, restoration, and improved 
management of Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon.  The Panel will provide 
advice to the Southern Fund Committee on the merit and value of Fraser 
sockeye and pink salmon related projects proposed by other groups.   

 
Administrative Issues:  Review and approve outstanding Panel minutes and 
Fraser River Panel Annual Reports. 
 

 Review the PSC proposed budget for 2016 Fraser River Panel Programs. 
 
 
Status of Annual Reports: 
 
The 2010 annual reports have been reviewed by the Panel and will be published by the 
end of 2015, staff time permitting.  The Panel is reviewing the 2011 report, with the goal 
of having it published early in 2016.  Drafts of the 2012-2015  reports are being prepared 
by Secretariat staff, and will be reviewed by the Panel when available. 
 



 
Fraser River Panel 2016 Meeting Schedule1 

 

 
January 11-15, 2016  PSC Post-Season Meeting  Portland  
 
February 8-12, 2016  PSC Annual Meeting Vancouver  
 
March, 2016 – 1 day  Fraser River Panel Technical Committee  TBD 
 
April, 2016 – 2 days  Fraser River Panel Technical Committee  TBD 
 
April, 2016 – 3 days  Fraser River Panel Pre-Season Planning  TBD 
 
May, 2016 – 2 days  Technical Modeling Meeting  Vancouver 
 
June, 2016  Fraser River Panel Technical Committee  TBD 
 
June, 2016  Fraser River Panel Pre-Season Planning  TBD 
 
July 5, 12, 15, 19 Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting  Calls 
 
July 22, 26, 29   Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting  Calls 
 
August 2, 2016  Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting  Richmond 
 
August 9, 2016  Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting  Richmond 
 
August 16, 2016 Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting Richmond 
 
August 23, 2016 Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting       Richmond 
 
August 5, 12, 19, 26, 30 Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting Calls 
 
September 2, 6, 9 Fraser River Panel – In-Season Meeting Calls 
 
  
 
September, 2016 Fraser River Panel – Post-Season Meeting TBD 
           
1 – This schedule will be reviewed for opportunities to improve upon efficiency and 
reduce Panel costs.  
 



1 The U.S. NP and U.S. NBTC members, as appropriate, will meet in December, 2015, 
and again between February and October of 2016, in Juneau, for negotiation purposes 
associated with revision of Chapter Two and Five of the Agreement.  The Canadian NP 
members and Canadian NBTC members, as appropriate, will meet in December 2015 in 
Prince Rupert and again in February in preparation for negotiation associated with the 
revisions of Chapter Two and Five of the Agreement. 
 

PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 
2015-2016 

 
Panel / Committee: 

Northern Panel (reporting to the Pacific Salmon Commission) 

Northern Boundary Technical Committee (reporting to the Northern Panel) 
 
Date: 

For review at the Executive Session of the Commissioners on October 26 to 30, 2015 (in 
Suquamish, WA.) 
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under Current PSC Agreement: 

Northern Panel: 

1. Review Northern Boundary Area fisheries for 2015 and discuss compliance with 
provisions of the 2009 PST Agreement. 

2. Review and approve the Northern Boundary Technical Committee’s update of the 
2013 and 2014 allowable and actual harvests of sockeye salmon, and 2015 
allowable and actual harvests of pink salmon, as specified in Annex IV, Chapter 
2. Depending upon the availability of a report from the NBTC, may also review 
preliminary 2015 allowable and actual harvests of sockeye salmon. 

 
Northern Boundary Technical Committee: 

Complete the 2013 and 2014 Boundary Area sockeye salmon and 2015 pink salmon run 
reconstructions, update the cumulative Annual Allowable Harvest sharing agreements, 
and submit to the Northern Panel for approval. Depending upon availability of data, may 
also present a preliminary 2015 Boundary Area sockeye salmon run reconstruction.  
 
Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
None 
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 

Northern Panel: 
1. Review the status of the Northern Fund, receive updates on funded projects, and 

provide input as appropriate for project funding processes underway for 2015–
2016. 

 
Northern Boundary Technical Committee: 



1 The U.S. NP and U.S. NBTC members, as appropriate, will meet in December, 2015, 
and again between February and October of 2016, in Juneau, for negotiation purposes 
associated with revision of Chapter Two and Five of the Agreement.  The Canadian NP 
members and Canadian NBTC members, as appropriate, will meet in December 2015 in 
Prince Rupert and again in February in preparation for negotiation associated with the 
revisions of Chapter Two and Five of the Agreement. 
 

1. Review the methods used to develop inseason Southeast Alaska commercial coho 
salmon catch projections, which are used for management of fisheries in the 
United States and Canada (Attachment B, PST). 

2. Review Treaty language and discuss potential management actions that could be 
implemented in the case of an extremely low return of Nass River sockeye 
salmon.  

 
Potential Issues for Commissioners: 
None 
 
Potential Issues for Committee on Scientific Cooperation 
None. 
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas1: 

Northern Panel: 

The Northern Panel  will meet in conjunction with the Commission Post Season Meeting 
in January 2016 and, as determined appropriate by the Panel in January, the Commission 
Annual meeting in February 2016.  The Panel will discuss the review of inseason 
Southeast Alaska commercial coho salmon catch projection methodology and potential 
management actions that could be implemented with a poor run of Nass River sockeye 
salmon. 
 
Northern Boundary Technical Committee: 

The full NBTC will meet in conjunction with the Commission Post Season Meeting in 
January 2016.  The Committee will complete the 2013 and 2014 Boundary Area sockeye 
salmon and 2015 pink salmon run reconstructions, update the cumulative AAH harvest 
sharing agreements, and submit to the Northern Panel for approval. The Committee may 
also present a preliminary 2015 sockeye salmon run reconstruction if the necessary data 
are available. 
 
 
Status of Technical or Annual Reports: 
The NBTC Annual Report for 2015 fisheries is expected to be available for the January, 
2016 meeting. 
 
Comments: 
 
None. 
 



 

2015-2016 SFEC Work Plan  Page 1 

PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION  
SELECTIVE FISHERY EVALUATION COMMITTEE WORK PLAN 

October 2015 – September 2016 
 

Panel / Committee: 
 
Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee (SFEC).  
SFEC Reports to the PSC Commissioners. 
October 26-30, 2015 (Executive Session)  
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks: 
 
The PSC established the SFEC to assess impacts of mass marking and mark-selective 
fisheries on the viability of the CWT system. The SFEC has three components: (1) an 
Oversight Committee, comprised principally of the Co-Chairs of the PSC SFEC, Coho, 
Chinook, and Data Sharing Committees; (2) an Analytical Work Group (SFEC AWG), 
which is responsible for developing methods and conducting analyses of impacts of mass 
marking and mark-selective fisheries on the viability of the CWT program; and (3) a 
Regional Coordination Work Group (SFEC RCWG) which coordinates information 
sharing on mass marking and regional sampling programs, including electronic tag 
detection.  

One of the main tasks of the SFEC is to review the proposals for mass marking (MM) 
and mark selective fisheries (MSFs) that are submitted annually to the PSC by the 
agencies conducting these activities.  MSFs for both Chinook and Coho continue to 
expand (see figures appended to this report).  During the 2013-14 work cycle, the 
committee developed a new approach to efficiently summarize concerns identified during 
MSF proposal evaluations using red-yellow-green signals to indicate different degrees of 
concern. |The annual reports summarizing the review of MM and MSF activities 
proposed for 2013 and 2014 were published this year, and the report summarizing the 
2015 activities is expected to be submitted by the PSC post-season meeting. 

A letter to agencies requesting the completion of proposal templates for MM and MSF 
activities planned for 2016 has been distributed by the PSC Secretariat.  As in the past 
three years, agencies have the option to provide MSF proposals in either a Word file 
format or in an Excel file format.  Agencies have been requested to submit proposals to 
the PSC Secretariat by November 1. This year, the letter reminds agencies that reports of 
MSFs are required as part of the MOU. 

The full bilateral SFEC is scheduled to meet in mid-December 2015. The main objective 
of this meeting is to review MM and MSF proposals for 2016 and complete the “Lessons 
Learned with Mass Marking and Mark Selective Fisheries” report.  

Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
 
Workloads of SFEC Members:  Efforts of the SFEC have been affected due to 
workloads and other priorities that have constrained the ability of members of the SFEC 
to complete assignments.  Post-Season Reports:Two post-season reports on MSFs are 
required for each MSF prosecuted to provide data needed by the Chinook (CTC) and 
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Coho (CoTC) Technical Committees for implementation of PSC fishing regimes.  The 
first report is e to be submitted prior to the PSC annual post-season meeting following the 
year in which the fishery was conducted.  The SFEC recommends that these tables with 
post-season information be included in the annual post-season reports submitted to the 
PSC by the US and Canada for the post-season meeting in January to simplify MSF 
reporting by agencies.  

The timeliness and consistency of agencies in providing post-season reports for MSFs 
still needs to be improved.  SFEC members have worked with agency staff through 
personal contact to obtain some of the requested data, but detailed stock-age-fishery 
impacts of MSFs on unmarked fish have not been forthcoming. 

The second MSF report is to be provided by agencies prosecuting MSFs not later than 
November 30th following the year in which the MSF fishery occurred.  This report is to 
provide stock-age-fishery estimates of mortalities of unmarked fish in MSFs.  These 
reports are available in an online reporting system for Puget Sound Chinook salmon 
MSFs,  but SFEC has not received any of the second type of MSF reports for other 
MSFs. 

Inability to estimate impacts of mixed-bag fisheries:  Proposals for Chinook and Coho 
MSFs from all agencies include various forms of mixed-bag regulations (e.g., daily bag 
of 2 Coho, 1 of which can be unmarked), with varying degrees of complexity; further, the 
incidence of mixed-bag regulations is increasing.  Because of the on-going variation of 
regulations employed for MSFs, the SFEC is unable to develop standardized methods for 
estimation of mortalities of unmarked fish.  Additionally, catch sampling programs and 
analytical methods are generally inadequate to estimate impacts on marked and unmarked 
fish under these varying mixed-bag regulations. A description of the estimation methods 
being employed or planned to estimate MSF impacts in mixed-bag fisheries will be 
requested from agencies with 2015 proposals.  Without these improvements, the 
increasing incidence of mixed-bag fisheries will continue to reduce the accuracy of 
estimates of MSF impacts on unmarked fish.  

Travel budget constraints: The SFEC is aware of the uncertainty surrounding travel 
budgets and the ability to convene in-person meetings of the committee and its work 
groups.  The proposed schedule below reflects our intent to perform as much of the MM 
and MSF review, analyses and report development as possible via independent 
evaluation, emails, and conference calls.  The number of in-person meetings has been 
reduced to the minimum necessary for the tasks assigned to the SFEC by the PSC.  

Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 

The CTC is incorporating estimates of fishery impacts on unmarked wild stocks in the 
annual analyses.  Review of recoveries of Chinook DIT releases in non-selective and 
selective fisheries and escapements, and their utility for estimation of impacts on 
unmarked fish in MSFs, is in progress by the SFEC-AWG.  Results of these 
investigations are summarized in the annual report by the CTC on the annual exploitation 
rate analysis and Chinook Model calibration.  This work is of high priority. 

