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08 December 2009

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Subject: DRAFT minutes for the 08 December 2009 AFF meeting with TAC.

The meeting was held in the St. Helens Room at NOAA’s Portland Office.  In attendance:

	Last
	First
	Agency
	Office/Mobile
	Email

	Byane
	Alan
	IDFG
	
	

	Brandt
	Scott
	Shonsone-Bannock tribes
	
	sbrandtsbs@sbtribes.com

	Caudill
	Chris
	U of I
	
	

	Clugston
	David
	USACE-NWP
	503-808-
	David.a.clugston@usace.army.mil

	Ellis
	Stuart
	CRITFC
	
	ells@critfc.org

	Ehlke
	Robin
	WDFW
	
	Robin.ehlke@dfw.wa.gov

	Fredricks
	Gary
	NOAA
	503-231-6855
	Gary.fredricks@noaa.gov

	Fryer
	Jeff
	CRITFC
	
	fryj@critfc.org

	Kern
	Chris
	ODFW
	
	j.chris.kern@state.or.us

	Mackey
	Tammy
	USACE-NWP
	541-374-4552
	Tammy.m.mackey@usace.army.mil

	Rawding
	Dan
	WDFW
	
	

	Rerecich
	Jon
	USACE-BON
	541-374-7984
	Jonathan.g.rerecich@usace.army.mil

	Sharma
	Rishi
	CRITFC
	
	shar@critfc.org

	Whiteaker
	John
	CRITFC
	
	whij@critfc.org


Caudill, ? and Rerecich called in.
1. ACTIONS

1.1. TAC will put together a paper outlining their needs.

1.2. Byane can draft some PIT tag usage.
1.3. Rawding will forward a proposal he wrote years ago about reducing handling.  He is still looking for funding.

1.4. Further discussion on how to get the Accords Project’s sample rates.  
2. Bern started the meeting with introductions.  He would like to make some progress on the long term intent of the AFF at Bonneville Dam.  He reviewed the minutes from the previous meetings regarding the AFF and sampling needs.
2.1. CRITFC uses the facility for many purposes such as: stock reconstruction, Pacific Salmon Treaty work, genetics, etc.
2.2. There are issues with the use of the facility, namely temperatures and fish safety.
2.3. NOAA agreed to, and USACE installed, a new picket lead configuration.  CRITFC agreed to look at less intrusive methods of sampling.
3. Sampling at the Bonneville Adult Fish Facility and potential alternatives.
3.1. There are currently no other alternatives to getting data from the BON AFF.  If the AFF failed, TAC would have no method for getting their critical information.  
3.2. The AFF was never meant for long term research.  It was built for research by USACE for improvements at the Projects.  Once those needs are finished, USACE doesn’t have a need for the facility.  The AFF was open to others due to the usage for USACE needs.  
3.3. The AFF may be mothballed in about five years.

3.4. There is no funding for major upgrades to the AFF.  Should USACE even be responsible for paying?  TAC didn’t feel it was their responsibility either.

3.5. Imaging software might be used to differentiate steelhead from salmon.  It may also be used to determine a jack from an adult.
3.6. Wide spread juvenile PIT tagging.  PIT tag data from these fish, as they come back as adults, would provide valuable information.  The drawbacks would be that the tagged fish would be predominantly hatchery fish.
3.6.1. More juveniles could be tagged to lessen the handling needs of adults.  CRITFC has tried to get USACE to fund PIT tagging juveniles but hasn’t received any funding yet.

3.6.2. IDFG reported that all hatchery steelhead stocks are PIT tagged.  Nearly all hatchery stocks, except chinook are PIT tagged and that data could be used to get age composition for all hatchery stocks, except chinook.  There is substantial juvenile chinook tagging in the Snake River but the smaller fish are hard to tag due to the size of the PIT tag.  
3.7. Utilize parental based tagging.  This would still require handling of the fish, but the number of fish handled would be significantly reduced.
4. Differences between LWG and BON
4.1. The entire Snake River run passes through, and more fish are handled at the LWG trap.
4.2. There is not an outcry about the sampling at LWG.
4.3. TAC is very comfortable with the estimates from LWG since they are able to sample so many more fish than at BON.
5. The importance of the scale data for steelhead.
5.1. Recovery efforts rely on good return estimates.
5.2. Ocean harvest management relies on the adult estimates.
5.3. In-river harvest is managed based on adult estimates at BON.
5.4. Real time data is needed for the in-season harvest management.  
5.5. CRITFC anticipates the need for the scale data from the AFF to be never-ending.
6. Discussion about temperature protocols, picket leads, handling and mortalities.
6.1. Temperature restrictions reduce the precision of the data, which impacts national and international fisheries management.
6.2. The temperature protocols are in the Fish Passage Plan, which is referenced in the BiOp.  The protocols will remain in effect.
6.3. There is delay, handling effects, mortality, and potential delayed mortality or impacts on spawning success due to diverting fish through the AFF and handling them.

6.4. Questions about the impacts of handling have not yet been answered with PIT tag and/or radio tag data.

6.5. CRITFC suggested the new picket leads are biased towards jacks entering the AFF.
6.6. WDFW believes the information collected at the AFF is worth the numbers of dead fish resulting from the use of the AFF.
6.7. It was suggested that since CRITFC has not yet exceeded their take permit so there should not be an issue with the numbers of dead fish.
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