The CTC has requested assistance from SFEC members regarding incorporation of MSF 
algorithms in the annual exploitation rate analysis and the annual Coastwide Chinook 
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Model calibration.  The required modifications are expected to occur in the next few 
years as the CTC-AWG proceeds with identified improvements to the structure and 
function of the computer programs currently being used.  The priority to incorporate 
algorithms and data for MSFs may increase if recreational and commercial MSFs for 
Chinook continue to expand in WA and BC coastal areas.CoTC post-season cohort 
reconstruction methods rely heavily on CWTs.  The fewer the CWTs, the less robust 
(more uncertain) the resulting estimates of exploitation rates are.  Due to a combination 
of factors, including reduced survival, reduced tagging, and reduced exploitation, tag 
recovery is inadequate for most, if not all, of our Coho stocks to utilize methods 
developed by the CoTC to estimate production expansion factors and exploitation rates.  
Therefore, CoTC relies on modeling using the current base period data in FRAM to 
estimate post-season MSF and NSF exploitation and total mortalities of unmarked and 
marked fish using reported estimates of fishery encounters and releases,.   

Potential Issues for Commissioners: 

Timely and accurate information via post-season reports on prosecuted MSFs is needed 
by the SFEC to assess the impacts of MM and MSFs on the CWT system. Little can be 
done without the post-season information from MSFs but to date, workload and other 
agency issues have resulted in few submissions.  As noted above, post-season reports 
providing estimates of stock-age-fishery mortalities of unmarked fish have not been 
submitted to SFEC for all MSFs.  Some agencies have developed a new reporting system 
that could expedite providing these data.   

Several agencies have dropped or are dropping DIT releases and are not recovering 
CWTs from unmarked DIT fish due to budget constraints.  DIT groups require the release 
of paired groups of tagged fish and the use of electronic tag detection in recovering 
unmarked DIT fish from fisheries and escapements.  (An additional complicating factor 
is the reporting of DIT recorveries in sub-sampled escapements without information 
required for expansion).  DITs have two uses in evaluation of MSFs and estimation of 
their impacts.  First, DITs with a marked and unmarked tag group provide the ability to 
quantify differences in mortalities between marked and unmarked fish as a result of 
MSFs for indicator stocks(reduced mortality on unmarked stocks is a primary goal of 
MSFs according to the PST (e.g., Chapter 3, paragraph 5(a)). The second use of DITs is 
to provide information to help bound estimates of stock-age-fishery mortalities of 
unmarked fish, required to maintain the viability of the coastwide CWT program. 

In April 2015, a special report entitled “Parentage-Based GeneticC Tagging (PBT)” was 
completed for the PSC.  SFEC is concerned that the allure of PBT may result in diversion of resources 
to maintain the CWT system.  SFEC affirms that the CWT system remains the only viable tool capable 
of providing stock-age-fishery exploitation rates for implementation of PSC regimes for Chinook and 
Coho salmon. 
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Status of Reports: 

Technical or Annual Reports.  The reports reviewing MM and MSF proposals for 2013 
and 2014 are completed and the report for 2015 is near completion.  A report on Coho 
DIT analysis for brood years 1998-2009 (up to fishery year 2012) is in preparation.  The 
analysis for stocks from Puget Sound and the Washington Coastis near complete and 
analysis for stocks from other jurisdictions is in progress.  The DIT analyses will evaluate 
the utility of the DIT system for Coho salmon. 

Lessons Learned Report.  During aJune 2015 meeting, SFEC continued work on the 
report concerning Lessons Learned with Mass Marking and Mark Selective Fisheries’ 
(hereafter, referred to as Lessons Learned Report).   

Work on the Lessons Learned report has continued, and he report is expected to be ready 
for submission by the PSC annual meeting.  

 
Proposed SFEC Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas: 
When Who Location Purpose 

 
Dec 7-11, 2015  

SFEC 
RCWG, 
AWG, and 
Oversight  

Seattle, 
Washington, 
USA. 

Review annual proposals for MM and 
MSFs submitted by agencies. Request 
clarifications from agencies as needed.  
Continue work on Lessons Learned 
Report.  Prepare summary report for PSC 
Commissioners. Review and revise format 
and content of post-season MSF reports, 
as necessary.  

Feb. 8-12, 
2016(PSC 
Annual 
Meeting)  

SFEC co-
chairs  

 
Vancouver, 
BC 

SFEC Co-chairs report to PSC on 
highlights of the Lessons Learned report 
and identify any issues or concerns 
regarding agency proposals for 2015 MM 
and MSF.   

April – May, 
2016 
 

SFEC 
AWG   

Olympia, 
Washington, 
USA. 

Finalize SFEC Annual and DIT reports.  
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PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 
2015-2016 

 
Panel / Committee:  
 
Southern Panel, including the Coho Technical Committee and the Chum Technical Committee. 
 
This work plan includes a summary of the work plans submitted by both the technical 
committees, and as such does not include all of the detail in those work plans.  This is not 
intended to deny the importance of that detail, only to provide a high level summary of it for 
Commissioners. 
 
Date:  
 
PSC Executive Session October 26-30, 2015; Suquamish, WA 
 
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under Current PSC Agreement: 
Southern Panel: 

 Annual Post Season Review – A detailed bilateral review of the 2015 coho, chum and 
chinook salmon abundances, fishery performances, and preliminary estimates of 
escapement levels will be conducted at the January 2016 PSC post season meeting. 

 Conduct pre-season data exchanges. 
 Develop work plan and management options for re-negotiation of Chapters 5 and 6. 
 Finalize the framework of Southern Panel deliverables ("idealized agenda") and 

implement as a tool for the Southern Panel to monitor achievement of obligations of the 
Annex IV, Chapters 5 and 6.   Use the new tool to improve communication and 
coordination with the Coho Technical Committee and Chum Technical Committee 
regarding work plan items and specific timelines needed by Southern Panel.   This 
framework will also assist the Panel in its ongoing assessment of the effectiveness and 
achievability of current chapter provisions, which will inform Chapter renegotiations.  

 Continue development of management objectives/breakpoints for Coho management 
units. 

 Review and recommend priorities for Southern Endowment Fund Committee 
consideration. 

 Update reporting requirements, and assign work as required for completion. 
 
Coho Technical Committee: 

 Coho Abundance Based Management (ABM) Implementation Requirements 
 Annual reporting of estimated exploitation rates under the ABM. 
 Complete MU descriptions for both US and Canadian MUs. 
 Review Status of Management Units (MUs) and annual target exploitation rates. 

 Continued development of regional fishery planning model and tools. 
 Improved synchronization  between PFMC & COTC databases for coho FRAM   
 Continue to employ recent information from terminal fisheries on Fraser River in 

FRAM. 
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 Discontinue work on expanding the FRAM Base Period beyond 2003.  CWT 
recoveries were insufficient to provide an adequate basis for estimation of  fishery 
patterns and stock distribution profiles  

 The post-season comparison of exploitation rates as estimated independently by 
Coho FRAM and by CWT double index tag studies is not productive. Recent 
analysis associated with base period expansion indicates low CWT recovery rates 
for some indicator stocks may prevent a meaningful comparison. 

 Prepare documentation (programmer’s and user’s guides), code validation, and 
provisions for training and bilateral development/maintenance of FRAM and 
Backwards FRAM.  

 Develop FRAM archive system that includes pre- and post-season information in 
order to ensure consistency among users. Develop strategy for tracking changes 
to both FRAM and Backwards FRAM and annual inputs. 

 Create terminal area management modules for use in Canada. 
 Compare results from Southern Endowment Fund Project, exploring use of GSI 

technology with FRAM-based information on the migration and timing of the 
Interior Fraser coho MU. 

 Review MU specific reference points for determining status and associated 
exploitation rate constraints for Canadian MUs. 

 Update periodic report for years 2010-2014. 
 The work of the CoTC to fulfill current assignments will need to be prioritized in 

light of need to support renegotiation of the Coho Agreement.  
 

Chum Technical Committee: 
 Work on completing the 2013 annual report, and initiate the 2014 report with the 

assignment of tasks and timelines.   
 Assembling draft annual report covering 2013 fisheries and research will be a principal 

focus during the PSC meetings in January 2016.  It is expected that this report will be 
finalized shortly after the meeting. 

 The committee’s other focus will be continued development of the following aspects of the 
strategic plan (see attached Figure).  These include: 

 Further evaluation and testing of the first iteration of the ChumGEM model.  
Need to document issues, gaps and possible improvements to ensure future work 
on the model has improved direction.  No funding associated with this project has 
been identified but it is still deemed a priority by the technical committee. 

 To provide updates on any approved SEF projects: Currently 4 have been 
shortlisted: 

o Strait of Juan De Fuca Chum Salmon Sampling program 
o Fraser River Chum Salmon Spawning Ground Survey Life Study, 

2016 and  
o Albion-based estimate of total Fraser River Chum Salmon 

escapement using GSI at Albion and estimate of Chilliwack River 
Chum Salmon escapement, 2016 

o Southern BC and Puget Sound Chum mixed stock GSI  
 Identifying additional sampling requirements to complete and/or update the 

existing baseline collections seeking other funding opportunities or resources to 
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help with the database development, and other priority items such as the 
Escapement Reference Point development (Update on Holt et al. work). 

 
 
Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
Southern Panel: 

 The timing and mechanism for the required pre-season data exchange continues to be a 
work in progress, with improvements made in 2015 that should continue in 2016.  In 
2015, an electronic data exchange in mid-March followed by a formal manager-to-
manager conference call proved to be an effective method of exchanging the necessary 
data among fishery managers.  We will continue to evaluate the pre-season data 
exchange process in bilateral panel sessions, and this issue may come to the attention of 
the Commissioners. 

 
Coho Technical Committee: 

 As in previous years, efforts of the CoTC have been affected by lack of resources, data 
limitations, and incompatible agency planning schedules.  Limitations to CoTC 
assessments will be exacerbated by increasing variability in environmental conditions. In 
addition, support to renegotiations will impact capacity to complete assignments and 
requires prioritization.  The CoTC will need to consider transition planning for members 
who have left the committee resulting in loss of critical skills and knowledge. 

 
Chum Technical Committee: 

 While support from the Southern Endowment Fund has facilitated our efforts to 
implement the ChumTC strategic plan, time constraints for committee members remains 
a challenge to task completion.  

 
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 
Upcoming renegotiations 
 
Potential Issues for Commissioners: 
None presently identified. 
 
Establish a process that provides the CoTC the opportunity to review relevant proposals that are 
submitted for endowment fund support.   
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas: 
Attendance at meetings for Technical Committee members may be dependent on available 
resources. 
 
 
Southern Panel Meeting Schedule: 

 January 11-15, 2016 – PSC Post Season Meeting, Portland OR.  
 February 8-12, 2016 – PSC Annual Meeting, Vancouver, BC. 
 Also, see Coho Working Group meeting schedule below (under Coho Technical 

Committee meetings) which will include a subset of Southern Panel members. 
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Coho Technical Committee: 

 January 11-15, 2016 – PSC Post Season Meeting, Portland OR.  
o Work on CoTC assignments and prepare for backwards Coho FRAM post-season 

assessment of impacts.     
 February 8-12, 2016 – PSC Annual Meeting, Vancouver, BC. 

o  Work on CoTC assignments and prepare 2014 post-season assessment of 
impacts. 

 March 2016 – Electronic Data Exchange and Telephone Conference, as required 
o Annual information exchange 

 June 2016– Coho Working Group meeting, may be in conjunction with workshop on 
alternative strategies.  

o Review status of CoTC implementation of work plan 
 July 2016 – CoTC meeting to update periodic report for recent years / and or work on 

other priorities fro re-negotiation. 
 Fall 2016– Coho TC / Coho Working Group meeting. 

o Review performance of Coho Agreement and CoTC work plan.  Provide policy 
guidance on prioritization of assignments.  

 Other technical committee meetings as required to support renegotiations, including an 
expectation for participation in alternative management regime workshops.  Date and 
location TBD. 

 
 
Chum Technical Committee: 

 January 11 – 15, 2016 – PSC Post-Season Meeting, Portland, OR 
 Review and discuss preliminary post-season 2015 fisheries information 
 Collate and review report items for 2013 and 2014 final post-season report 
 Finalize 2013 annual report for submittal 
 Initiate drafting of 2014 final report 
 Continue work on Southern Chum genetic baseline inventory and expansion for 

adequately identifying stock origin of fish in mixed stock fisheries on both sides of 
the border 

 Continue to evaluate and test the 1st phase of ChumGEM 
 Updates on any completed SEF programs related to Chum 
 Review and discuss research and analysis activities essential to the Committee 

tasks 
 Provide any bilateral analyses, as requested by the Southern Panel. 

 
 February 8 – 12, 2016 – PSC Annual Meeting, Vancouver, BC 

 Address any specific tasks assigned to the Committee by the Southern Panel at the 
January meeting 

 Continue work on tasks not completed at the January meeting 
 Assign workgroups and workgroup tasks for items still pending at the end of the 

February meeting  
 Continue work on 2014 annual report.  
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 May 2016 – PSC Chum TC Spring Meeting, location to be determined 
 Finalize the 2014 annual report 
 Continue to define and develop Tier 2 components of the Southern Chum 

Strategic Plan 
 Review status of all SEF related projects and develop plan for new submission 

following identified priorities 
 

Status of Technical or Annual Reports: 
 
Southern Panel: 

 To be reviewed at the Post Season meeting, with a plan developed to complete 
outstanding reporting requirements. 

 
Coho Technical Committee: 

 The 2014 Annual Report of estimated exploitation rates is anticipated to be complete by 
Wednesday of the February 2016 meeting and made available on the PSC website. 

 The ability to update the Periodic report will depend upon availability of Agency and 
CoTC resources. 

 
Chum Technical Committee: 

 The committee anticipates having the 2013 Annual Report complete by the end of the 
January meetings in 2016. 

 The committee also hopes to have the 2014 report completed after the May meetings 
 
Appendices 
 

1. Coho Technical Committee Detailed Work Plan 
2. Coho Technical Committee Work Plan - Coho ABM Implementation Requirements 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

SOUTHERN COHO TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
Workplan for October 2015 to September 2016 

 
Panel / Committee:   
Southern Coho Technical Committee (CoTC)  
Southern Panel and Coho Work Group 
 
Date: October 2015 (Executive Session)  
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks and Summary of 2014-15 Workplan: 
 
The CoTC has established several workgroups to work on various assignments in the following 
recommended order of priority:  
 
(1) Regional fishery planning model development 

 
a) Bilateral interaction for the CoTC has centered on model improvements and continued 

extension of base period data sets for the regional planning model (FRAM).  Much of the 
progress has relied on support from the Southern Endowment Fund which has funded the 
following activities: 

1. The completed conversion of the FRAM from VB6 to VB.net. 

2. Ongoing preparation of documentation (programmer’s and user’s guides), code 
validation, and provisions for training and bilateral development/maintenance.   

3. Analysis of data for catch years 1998-2009 has been completed under projects 
supported by the Southern Endowment Fund.  Cohort analysis for Canadian 
stocks was not possible due to limited CWT data.  We anticipate similar data 
limitations for catch years 1979-1985 especially for Canadian MUs. 

4. The conversion of RRTerm/MSM components to VB.net and development of 
algorithms and software for CWT-based cohort analysis to analyze catch years 
with mark-selective regulations:  Substantial progress has been made on these 
support programs but final reports have not been provided to the CoTC and their 
status is uncertain due to the retirement of the PI.  Working versions are available 
but need further testing and debugging.  Algorithms for the Mixed Stock Model 
(MSM) have not been finalized.  Additionally, work awaits development of 
standardized estimation methods by Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee 
(SFEC), but such methods are difficult to develop because of the complexity of 
MSF regulations and inconsistencies of catch sampling programs.  Catch years in 
the period since 1998 have additional computation difficulties resulting from 
widespread use of mark-selective regulations and reduced exploitation rates.  The 
MSM/RRTERM programs will need to be modified for consistency with 
algorithms developed by the SFEC to quantify mark selective fishery mortalities 
and incorporate estimates of mortalities and encounters.  The CoTC needs to 
review calculation methodologies for these cohort analyses and incorporate them 
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into the MSM estimation process.  This will allow these additional catch years to 
be included in Coho FRAM base period analysis. 

b) Further refinements were made to the “Backwards” FRAM to facilitate reconstruction 
and reporting of exploitation patterns and stock abundance from post-season data.  The 
“Backwards FRAM” is the primary source of estimates of post-season exploitation rates 
provided to the Southern Panel.  Efforts to improve the data entry process for Backwards 
FRAM continued.   

 
(2) Documentation of reference points for determining status and associated exploitation rate 

caps for individual management units (MUs). 
 

The application of the Coho ABM plan requires reference points and exploitation rate caps 
for each Management Unit. This task was initiated at a Nov 2004, bilateral workshop to 
discuss and review current methods for determination of MU status, reference points, and 
allowable exploitation rates.  These have been defined for US MUs. Development of 
reference points for Canadian MUs is proceeding in coordination with implementation of the 
Wild Salmon Policy (WSP) (in progress).  WSP biological benchmarks for the Conservation 
Units comprising the Interior Fraser and Strait of Georgia Vancouver Island MUs were 
reviewed by the Center for Science Advice Pacific (CSAP) in November 2014. Stock recruit 
data were insufficient to complete WSP benchmarks for the Strait of Georgia Mainland and 
Lower Fraser MUs.  
 
The next step requires determination of MU specific reference points planned for 2016. To 
this end, Canada completed a meta-analysis of coho stock productivity and developed a Coho 
Harvest Optimization Model (CHOM) reviewed by the PSARC process and the CoTC during 
the January 2009 PSC meeting.  This model simulates the dynamics of multiple populations 
of differing productivity and capacity and evaluates their performance under different harvest 
regimes based on simulated yield, inter-annual variability in yield, as well as conservation 
status of individual populations.    Proposals have been submitted to PSC endowment fund to 
assist the process to develop reference points for the Canadian southern coho MUs in 2016. 

 
(3) Develop protocols for annual information exchange.  The need for and role of the pre-season 

manager-manager meetings were discussed by the CoTC, Coho Work Group (CoWG), and 
Southern Panel and tentative agreements to meet were reached.   In 2015, the Parties did not 
meet to exchange information on their domestic fishery management processes, concerns and 
priorities. Instead, planning data were exchanged electronically.   

 
(4) Identify information content and format for annual and three-year periodic post-season 

reviews.  Efforts to standardize reporting formats and streamline data entry for Backwards 
FRAM have alleviated  (but not eliminated) problems associated with collating and entering 
post-season data into model command files.    
  
In 2015, the CoTC completed the annual report for 2013 fishing season. A periodic report 
covering the years 1986-2009 was finalized in 2013. Annual estimates of exploitation rates 
are available to the public as official records of the PSC (TCCOHO13-1).   
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(5) Develop agreed upon criteria and procedures for determining MU status.  A common 
approach to data collection and parameter estimation, where feasible and appropriate, will 
facilitate implementation.  

 
(6) Complete MU descriptions.  An outline of requirements was developed in 2003 and reviewed 

in 2009.  A Coho database has been developed for U.S. stocks.  Draft descriptions were 
prepared for Canadian MUs and will be finalized once reference points are determined.  
Draft descriptions for most US MUs were completed in 2012, reviewed by local fishery 
managers, and are currently being finalized.   

  
(7) Criteria for defining MUs:  A draft discussion paper has been prepared and is available as a 

publication from the PSC. No further work on MU delineation is anticipated for the 
foreseeable future. 

 
(8) Assessment Framework.  A presentation was made to the Southern Panel at the February 

2012 Annual Meeting in Vancouver describing a draft framework to identify the biological 
and fishery assessments required for implementation of the Treaty provisions for Coho.  The 
framework provides guidelines or criteria to help evaluate the adequacy of available 
information and the capacity of assessment programs to produce information required to 
implement the Southern Coho Agreement, highlights issues relating to CWT data for coho, 
and presents information needs within a decision-theoretic framework to help inform policy 
deliberations of relationships between uncertainty, risk, and potential requirements for 
assessment programs.  Criteria discussed include: 1) conservation risk and stock outlook; 2) 
loss of fishing opportunity; and 3) costs for monitoring and assessment.   

 
Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
 
Efforts of the CoTC have been affected by the lack of resources and data limitations.  The CoTC 
is concerned about (1) the capacity of both Parties to maintain catch sampling and stock 
monitoring programs, and to provide required inputs into joint management planning models; 
(2) the need for additional dedicated staff to participate in activities of the CoTC and (3) the 
need to improve information exchange on preseason FRAM runs for impact projections 
(preseason model runs from Canada are needed to provide projections of planned fishery 
impacts on MUs).   In addition, the capacity of the COTC to complete assigned Bilateral tasks 
will likely be impacted by requirements to support renegotiations. 
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 
 
Budget availability and timing remain of concern.  The capacity of the Parties to undertake 
assignments is being severely challenged by agency staffing and budget constraints and 
limitations of funding to support PSC related activities. Uncertain appropriations and budget 
allocation decisions for both the U.S. and Canada impede the capacity of the CoTC to plan its 
schedule and complete tasks.  The CoTC and CoWG may need to revise the workplan once 
budgetary and staffing limitations and renegotiation needs are clarified. 
 
The Parties may need to consider alternative management regimes given the deterioration of 
stock and fishery assessment capabilities to provide the data necessary to implement the current 
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regime. Additional challenges may arise from uncertainty associated with increased 
environmental variation. 
 
Potential Issues for Commissioners:   
 
(1) Establish a process that provides the CoTC the opportunity to review relevant proposals that 

are submitted for endowment fund support.  In addition, progress and final reports for 
Southern Endowment Fund projects involving Coho should be routinely provided to CoTC 
for information.  

 
Proposed Meeting Dates: 
 
When Who Location Purpose 

    

Jan 2016 

PSC Post 
Season Meeting 

CoTC  Portland, OR  Prepare for 2014 post-season assessment of impacts.      

Continue work on assignments, specifically finalizing MU 
descriptions. 

Feb 2016 

PSC Annual 
Meeting 

CoTC Vancouver, BC Use Coho Model to perform 2014 post-season assessment of 
impacts. Present annual review of exploitation rates to Southern 
Panel.  Continue work on assignments. 

Mar 2016 Coho 
Workgroup 

electronic data 
exchange as 
needed 

Annual manager-manager information exchange, exchange pre-
season stock forecasts and fishery plans. 

June  2016 Coho 
Workgroup 

Bellingham, WA Coho Working Group Meeting; may be in conjunction with 
workshop on alternative strategies 

July 2016 CoTC Bellingham, WA Update Periodic Report for recent years and / or work on other 
priorities for renegotiations 

Fall 2016 CoTC / Coho 
Workgroup 

Bellingham, WA Review performance of Coho Agreement and CoTC workplan.  
Provide policy guidance on prioritization of assignments. 

TBD CoTC TBD As required to support renegotiations, including an expectation 
for participation in alternative management regime workshops.   

 
Status of Technical or Annual Reports: 
 

 Workplans and status were reviewed through presentations at the 2015 PSC meetings.   
 2013 Post-season estimates of exploitation rates were presented to the Southern Panel at 

the February 2015 meeting in Portland.  
 A draft Assessment Framework report was prepared and presented to the Southern 

Panel. 
 Draft descriptions for most US MUs were completed in 2012, were reviewed by local 

fishery managers, were further edited in 2014, and will be sent out for a wider review in 
the fall of 2014. Completion of Canadian MU descriptions are pending determination of 
MU reference points anticipated in 2016. 

 Annual report on CoTC priorities will be developed for the Southern Fund Committee. 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

Coho Technical Committee Work Plan 
Coho ABM Implementation Requirements 

 
The following work plan has been developed to provide a guide for implementation of the Coho 
Abundance Based Management Regime (CoABM) approved by the PSC in June 2008.  The work plan is 
generally directed at the Coho Technical Committee (CoTC), but also includes activities of the Coho 
Working Group (CoWG) and the Southern Panel.  A description of general work requirements, timelines, 
and staff involved, are presented in order of priority, following a description of the annual cycle for the 
CoABM. 
 

Annual Cycle 
 
The CoABM is intended to facilitate each Party's domestic fishery planning processes by providing an 
early indication of the maximum impact that the intercepting Party may have on a given management unit 
(MU).  Annual application of the Plan in any given season involves the following steps (also see Table 1): 
 
1) Each Party determines the status of individual MUs and target exploitation rates (TERs) and 

transmits that information to the other Party.  Domestic managers will be responsible for 
providing this information for the MUs within their respective jurisdictions. Each Party will be 
required to provide documentation of the basis for their determinations of resource status on a 
timely schedule so conservation concerns can be taken into consideration during annual domestic 
fishery planning processes in both countries.  In order to accomplish this task by the February 
PSC meeting (see Table 1), the parties may need to modify their domestic planning deadlines. 
 

2) Apply Tables in Paragraph 9(b)-(d) to establish ER Caps for intercepted MUs. 
 
3) Identify needs for additional reductions of impacts in the other Party’s fisheries to address 

conservation concerns for MUs or individual stocks within MUs.  A commitment to prevent 
overfishing of MUs may not meet conservation objectives for all stocks within these MUs due to 
variability in abundance, survival, productivity, and migration or harvest patterns.  If additional 
constraints on fisheries conducted by another Party are required or desired to meet conservation 
needs for critical stocks, the proposing Party should be required to provide the basis for its 
determination on a schedule sufficient to permit timely consideration by the other Party. 

 
4) Identify domestic considerations that will drive fishery management regimes and likely result in 

exploitation rates on intercepted ER Caps below levels allowed under Paragraph 9(b)-(d).  It is 
anticipated that the Parties will conduct a “Manager to Manager” meeting in March to discuss this 
topic and the progress of fishing plan development.    

 
5) Complete domestic management planning processes to shape fisheries to try to meet 

management objectives while constraining impacts on each MU below the limits established by 
Paragraphs 8 and 9.  Each Party retains flexibility to allocate impacts among its fisheries so long 
as total exploitation on each MU is constrained to allowable levels and so long as the combined 
impact does not exceed ER caps established under the CoABM.  A total impact regime provides 
the greatest flexibility for managers to allocate impacts among its own fisheries through domestic 
planning processes; however, the flexibility inherent with this approach comes at the cost of 
greater uncertainty over the impacts of decisions made by the other Party.  Consequently, 
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increased demands are placed on information sharing and bilaterally developed models to 
facilitate regional coordination. 

 
To the greatest extent possible, each Party is expected to implement such additional management 
measures as are necessary to address conservation needs for critical stocks within the MUs 
originating within their respective jurisdictions.  

 
Managers will be expected to accommodate all impacts within allowable levels on MUs 
established by the bilateral regimes, whether those impacts are due to directed or incidental 
fisheries.   

 
Exchange annual management plans, including anticipated MU-specific exploitation rates. 

 
6) Collate information for post-season review.   Collect information on catches (including the 

harvest in mark-selective fisheries), estimates of non-catch fishing mortality, and escapement for 
MUs.  There is growing interest in pursuing management regimes that selectively harvest fish in 
response to increasing concerns for impacts on individual stocks of fish.  A variety of selective 
fisheries are under consideration.  Mark-selective fisheries are intended to maximize the harvest 
of fish with a visible external mark while maintaining or reducing impacts on unmarked fish.  
Other types of selectivity may be based on time/area/gear restrictions that target on specific 
stocks or species.  Taking advantage of fishing opportunities on stocks with harvestable surpluses 
will often require avoiding or minimizing by-catch or incidental mortality of weaker stocks.   

 
Selective fisheries must be conducted within the constraints of allowable impacts on MUs or 
critical stocks and must not unduly compromise capabilities to complete stock assessments, or 
evaluate fishery impacts.  Selective fisheries generally represent a “deviation” from historical 
fishing patterns that tended to impart equal harvest rates on all impacted stocks encountered in the 
area.  Because impacts on stocks of concern may not be directly measurable in the catch under 
selective fisheries operating under non-retention restrictions, it is critically important that the data 
and tools used to estimate those impacts be bilaterally validated.  The 1996 report of the PSC Ad-
Hoc Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee provides some recommended procedures to mitigate 
impacts of selective mark fisheries on the CWT program. 

 
The ABM requires the annual reporting of interceptions of mass marked fish. 
 

7) Perform annual reviews.   Technical aspects of regime implementation are to be reviewed 
regularly to determine if modifications are necessary and advisable.  Reviews are to be directed at 
improving understanding, establishing standards, providing feedback and validation of model 
parameters and exploitation rates, and developing common methodologies, models, procedures, 
and research developments relating to implementation of the CoABM. Monitoring, analysis, and 
reporting are important for identifying potential solutions to problems or limitations in the 
CoABM which are experienced during implementation.   
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Table 1. Annual calendar associated with the CoABM  
 

Approximate 
time 

Annual Cycle – tasks Bilateral 
information flow 

Applicable Rules, Procedures 

 Domestic Bilateral  domestic Bilateral 
By February 
PSC meeting 

 determine post-season status of  
MUts for reporting of ERs 

 identify stocks of special concern 
requiring additional management 
measures 

    

February 
PSC meeting 

 Request additional actions to 
protect stocks of special concern 

  Exchange of post season 
status determinations for all 
MUs 

 Exchange of requests for 
additional actions to protect 
stocks of special concern 

rule:  
estimate ER Caps from MU-status 

 

February or 
later? 

 Consideration of any requests by 
the other Party for additional 
actions on stocks of special 
concern 

 Review status of MUs and 
annual target exploitation rates 
Total Exploitation Rates 
(TERS) 

 Review basis of requests for 
additional actions on stocks of 
special concern 

 Provide advice regarding 
requests for additional actions 

 PST:  
Consideration of the general 
objectives of the Treaty and 
principles of Paragraph 7(a) 

February  Identify domestic factors that are 
likely to result in impacts on 
intercepted MUs which are below 
ER Caps   

    

? March-
April 

 Develop or modify fishery plans to 
accommodate target exploitation 
rates for MUs and incorporate 
information on factors driving 
fishery regimes of the intercepting 
Party 

 Generate MU-specific 
expectations for exploitation rates 
anticipated under preseason 
plans.  

  Bilateral information exchange 
through a manager to manager 
meeting in March 

procedure:  
apply documented procedures to  
population and fisheries data and 
forecasts to determine status of 
Mus for the upcoming season 

 

April-June    Over see exchange 
preseason management 
plans and anticipated MU-
specific exploitation rates   

  

June   Annual review performance of 
abundance based management 
system (Because of the time 
constraints of data availability 
and analysis, reporting would 
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Approximate 
time 

Annual Cycle – tasks Bilateral 
information flow 

Applicable Rules, Procedures 

 Domestic Bilateral  domestic Bilateral 
likely be on season prior to the 
one just ended.) 

fishing 
season and 
fall 
escapement 

 Collate fishery and population data 
to evaluate performance and for 
use in next year 

    

January-
February 

   Prepare preliminary report on 
performance to PSC 

 Because of time constraints of 
data availability and analysis 
would likely be on season two-
years previous. 

 process: 
Requirements outlined in the PST 
Annex and Management Plan. 
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Requirement 1. Development of Regional Planning Models and Tools  
 
Requirement The Parties have jointly developed a preseason planning tool based on Coho 

FRAM and first applied it for preseason fishery planning in 2004.  The CoTC 
is tasked with developing a regional coho model to provide a consistent 
means for evaluating the cumulative impact of U.S. and Canadian fisheries 
on MUs and component stocks of conservation concern.   

Significance Bilateral fishery planning models and tools provide a consistent and 
convenient means to improve coordination between the domestic managers 
of the Parties and to facilitate the development and evaluation of fishery 
management plans to implement bilateral conservation obligations under the 
CoABM.   

Work group 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Work plan 

  

 Task Description Progress 
1. Draft model specifications developed. Completed 
2. Modification of the US Coho FRAM to meet requirements of 

CoABM.  Fishery and stock strata for Canada have been 
revised and CWT codes identified for characterization of 
distribution patterns for Canadian management units.  New 
base period files have been completed.  New report formats 
have been developed.     

Completed 

3. Provide and/or develop documentation on Mixed Stock Model 
(MSM), Run Reconstruction (RR term), FRAM.  Software has 
been integrated into a PC-platform package to support 
development of a database containing estimates of 
exploitation rates from cohort analysis for future modification 
of stock distribution patterns for use in FRAM.   The new 
program provides Bayesian regression with fisheries 
weighting and a Monte Carlo simulation macro for evaluation 
& planning.   The new methodology provides more reliable 
production expansion estimates through the inclusion of 
additional information or allows inclusion of incomplete 

Draft documentation 
has been completed  

Coho Tech Committee Modeling WorkGroup 

Holmgren Diego 360- 716-4610 U.S. dholmgren@tulaliptribes-
nsn.gov 

Morishima Gary 206-236-1406 U.S. morikog@aol.com 
Lawson Pete 541-867-0430 U.S. peter.w.lawson@noaa.gov 

Cook-Tabor Carrie 360-753-9512 U.S. carrie_cook-tabor@fws.gov 
Rankis Andy 360-528-4322 U.S. arankis@nwifc.org 
     

Tompkins Arlene 604-729-8382 Can 
arlene.tompkins@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca 

Sawada Joel 250-753-7363 Can joel.sawada@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

Komick Nicholas 250-756-7182 Can 
Nicholas.Komick@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca 
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information.  A draft report by Bill Gazey on the use of the 
Mixed-Stock-Model to reconstruct cohort abundance and 
exploitation patterns was distributed to the CoTC for review.   

4. Base Period Expansion:  A database of historic catch & CWT 
recovery data has been compiled to expand the FRAM base 
period for 1998-2009 to better represent variable fishery 
patterns and stock distributional profiles.  CWT groups were 
reviewed and selected for use in development of stock 
distributional profiles for the additional base period years.  
Canadian data were insufficient to complete cohort analyses 
for catch years1998-2009.  Expansion of cohort analysis for 
the 1979-1985 catch years will be undertaken next.  
 
The availability of a set of years with complete cohort 
analyses will enable the CoTC to develop new base period 
data sets for use in Coho FRAM to improve model 
performance.  For example, different base periods could be 
employed in response to expectations for stock distribution 
patterns inside/outside Vancouver Island.   

Review of 1998-2009 
catch year data for 
Canadian stocks 
insufficient for cohort 
analyses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Methods to average 
base period years for 
Coho FRAM and 
evaluate implications 
have been completed. 

5. “Backwards” FRAM.  The CoTC has developed a “Backwards 
FRAM” model to facilitate reconstruction of exploitation 
patterns and stock abundance from post-season data.  The 
“Backwards FRAM” model is the primary source of estimates 
of post-season exploitation rates provided to the Southern 
Panel and also provides estimates of exploitation rates for 
cohort analyses for untagged stocks.   
 
Methods to expedite the data entry process for Backwards 
FRAM.   

Completed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Completed 
 

6. Create terminal area management modules for use in Canada 
in order to include terminal harvest in exploitation rate 
estimation.  A module was developed to use in establishing 
effort scalars in Canadian fisheries for pre season planning.  
Scalars relate base period effort or catch to that predicted for 
the year to be modeled.  Directed effort data, by fisheries and 
time periods as defined by FRAM base periods, was 
compiled.  An algorithm was developed to approximate coho 
directed fisheries.  User defined parameter tables include: 
value by species, fishery and period, base catch and effort, 
run size, and effort change and redistribution over time.   

In Process 

7. Convert Coho FRAM and support programs from Visual Basic 
6 to VB.NET.  VB 6 is no longer supported by Microsoft.  
Conversion to VB.NET, publically available, object-oriented 
language, will facilitate future code development and 
maintenance. Work facilitated by Southern Endowment 
Funds. 

Completed 

8. Improve algorithms for Mark Selective Fisheries.  
Development of Algorithms and Software to Analyze Catch 
Years with Mark-Selective Regulations. It is anticipated that 
the 1998-2014 catch years have additional computation 
difficulties resulting from widespread use of mark-selective 
regulations and reduced exploitation rates.  The 
MSM/RRTERM programs and Coho FRAM (forward and 
backward versions) will need to be modified for consistency 
with algorithms developed by the SFEC to quantify mark 

Incomplete;  
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selective fishery mortalities and incorporate estimates of 
mortalities and encounters.   

9. Update post season estimates of abundance of Canadian 
MUs to then enable use of MSF bias correction 

Incomplete 

10. Draft memo regarding computation of exploitation rates for 
component populations. 

Completed – ready for 
review by Coho Work 
Group 

11. Develop methods and process for regular review of model 
performance and validation.   
 
Post-season comparison of exploitation rates estimated by 
Coho FRAM and CWT DIT groups. Facilitated by Southern 
Endowment Funds 

Cannot be 
accomplished due to 
data limitations. 
 
Joint effort with SFEC 
AWG.  Post season 
Coho FRAM estimates 
have been generated 
and provided to SFEC 
AWG. 
 
Report on Validation 
of Coho FRAM 
completed by Bill 
Gazey in April 2012 

12. Investigate feasibility of establishing a discussion forum and 
data exchange capabilities for coho FRAM model 
development and CoTC.  

Completed 

13. Develop position on estimation and implementation of 
uncertainty of exploitation rates. 

Not initiated 

 

Progress Summary:   

The CoTC continues to develop Coho FRAM as a regional tool that can be used to support 
domestic fishery planning and performance evaluation in both the US and Canada.  Fishery 
and stock strata have been tailored to fit available data and management needs for Canada 
and new reports have been designed and implemented to provide estimates of exploitation 
rates in relation to constraints established under CoABM regimes.  A Backwards FRAM has 
been developed to generate post season estimates of exploitation rates and support the 
extension of cohort analyses methods to untagged stocks.  Support programs for 
MSM/RRTerm have been consolidated, integrated, and improved.  Additional effort will be 
required to develop and implement algorithms for estimating impacts of mark selective 
fishing. 

 
Discussion 

Coho FRAM is a catch accounting tool that can inform domestic and bilateral deliberations 
for fishery planning and performance.  Expansion of the cohort analyses results to cover the 
years from 1979-2009 will enable the CoTC and CoWG to evaluate implications of variations 
in stock distribution patterns on estimates of exploitation rates on coho management units 
identified in the CoABM.   
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Requirement 2.  Determining Management Unit (MU) specific reference points 
and associated exploitation rate constraints  

 
Requirement The intent of the CoABM is to “constrain total fishery exploitation to enable 

key MUs of natural coho stocks to produce maximum sustainable harvests 
(MSH) over the long term while maintaining the genetic and ecological 
diversity of the component populations”.  The establishment of reference 
points for status levels and the associated target exploitation rates (TERs) is 
essential to implementation of the CoABM because categorization of status 
and the establishment of TERs determine the ER Caps.  The 2008 PST 
Agreement requires the Parties to identify MSH escapement levels and 
exploitation rates by the end of 2010. 

Significance The formulae specified in paragraph 9 of the CoABM agreement are based 
on application of the TER for each MU.  In addition, status determination 
will reference specific abundance levels (or other measure of status).  The 
basis for the TERs and reference points will be of interest to the other Party 
because of obvious implications to fisheries.  Consequently, common 
understanding of the methods employed to establish exploitation rate 
constraints will be required.    

Timing    Bilateral review of methods for determining reference points and TERs has 
been completed for US stocks but not for the Lower and Interior Fraser MUs 
and Georgia Basin Mainland and Vancouver Island MUs.  

Workgroup     

CoTC WorkGroup - Determination of Target ERs 

Lawson Pete 541-867-0430 U.S. peter.w.lawson@noaa.gov 
Haymes Jeff 360-902-2727 U.S. haymejrh@dfw.wa.gov 
Weitkamp Laurie 541- 867-0504 U.S. Laurie.weitkamp@noaa.gov 
Zimmerman Mara 360-696-6211 U.S. Mara.zimmerman@dfw.wa.gov 

Holmgren Diego 360- 716-4610 U.S.
dholmgren@tulaliptribes-
nsn.gov 

     

Tompkins Arlene 604-729-8382 Can 
arlene.tompkins@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca 

Sawada Joel 250-753-7363 Can joel.sawada@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
Lynda Ritchie 250-851-4938 Can Lynda.ritchie@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

 

Work plan     

 Task Description Progress 
1 US descriptions of procedures for determining 

status reference points and TERs.  Methods were 
presented at a workshop in 2004 and described for 
US management units in 2005. 

Completed 

2 Canadian descriptions of procedures for 
determining status reference points and TERs.       

In process 

Status   
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Canada completed a meta-analysis, “coho multi-population simulation model” (CHOM 
model) to inform decision makers on the implications of various fishery exploitation 
strategies on stock productivity and diversity.   This model has the main attributes of prior 
models like the Skagit Model and simulates the dynamics of multiple populations of differing 
productivity and capacity.  The model uses a distribution of productivities (Ricker alpha 
parameters) which have been calculated from catch and escapement data from each MU 
coupled with geographic information on watershed size and suitability for coho.  This will 
allow population diversity performance criteria to be addressed in simulations of harvest rate 
policies. Performance is evaluated under different harvest regimes based on simulated yield, 
inter-annual variability in yield, as well as conservation status of individual populations.  The 
model was applied to two BC management units, Georgia Basin Vancouver Island and Upper 
Fraser, as test applications. The model has been reviewed and revised based on comments 
from the PSARC process.  Copies were provided to the CoTC for review.   

 
The next step is to complete Canadian domestic CU benchmarks and align with PSC coho 
management units. For the two Strait of Georgia MU’s, a habitat-based approach combined 
with a stock-recruit meta-analysis has been developed. The analysis is scheduled for review 
by the Center for Science Advice Pacific (CSAP) in November 2014. The same approach will 
be used for the Lower Fraser MU in 2015.  WSP benchmarks for the Conservation Unit in the 
Interior Fraser MU are scheduled for review by CSAP in November 2014. 
 

Discussion 

Consistent use of agreed methods for determining targets for total exploitation rates (TERs) 
would greatly reduce the need for intensive, annual technical bilateral review of status 
assessments and allowable exploitation rates.  Bilateral discussion of methods and approaches 
is intended to improve the transparency and objectivity that surround the establishment of the 
status-dependent exploitation rates. 

Biological limits on exploitation of the component populations or stocks within the MU must 
be determined to identify the upper limits of sustainable harvest that can be allowed while 
maintaining genetic and ecological diversity within the MU.  The CoABM embraces the 
concepts of sustaining fisheries while maintaining the genetic and ecological diversity of the 
MUs.  The selection of the appropriate exploitation level for individual MUs to achieve this 
goal must therefore accommodate the inherent range in productivity of the component stocks 
through adoption of criteria for achieving acceptable levels of genetic and ecological 
diversity.  Maintaining the genetic and ecological diversity of the component stocks requires 
adjustment of the target exploitation level for the MU to a level that protects the least 
productive stock that is deemed important for protection. Protection for less productive stocks 
within the MU would be at the discretion of the Parties, but would not be obligatory under the 
CoABM.   

A margin for error and uncertainty should be incorporated into the allowable exploitation 
rates for management units. 

In developing fishery regimes, variability in productivity, both on an inter-annual basis and 
between stocks within MUs, must be addressed.  From year to year, the abundance of a single 
stock within a MU and its capacity to sustain harvest is expected to vary. Similarly, within a 
single year, stocks within a MU can have different productivities, depending upon biological 
characteristics and local environmental influences. 
 
The determination of MU status is closely tied to processes now underway in both countries 
of determining “reference points”.  In Canada's Wild Salmon Policy (WSP), two biological 
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reference points are described.  The Lower Benchmark is a biological reference point that 
describes a level of abundance high enough to ensure there is a substantial buffer to any level 
of abundance that could lead to a CU being considered at risk of extinction or the risk of not 
rebuilding to an Upper Benchmark (Target Reference Point) within a fixed time period in the 
absence of fishing.  The Upper Benchmark will be established to identify whether harvests 
are greater or less than the level expected to provide, on an average annual basis, the 
maximum annual catch for a CU, given existing environmental conditions.  Stock size at 
MSY might be such a reference point.   
 
The WSP proposes two reference points and thus three categories of abundance.  An implicit 
reference point, which is beneath the Lower Benchmark is the abundance where “Species-at-
risk” considerations come into play.   In the U.S., concepts analogous to the LRP and TRP 
reference points have been incorporated into the Comprehensive Coho plan for Puget Sound. 
 
Wild Salmon Policy conservation units have been determined and approved by the PSARC 
process.  Canadian draft Management units can now be reviewed for consistency with WSP 
and finalized.  The Coho multi-population model is consistent with acceptable methodologies 
presented in recent PSARC workshop on determining biological reference points. 
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Requirement 3.   Management Unit descriptions (profiles)  
 
Requirement Provide descriptive profiles of the following key management units (MUs)   

 
Southern B.C. Inside Management 

Units 
U.S. Inside Management Units 

Interior Fraser (incl Thompson ) Skagit 
Lower Fraser Stillaguamish 
Strait of Georgia Mainland Snohomish 
Strait of Georgia Vancouver Island Hood Canal 

 Strait of Juan de Fuca 
 U.S. Outside Management Units  
 Quillayute  
 Hoh 

 Queets 
 Grays Harbor 

 

Significance MUs establish the basis for bilateral conservation obligations under the 
CoABM.  Information pertaining to these MUs needs to be provided to 
provide a common basis of understanding.    

Work group 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Work plan NA. 

Progress Maps identifying US and draft Canadian MUs were produced.  A common 
format was developed by the CoTC in 2003 and reviewed in 2008.  A Coho 
database has been developed for U.S. stocks.  Drafts of MU profiles have 
been completed with the exception of MU status pending WSP benchmarks.  
Central repositories were set up for exchange of profiles and related 
information.  

Discussion     Canadian WSP conservation units have been finalized.  Canadian draft MUs 
have been reviewed to ensure compatibility with CUs.  Draft Canadian MU 
profiles have been developed as much as possible with the exception of MU 
status.  Once domestic CU status is determined (2013) MU profiles will be 
finalized.  

 

CoTC WorkGroup - Description of MUs  

Haymes Jeff 360-902-2727 U.S. haymejrh@dfw.wa.gov 
Cook-Tabor Carrie 360- 753-9512 U.S. carrie_cook-tabor@fws.gov 
Weitkamp Laurie 541- 867-0504 U.S. Laurie.weitkamp@noaa.gov 
Holmgren Diego 360- 716-4610 U.S. dholmgren@tulaliptribes-nsn.gov 
     

Dunlop Roger 250-283-2012 Can roger.dunlop@nuuchahnulth.org 

Sawada Joel 250-753-7363 Can joel.sawada@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

Nicklin Pete 250-398-0538 Can pnicklin@telus.net 

Lynda Ritchie 250-851-4938 Can Lynda.ritchie@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
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Requirement 4. Criteria for Delimiting Management Units  
 
Requirement Delineation of MUs is a domestic task.  However, the CoABM stipulates that 

both parties agree upon a set of criteria to be used to delimit MUs.   

Significance MUs establish the basis for bilateral conservation obligations under the 
CoABM.  Differences in scale and methods employed by the Parties led to 
the composite rules specified in the provisions of the CoABM.    

 

Workgroup 

 
 
Work plan  A draft discussion paper on MU size options has been prepared and reviewed 

by the CoTC and CoWG.  No further effort on this task is anticipated this 
year. 

Progress   The Parties have agreed to jointly develop common criteria for delimiting 
MUs.  These criteria are to reflect their common understanding of 
fundamental biological and fisheries objectives of the Plan.      

Discussion 

A variety of criteria could be used to delimit the MUs.  These include inherent properties of 
the fish themselves such as genetic relatedness, life-history characteristics and ecological 
similarity including ocean distributions.  The criteria could use characteristics inherent in 
social and economic use of the fish such as fisheries profiles, treaty obligations, or other 
facets of social and cultural significance.  The criteria could include measures that are 
unrelated to either the fish or our use of them.  The criteria could be selected to control the 
extent to which arbitrarily small groups of populations could limit fisheries or to which 
arbitrarily large aggregations could avoid limits.  Such criteria might include lower and upper 
limits on numbers of populations, total stream length or total number of animals at carrying 
capacity.  To date, there has been little discussion on the criteria that have been used in 
defining the proposed MUs.   
 
The MUs that would be identified using those criteria would strike a mutually acceptable 
balance between responsiveness to conservation concerns and avoidance of weakest-stock 
constraints.  Nevertheless, it would be in the interests of both Parties to insure that the 
management system was sufficiently responsive to abundance to avoid situations where 
short-term harvest would risk severe limits to fisheries over the longer term.  
 

CoTC WorkGroup - Criteria to Define MUs   

     

Haymes Jeff 360-902-2727 U.S. haymejrh@dfw.wa.gov 

Lawson Pete 541-867-0430 U.S. peter.w.lawson@noaa.gov 
Weitkamp Laurie 541- 867-0504 U.S. Laurie.weitkamp@noaa.gov 

Holmgren Diego 360- 716-4610 U.S. 
dholmgren@tulaliptribes-
nsn.gov 

     
Baillie Steve 250-756-7227 Can steve.baillie@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
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There is no requirement for either Party to use the same MUs for domestic management and 
for the application of the PST arrangements, but the latitude for PST MUs to deviate from 
MUs used for domestic management purposes is unclear. 
 
The delineation of MUs is interrelated to the issue of categorical status and status-dependent 
exploitation rates.  Small management units and especially those consisting of a single stream 
or a few streams are more likely to exhibit wider variability than larger aggregates of stocks 
in which there are many populations. 
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Requirement 5. Procedures/rules to determine MU status 
 

Requirement: Under the Plan, the Parties are to exchange information pertaining to the 
status of its MUs and TERs by February of each year.  Status categories are 
“low”, “moderate” and “abundant”.    

Significance: Annual categorization of status will determine the ER Cap for each MU.  
Although status determinations are a domestic responsibility, each Party will 
carefully scrutinize the methods and information employed because of 
obvious implications to its fisheries.   

This work involves consideration of minimum stock assessments required to 
determine MU status.    

Workgroup:  

CoTC WorkGroup – Determination of Status-Dependent Target ERs 
Lawson Pete 541-867-0430 U.S. Peter.w.lawson@noaa.gov 
Haymes Jeff 360-902-2727 U.S. haymejrh@dfw.wa.gov 

Weitkamp Laurie 541- 867-0504 U.S. Laurie.weitkamp@noaa.gov 
Zimmerman Mara  360-696-6211 U.S. Mara.zimmerman@dfw.wa.gov

Holmgren Diego 360- 716-4610 U.S.
dholmgren@tulaliptribes-
nsn.gov 

     

Tompkins Arlene 250-729-8382 Can 
Arlene.tompkins@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca 

Sawada Joel 250-753-7363 Can Joel.sawada@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
Ritchie Lynda 250-851-4938 Can Lynda.ritchie@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

 

Work plan    The work plan needs to determine the minimum information required to 
assess the status of MUs and evaluate performance with respect to CoABM 
obligations.  The Parties should describe methods for determining status in 
MU profiles.  Annual information, status reports, and deviations from general 
methods and status-dependent TERs are to be documented and exchanged in 
a timely manner for consideration during preseason planning processes.  The 
scope of an annual bilateral review should be determined.   

Progress    

See discussion under requirement 2.  The CoTC has developed an “assessment framework”.   
The objective of this task is to identify the biological assessments required for 
implementation of the Treaty provisions for coho.  A common approach, where feasible and 
appropriate, will facilitate implementation.  An explicit statement of what is required and 
what is desirable will provide clear direction for program planning.  Sharing in this process 
toward a framework statement has been a requirement to do the same for Canadian coho 
assessment, which includes Wild Salmon Policy and other domestic considerations.  The 
process has been facilitated by development of the multi-population simulation Model 
(CHOM model).  A draft inventory of information requirements is prepared, the result of 
discussions within the CoTC this year and by DFO coho biologists.  Revisions are expected.  
Development of the CHOM model has helped identify and prioritize requirements.  A 
discussion paper on the framework has been presented to the CoTC, CoWG, and Canadian 
and US coho experts. 
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Discussion:  

There are three general approaches that could be taken to address this requirement: 
a) Each Party could declare status of each of its respective MUs with whatever level of 

technical documentation it thinks appropriate.  
b) The Parties could agree to pursue the joint development of common biologically-based 

procedures for determining status. 
c) The Parties could agree to a bilateral, technical review process where agreement on 

acceptable biologically based approaches would be sought. 
 
Alternative (a) is the most respectful of domestic prerogatives and might be the only one 
practicable this year.  Alternative (b) would be objective, transparent and would lend itself to 
the effective incorporation of new knowledge, but would not be respectful of domestic 
prerogatives. This approach could be viewed as the idealistic long-term objective.  
Alternative (c) is respectful of domestic prerogatives because each Party would be able to 
choose from among the set of agreed approaches.  This approach is also objective and 
transparent and might be the most effective means to accelerate the incorporation of new 
knowledge.  Alternative (c) could be viewed as a pragmatic, long-term approach. 
 
For all three alternatives, workshops will be required for a more formal information exchange 
on assessment methods and status determinations for each Party’s MUs.  For approaches (b) 
and (c), technical work would need to begin on investigating alternative approaches to 
determining status with the results to be presented at a second workshop.  With approach (b), 
an attempt would be made at that workshop to develop a common, biologically-based process 
for establishing status.  With approach (c), the common ground sought would be an 
acceptable set of biologically based methods.  Both alternatives (b) and (c) would likely also 
benefit from improvements to data collection and forecasting methods requiring additional 
methods workshops.  Improvements to data collection and forecasting would also benefit 
status determination under approach (a), but perhaps would be accorded lower priority as a 
bilateral process.  
 
Status determination is dependent on forecasting methods.  For some MUs, current forecasts 
have low precision.  Although not critical to developing a Plan, improving forecasting ability 
is highly desirable from the perspective of resource management and for the credibility of the 
process.   
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Requirement 6. Information Exchange  
 
Requirement Under the terms of the CoABM, the Parties are obligated to exchange 

information on the status of each MU, the associated ER applicable to each 
MU, and other information relevant to development of fishing plans.    

Significance Information exchanged between the Parties will become the basis for fishery 
planning, compliance, and general progress toward a regional approach to 
coho management.    

Work Plan The CoTC will be the main forum for exchange of information related to the 
development, implementation, and review of the CoABM fisheries.  To 
facilitate this information flow, if it wishes, Canada can attend PSMFC 
committees such as the STT Review Committee.    

In addition, information related to fishery planning and policy issues will be 
exchanged at proposed manager to manager meetings, and within the CoWG.  
A manager to manager meeting is often scheduled for March of each year.    

Progress   Agreed terms of reference were developed and the CoWG have been 
established, but meetings have not been consistently convened. 

Protocols and templates for information exchange were developed and 
utilized with the focus on data and information required for domestic 
preseason fishery planning processes.  Further staff discussions were required 
to clarify information needs.  Additionally, there were difficulties in 
interpreting preliminary expectations for certain Canadian fisheries for U.S. 
domestic fishery planning processes.  Technical information exchange on 
stock status and preliminary expectations for fisheries were centered on input 
data requirements of Coho and Chinook FRAM models. An in-person, 
manager-to-manager meeting to exchange information and perspectives for 
the United States and Canada has not been convened since 2007.  Instead, 
planning data were exchanged electronically.  There was no opportunity for 
the Parties to exchange information on their domestic fishery management 
processes, concerns and priorities.  The need for and role of the pre-season 
manager-manager meetings should be discussed and addressed by the CoTC, 
CoWG, and Southern Panel. 
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Requirement 7. Annual Reviews 
 
Requirement The PST Agreement specifies that an annual review be completed by 

February 1 of each year for the most recent year for which necessary data are 
available to:  

a) estimate exploitation rates by intercepting fisheries on MUs;  
b) determine the accuracy of pre-season expectations of status for MUs; and  
c) estimate total exploitation rates (by all fisheries combined) experienced 

for MUs.  
 

Significance Annual reviews form the basis for addressing success in achieving goals of 
the Plan.  In addition the technical aspects of regime implementation are to 
be reviewed regularly to determine if revisions are necessary and advisable.   

Workgroup 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Workplan    Receive direction from CoWG and Southern Panel.    

 

 Task Description Progress 
1 Update backwards FRAM outputs in order to meet 

Southern Panel reporting requests. 
In process 

2 Improve FRAM data management system in order 
to allow consistency among users.  Develop, set 
up, and populate FRAM archive system. 

In process 

3 Implement data review of catch and escapement 
data used to population backward FRAM model 
(2004-2013). 

In process. 

CoTC WorkGroup - Annual Reviews   
Haymes Jeff 360-902-2727 U.S. haymejrh@dfw.wa.gov 
Zimmerman Mara 360-696-6211 U.S. Mara.zimmerman@dfw.wa.gov 

Holmgren Diego 360- 716-4610 U.S.
dholmgren@tulaliptribes-
nsn.gov 

Rankis Andy 360-438-1180 U.S. arankis@nwifc.org 
     
Komick Nicholas 250-756-7182 Can Nicholas.Komick@dfo-

mpo.gc.ca 
Sawada Joel 250-753-7363 Can joel.sawada@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
Ritchie  Lynda 250-851-4938 Can Lynda.ritchie@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
Dunlop Roger 250-283-2012 Can roger.dunlop@nuuchahnulth.org
Nicklin Pete 250-398-0538 Can pnicklin@telus.net 
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4 Obtain consistency between pre and post season 
FRAM modeling and PFMC. This includes using 
same version of coho FRAM’s Base Period and 
using Mark Selective Fishery Bias Correction 
option. 

Proposed 

5 Review the split of the Sept-Dec time step into 
separate Sept and Oct-Dec time steps. This has 
been identified as a specific issue within Hood 
Canal terminal fisheries. 

Proposed 

6 Implement data review of TAM fishery inputs used 
to populate pre-season FRAM model (2004-2015). 

Completed 

 

 

Progress The official format for post season reviews has been reviewed and approved 
by the CoWG and Southern Panel for review.  The CoWG has initiated 
discussions on requirements for monitoring.  The COTC is working with the 
PSC secretariat to post annual reports on the PSC website. 

Discussion 

Collect information on catches (including the harvest in mark-selective fisheries), estimates 
of non-catch fishing mortality, and escapement for MUs.  There is growing interest in 
pursuing management regimes that selectively harvest fish in response to increasing concerns 
for impacts on individual stocks of fish.  A variety of selective fisheries are under 
consideration.  Mark-selective fisheries are intended to maximize the harvest of fish with a 
visible external mark while maintaining or reducing impacts on unmarked fish.  Other types 
of selectivity may be based on time/area/gear restrictions that target on specific stocks or 
species.  Taking advantage of fishing opportunities on stocks with harvestable surpluses will 
often require avoiding or minimizing by-catch or incidental mortality of weaker stocks.   
 
Selective fisheries must be conducted within the constraints of allowable impacts on MUs or 
critical stocks and must not unduly compromise capabilities to complete stock assessments, 
or evaluate fishery impacts.  Selective fisheries generally represent a “deviation” from 
historical fishing patterns that tended to impart equal harvest rates on all impacted stocks 
encountered in the area.  Because impacts on stocks of concern may not be directly 
measurable in the catch under selective fisheries operating under non-retention restrictions, it 
is critically important that the data and tools used to estimate those impacts be bilaterally 
validated.  The 1996 report of the PSC Ad-Hoc Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee 
provides some recommended procedures to mitigate impacts of mark selective fisheries on 
the CWT program. 
 
The PST Agreement requires the annual reporting of interceptions of mass marked fish.  US 
and Canadian estimates of interceptions in mark selective fisheries have been prepared and 
exchanged, but have not been reconciled.  

Technical aspects of regime implementation are to be reviewed regularly by the CoTC, 
CoWG, and Southern Panel to determine if revisions are necessary and advisable.  Reviews 
are to be directed at improving understanding, establishing standards, providing feedback and 
validation of model parameters and exploitation rates, and developing common 
methodologies, models, procedures, and research developments relating to implementation of 
the coho regime.  Monitoring, analysis, and reporting are important for identifying potential 
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solutions to problems or limitations in the CoABM which are experienced during 
implementation.   
 
At its December 2008 meeting, the CoWG decided to eliminate the preparation of 
preliminary estimates of fishery exploitation rates for the previous year (provided to the 
Southern Panel in January or February) since those estimates can change significantly after 
escapement and catch data are finalized.   Estimates of fishery exploitation rates are prepared 
with a two year lag (e.g., 2012 estimates provided in February 2014) so that all available 
catch and spawner escapement data can be used to estimate exploitation rates using the 
“Backwards FRAM”.  
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Requirement 8. Periodic Reviews  
 
Requirement The performance of the CoABM is to be reviewed every three years.     

Significance Bilateral review on a multi-year basis provides the opportunity to improve 
implementation of the Plan.   

Workplan    Receive guidance from CoWG and Southern Panel. 

Progress The format for post season reviews has been reviewed and approved by the 
CoWG and Southern Panel.  A draft report is currently being reviewed by the 
COTC and CoWG and will be provided to the Southern Panel for review in 
advance of the post-season meeting. 

Discussion     

The performance criteria and reporting requirements need to be reviewed in light of the 
specifics of the CoABM.  The CoTC is to apply existing methodologies or develop new 
methodologies for coho stock and fishery assessment including:  
 
a) estimating exploitation rates relative to total allowable impact levels; 
b) evaluating the reliability and accuracy of analytical tools (forecasts, impact models, etc.); 
c) estimating by-catch (including mortalities in mark-selective fisheries), encounter rates, 

release mortalities by gear, etc.;  and 
d) estimating fishing mortality and spawning escapements with desired levels of precision 

and accuracy. 
 

The CoTC is also to make recommendations for: (a) monitoring and evaluation systems 
relating to fishery performance and stock exploitation rates and productivities; and (b) to 
improve the efficiency and cost effectiveness of the CoABM. 
 
The periodic review will provide a common basis for evaluating the performance of the 
CoABM in meeting the objectives of the Parties and the ability of the Parties to adhere to 
their respective obligations.  Consequently, these periodic reviews will necessarily become 
involved in compliance issues.  This will involve agreement on methods for estimating 
exploitation rates, an examination of the adequacy of monitoring and reporting systems to 
generate data required for assessment, measures to accommodate annual variability, and the 
development of methods that reflect uncertainty in the criteria established for evaluation (e.g., 
the uncertainty surrounding estimates of exploitation rates increases and exploitation rates 
decrease and as incidental mortality accounts for a greater proportion of total fishing 
mortality.) 
 
The CoABM is to be revised over time, incorporating new information as it becomes 
available.  Periodic reviews are to identify problems in implementation so that remedies can 
be developed collaboratively by the Parties through the Southern Panel.   
 
The workplan includes continued preparation of a report discussing the risks and 
consequences of failing to develop the details for implementation of the CoABM plan using 
criteria such as 1) conservation risk and stock outlook, 2) loss of fishing opportunity, and 3) 
utility of joint planning tools.  This assessment will be appended to the periodic review of the 
CoABM.  The result of this review would inform priority setting for work and funding 
needed to complete the work required for implementation of the CoABM.  
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PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION WORK PLAN 
2015-2016 

 
 
Panel / Committee: 
Transboundary Rivers Panel (reporting to the Pacific Salmon Commission) 
Transboundary Technical Committee (reporting to the Transboundary Rivers Panel) 
 
Date: For review at the Executive Session of the Commissioners on October 26 to 30, 2015 (in 
Suquamish, WA.) 
 
Update on Bi-lateral Tasks Assigned Under the January 2008 PSC Agreement: 
 
1) Development of Abundance Based Management Fishery Regimes. 
 
The Transboundary River Chapter (Chapter 1) of Annex IV was revised and agreed upon in 
2008.  Abundance based management (ABM) fishery regimes are currently in place for: Taku 
River Chinook, sockeye, and coho salmon; and Stikine River Chinook and sockeye salmon.  
Harvest sharing agreements are in place for the Stikine and Taku rivers and the respective U.S. 
and Canadian fisheries are regulated with the objective of achieving agreed escapement and 
harvest sharing goals.  The Agreement calls for implementation of abundance based regimes for 
Stikine River coho and for Alsek River Chinook and sockeye.    

 
2)  Continue the existing joint enhancement programs designed to produce annually 100,000 
returning sockeye salmon to each of the Taku and Stikine rivers. 
 
On the Stikine River, enhanced production has contributed significantly to existing fisheries 
harvesting Stikine sockeye (combined annual catch of about 44,000/year), although annual 
production has fallen short of the 100,000 production target in most years.  Additional resources 
from the Northern Fund have been provided to improve the likelihood that the Tahltan egg take 
goal would be achieved.  Taku River enhancement has under-performed and has not contributed 
significantly to the Parties fisheries with total combined annual catches of enhanced sockeye 
averaging less than 3,000 fish per year.  Assessment programs to better understand why Taku 
enhancement performance has been poor are anticipated to continue.  The Agreement calls for 
annual development of a Stikine Enhancement Production Plan and a Taku Enhancement 
Production Plan, these plans continue to be successfully completed each year.   
 
3)  Harvest sharing performance. 
 
Revised language concerning paragraph 4 of the Agreement was agreed upon by the Panel 
during the February 2009 PSC meeting.  Since 2009 the Panel has exchanged papers and 
successfully worked through the revised procedures concerning overage/underage.  In January 
2014 the Panel achieved bilateral agreement on principles concerning overage/underage and 
sought to implement these principles in relevant watersheds/fisheries since that time.      
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Obstacles to Completing above Bi-lateral Tasks: 
 
1) The Parties shall improve procedures for coordinated and cooperative management of the 

fisheries on transboundary river stocks. 
 

An ABM regime for Stikine coho has not yet been developed and is anticipated to be several 
years away due to difficulties in implementation and cost for in-season abundance estimation.  
Significant improvement in abundance based management of sockeye and Chinook in the Alsek 
River requires future substantial (and costly) program development.  Both Parties face difficulty 
implementing existing ABM programs in place for Taku and Stikine salmon due to increasing 
(inflationary) costs and limited resources.  In turn, the Parties have resorted to competing for 
Northern Funds for the past several years to simply maintain the fishery assessment and 
management programs that are currently in place.  Should the Parties wish to continue to 
implement the commitments set out in Chapter One, an increased provision of sustained funding 
will be required to address this issue. 
 
2)  Continue the existing joint enhancement programs designed to produce annually 100,000 
returning sockeye salmon to each of the Taku and Stikine rivers. 
 
Considerable effort has gone into determining reasons behind the low production of certain Taku 
River enhanced sockeye salmon, and in turn, adjustments have been made to the program to 
strive to achieve improvement.  Despite these efforts, success has been limited in certain 
programs/areas.  In general, the success of sockeye enhancement projects/programs in the Taku 
and Stikine rivers has been significantly reliant on the availability of funding via the Northern 
Fund, although Canada has demonstrated progress towards reducing reliance on this source of 
funds to support egg-take activities in recent years.  Similar to the fiscal challenges identified in 
#1 above, a significant increase in funding to continue the implementation of the sockeye 
enhancement program will be needed to achieve the production goals outlined in Chapter One.  
Support for future production of enhanced sockeye salmon in the Tuya watershed (Stikine River) 
will require a sustainable and effective approach to address concerns regarding residual 
(unharvested) terminal fish.  The experience gained through efforts undertaken over the past 
several years indicate that an effective solution to addressing residual Tuya Lake-bound 
enhanced sockeye salmon is anticipated to considerably exceed funding available to either Party 
at the current time.  In absence of a viable alternative, the discontinuation of the Tuya Lake 
component of the sockeye salmon enhancement program will preclude achieving the stated 
sockeye production goal for the Stikine River.  
 
Outline of Other Panel / Committee Tasks or Emerging Issues: 
 
 Adequate, stable, long-term, funding of assessment and enhancement programs is critical to 

improving and/or implementing ABM regimes for Taku, Stikine, and Alsek salmon stocks. 
Substantial incremental project and overall assessment program cost increases have greatly 
surpassed available fiscal resources and has resulted in numerous, very difficult challenges to 
the Parties attempting to achieve the assessment and enhancement program goals.  
Expectations of the users of these fishery resources and expectations of Panel members are 
not being met by the Parties under the current fiscal resource levels. 
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 The limited success of the Taku enhancement program and recent increased complications 

associated with the Stikine enhancement program (specifically, uncertainty over continuation 
of Tuya Lake component) offer significant challenges to the Parties in reaching the 
enhancement goals as specified in the Annex.   

 
Potential Issues for Commissioners: 
 
A slide that occurred in the Stikine River in spring 2014 impeded salmon passage.  An 
emergency effort was implemented to transfer fish above the slide in summer 2014.  Efforts were 
undertaken to improve and monitor passage during the 2015 season however the extent to which 
the slide results in an on-going risk to sustained passage of  migrating adult Chinook and sockeye 
salmon in the Stikine River remains highly uncertain. 
 
The loss of bilateral agreement regarding the use of Tuya Lake as a sockeye outplant site beyond 
2014 has created significant challenges towards achieving the 100,000 enhanced sockeye salmon 
production target identified for the Stikine River.  
Potential Issues for Committee on Scientific Cooperation: None. 
 
Proposed Meeting Dates and Draft Agendas1: 
 
Transboundary Panel: 

1. Pacific Salmon Commission Post-Season Review (January 11 – 15, 2016; Portland OR.):  
 Review of the U. S. and Canadian fisheries in 2015 in the Taku, Stikine and Alsek 

Rivers and resultant spawning escapements.   
o Summary of salmon passage past the Stikine (Tahltan) River slide in 2015 

including update on remediation efforts, distribution based on radiotagging 
and potential future options to address the barrier. 

o Review of 2015 Chinook radio tagging results. 
 Review of enhanced production returning in 2015. 
 Review of egg takes and other enhancement activities that took place in 2015. 
 Review of preliminary Taku and Stikine enhancement production plans. 
 Planned sockeye fry outplants in 2016. 
 Review implementation of overage/underage strategy implemented in 2014, discuss 

any overage/underage in 2015, and identification of any remedial management 
responses. 

 Evaluation of Transboundary Rivers enhancement operations. 
 Update on Little Tahltan River Chinook salmon escapement goal initiative (Canada). 
 Update on proposed research activities focusing on Alsek River sockeye salmon 

(Canada).   
 Northern Fund – update on projects under consideration for funding in the 

Transboundary Rivers area (2016). 

                                                            
1 The U.S. TBR Panel and U.S. TTC members, as appropriate, will meet in December, 2015, and again between 
February and October of 2016, in Juneau, for negotiation purposes associated with revision of Chapter One of the 
Agreement. 
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 Discussions and negotiation of revised Chapter One Annex – focus on review of U.S. 
and Canadian position papers exchanged in February and December 2015 
respectively. 
 

 
2. Pacific Salmon Commission Annual meeting (February 8 – 12, 2016; Vancouver, BC):  

 Completion of the agenda from previous meeting. 
 Follow-up to questions and issues that arise during post season review. 
 Final Panel review of SEPP and TEPP and development of recommendations to the 

Parties concerning Taku and Stikine enhancement production plan for 2016. 
 Exchange of position papers concerning negotiation of revised Chapter One Annex. 

 
Transboundary Technical Committee: 

1. Fall meeting: November 18-20, 2015, Whitehorse, Yukon 
 Finalize 2015 Preliminary post-season report including: 

o Review Canadian and U.S. Fisheries (catches, management actions, PST 
compliance): Stikine, Taku, Alsek 

o Stock assessment projects: M/R, Chinook Telemetry, CPUE, Aerial Surveys, 
CWT, GSI, Weir Counts, Assessment Fisheries, Wild/Enh. Components, 
Creel, Spawning Ground Surveys 

o Escapements:  
 Stikine: Chinook, Tahltan Sockeye, Mainstem Sockeye 
 Taku:  Chinook, Sockeye, Coho 
 Alsek/Klukshu: Chinook, Sockeye 

 Taku and Stikine 2016 Chinook salmon forecast 
 Tahltan River landslide update 
 Little Tahltan Chinook 

o Escapement Goal Development – Update 
o Stock Status Evaluation 

 Enhancement Projects 
o Review of 2015 activities 
o SEPP and TEPP discussion 
o Enhancement planning 
o 2015 Egg-takes 
o 2015 Outplants (from 2014) 

 Review and update of GSI baseline 
 Review Overage/Underage spreadsheet 
 Review/Finalize outstanding final catch and escapement reports 
 Discuss Northern Fund projects on the TBRs 
 Report publication schedule 

 
2. Late Winter Project Planning Management Meeting:  February 2016, Juneau, AK 

 2016 Program planning -Stikine, Taku, Alsek 
 Enhancement  
 Run outlooks (Chinook, sockeye, coho) – Stikine, Taku, Alsek 
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 Preliminary management plans 2016 
 Genetic baseline update and sampling plan 2016 
 Enhancement Sub-committee update on hatchery activities, egg take targets, 

assessment studies, data summary updates and 2016 management plan. 
 

3. Spring Management Meeting: April 2016, Teleconference: 
 Transboundary Technical Committee Management Plan 2016  

 U.S. Management Plans and activities 
 Canada Management Plans and activities 
 Joint activities 
 Enhancement Plans 
 Follow-up and Final Publication 

 
Status of Technical or Annual Reports: 
 
Annual Catch and Escapement Reports 

 Preliminary Estimates of Transboundary River Salmon Production, Harvest and 
Escapement and a review of Joint Enhancement Activities in 2015 – January 2016. 

 
Annual Management and Enhancement Plan Reports 

 Salmon Management and Enhancement Plans for the Stikine, Taku, and Alsek Rivers, 
2016 – April 2016 
 

Comments:  None. 
 
 



   

PACIFIC SALMON COMMISSION ROSTER 
 

Slate of Officers for 2015/2016 
 
 
OFFICE COUNTRY   REPRESENTATIVE 
 
Commission Chair   U.S.  Phil Anderson 
Commission Vice-Chair    Can  Susan Farlinger 
Fraser River Panel Chair    U.S.  Kirt Hughes 
Fraser River Panel Vice-Chair    Can  Jennifer Nener  
Northern Panel Chair    U.S.  Lowell Fair 
Northern Panel Vice-Chair    Can.  Mel Kotyk  
Southern Panel Chair    U.S.  Laurie Peterson 
Southern Panel Vice-Chair    Can.  Andrew Thomson 
Transboundary Panel Chair    U.S.  John H. Clark 
Transboundary Panel Vice-Chair    Can.  Steve Gotch   
Stan. Comm. on F&A - Chair    U.S.  W. Ron Allen 
Stan. Comm. on F&A - Vice-Chair    Can.  Rebecca Reid  
Stan. Comm. on Scientific Cooperation - Chair   U.S.  David Hankin 
Stan. Comm. on Scientific Cooperation - Vice-Chair  Can.  Mark Saunders  
 
Technical Committee on Data Sharing - Co-Chair  U.S.  George Nandor 
Technical Committee on Data Sharing - Co-Chair  Can.  Kathryn Fraser  
Fraser River Panel Technical Committee - Co-Chair  U.S.  Robert Conrad 
Fraser River Panel Technical Committee - Co-Chair  Can.  Anne-Marie Huang   
Northern Boundary Technical Committee - Co-Chair  U.S.  Andrew Piston 
Northern Boundary Technical Committee - Co-Chair  Can.  David Peacock  
Transboundary Technical Committee - Co-Chair  U.S.  Edgar Jones 
Transboundary Technical Committee - Co-Chair  Can.  Steve Smith  
Enhancement Subcommittee of the 
 Transboundary Technical Committee - Co-Chair  U.S.  Garold Pryor 
Enhancement Subcommittee of the 
 Transboundary Technical Committee - Co-Chair  Can.  Corino Salomi   
Joint Technical Committee on Chinook - Co-Chair  U.S.  John Carlile 
Joint Technical Committee on Chinook - Co-Chair  Can.  Gayle Brown  
Joint Technical Committee on Coho - Co-Chair  U.S.  Gary S. Morishima 
Joint Technical Committee on Coho - Co-Chair  Can.  Arlene Tompkins  
Joint Technical Committee on Chum - Co-Chair  U.S.  Jay Zischke 
Joint Technical Committee on Chum - Co-Chair  Can.  Pieter van Will  
Joint Technical Committee on Habitat and Restoration Co-Chair U.S.  Thom Hooper 
Joint Technical Committee on Habitat and Restoration Co-Chair Can.    
Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee - Co-Chair  U.S.  Gary S. Morishima 
Selective Fishery Evaluation Committee - Co-Chair  Can.  Rob  Houtman  
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